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FOREWORD

This Comprehensive Report is a compilation of individual
reports issued over the past year, revised and updated within
the past month. It includes both the visual design studies
sponsored by privately~donated funds, and the functional de-
sign studies sponsored by municipal funds.

This study program was suggested in 1964 by the lexington
Chamber of Commerce, which sponsored a preliminary study, At
that time, the Board of Selectmen appointed a five-man commit-
tee to handle the study., Since augmented with four additional
members, this group ("Town Committee to Study The Revitalizaw
tion of Lexington Center"), usually called the Steering Commit-
tee, has had the primary responsibility for gulding the direc-
tion the studies have taken., The Planning Board, which gave
vital support to initiation of the study, has also played an
important role in review of and support for the work undertaken.

An early recommendation of this study was the formation of
an advisory group of design professionals, which has resulted
in formation of the Design Advisory Group, many of whose mem-
bers have gilven generously of their time and talents, going be-
yond passive review to actively forward ideas and to help in
implementing them, Among those involved have been architects,
landscape architects, planners, transporiation experts, an econ-
onist, and a few interested laymen, Establishment of that group
is perhaps the first contribution of this program,

The Public Works Department, Police, Assessors, Planning
Department and Cary Memorial Library all have given important
help to this effort. The Board of Selectmen have given a major
portion of their time over the past year to this study, and have
patiently awaited the results' of it before making commitments
in the Center,

The Town Committee is misnamed, for "Revitalization" is
hardly an issue in a Center as healthy as Lexington's, The is-
sues are the continuation of vitality in the face of certain
change, and the addition of service and symbolic excellence to
economic vitality. By acting now, while economic strength
abounds, these high objectives can be achieved.
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NATURE OF THE PLAN

Motivated by impending development of a regional-shopping center three
miles away in Burlington, by a projected tripling of tourist visitors to the
Minuteman National Park, and by dis-satisfaction with the rather ordinary ap-
pearance of Lexington Center, a privately-sponsored planning effort for the
Center was initiated in early 1964. The March, 1965 town neeting gave impetus
to the program by adding municipal funds to aid the planning, and by approving
a major widening of the Massachusetts Avenue right-of-way, resulting in a need
for guidelines for reconstrugtion of both the street and the private proper-

ties involved,.

This report summarizes the results of that effort. This is a plan for
actions to be taken before 1968, so designed and scheduled that whichever way
the presently unanswerable question of railroad continuation is later resolved,
there is a logical extension from the 1968 proposals to 1975, and reasonable
expectation that those 1975 possibilities can be further developed during the
increasingly vague future beyond that. The plan therefore contains explicit
proposals for the next few years, policies for the next decade, and considers
generalized estimates for the time beyond,

ESTIMATES

EXPLICIT

PROPOSAL

The goals of development in the Center must include business profit-
ability, but also must go beyond that. Two equally important goals are ser-
Yice to residents and the development of the Center as an appropriate symbol
to stand for the community, a Center which reflects what the community is, as
well as what its heritage has been. The Center and this plan for it are for
all of Lexington, not just for business interests, and the plan's objectives
can be achieved only with the joint support of residents through town meeting
and businessmen through their investments.

The future role of the Center will inevitably change, since the Center
cannot provide breadth of choice comparable with the proposed Burlington Center,
and it is increasingly disadvantaged by location, parking relationships, and
rent structure for competition in convenience goods sales. The most likely
avenue for retail growth in the Center is in specialty goods selected for the
Special market Lexington and its neighbors provide, & trend evident today, and
inevitable in the future if the Center is to prosper,

To gain such busineqs, circulation and parking improvements must be made,
at the same time developing a quality in the exterior environment to match the



uality of the goods being sold. A dramatically landscaped promenade linking
‘he Green, the commercial Center, and the civic area is proposed as a major
.omponent in developing this environment, to be complemented with careful guid-
nce of new architectural development, and with development of pedestrian areas
.inking parking and commercial structures,

The Plan recommendations are that a staged program for landscaped beauti-
‘1ication in the Center be undertaken; that the ‘Massachusetts Avenue widening
e used only in part for traffic, freeing the rest for pedestrians; that the
wesent compact nature of the Center be maintained through use of multi-level
mrking structures where necessary; that parking access be improved through
levelopment of a loop-road system; and that building design be guided through
greement on a Visual Design Plan, dealing with the major elements of design,
‘ather than with "style". ©Each of these recommendations is a major departure
'rom what most small commercial areas are doing. These directions are recom-
iended in the belief that only bold steps can rescue the Center from easy
iediocrity, and that mediocrity is inadequate functionally or symbolically for
. community of Lexington's aspirations and heritage.

Pages 3 and 4 are alternative illustrations of what might result by 1975
.f the recommended public actions to 1968 and pelicies beyond that are fol-
.owed. Since these illustrations combine recommendation and projection, many
ither alternatives could also be shown, illustrating different private re-
sponses to these public efforts, and different ways of implementing the sug-
:ested public policies on dirculation and parking. The explicit recommenda-
:ijons and policies are illustrated through drawings on pages 7, 9, 11, 12, 18 -
nd 22, .

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

1968 1975 1985
PROPOSALS POLICIES EXPECTATIONS
SIRCULATION '
Widen Mass. Ave, 5 feet Continue loop road develop. Major diversion
Open L. turn lane @ Waltham St. Complete Mass. Ave. re- required
Reshape Minuteman intersection shaping

Reverse Clarke Street
Remove some Mass., Ave. parking
Open loop road in parking lots

’ARKING

Pave lot N. of railroad Maintain 34:1000 parking Higher ratio

Build Waltham-Muzzey structure ratio required

Improve Clarke-Muzzey parking (Probable structure N, of

Rev."fringe" zoning to require Mass, Ave.)

parking
WCTIVITY

Encourage specialty sales Expand commercial area Nearby apartment
Expand commercial area development
JEAUTIFICATION

Execute lst stage promenade Complete Center beautifi- Beautification norm.
Execute 2nd stage improve. cation municipal function
JESIGN GUIDANCE

Control sign brightness New design review method Move extensive
Permit some overhanging signs design review

Adopt "fringe" yard require.
Adopt Visual Design Plan
Expand approach town-wide
S
-2
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ACTIVITY DEVELOPMENT

Projected Town growth from 31,000 residents in- 1965 to an estimated
40,000 in 1975, coupled with steadily rising per capita incomes, means that
retail purchases by Lexington residents is likely to swell from about $53
million per year today to about $75 million per year in 1975. (In all cases,
figures are in constant-value 1963 dollars.) The new regional center at Burl-
ington is likely to capture $7 million of that potential, leaving $68 million
in purchases by Lexington residents to be divided between Lexington Center and
all other locations. If the Center's .share of the remaining $68 million is
the same in all broad product lines in 1975 as it was in 1863, (the most re-
cent year accurate data are available for) the Center's sales would grow from
a current annual level of $10 million to $14 miilion annually in the mid-70s.
The"million projected 1975 tourists might spend $1 of their $8 estimated daily
expenditures in Lexington Center, adding another $1,000,000 sales. On this
basis, the potential for a 50% expansion in Center sales by 1975 can clearly
be seen, despite Burlington, provided that the Center remains 2s attractive
relative to its competitors as it is today, and provided that suitable loca-
tion for this much growth can be provided. Similar analysis of non-retailing
employment lead to the conclusion that such employment could rise from 550
persons in 1963 to 800 in 1975.

Conversion of sales and employment to floor space and acreage estimates,
then to physical designs, clearly shows that appropriate- space, not market, is
the major constraint on growth in the Center, provided that. efforts are made
to make the Center attractive enough to meet its potential. Retajiling demands
high visibility, and few businesses are interested in upper-floor suburban lo-
cations, especially where parking is restricted. First-floor space and its re-
quisite parking can't be provided for the entire 50% growth potential without
danger of undesirable intrusion of business into residential areas. Accord-
ingly, zoning, parking and circulation provisions are being scaled to 1/3
growth of commercial activity in.the Center rather than 1/2, or expansion from
about 290,000 s.f. of commercial space today to about 380,000 s.f. in 1975,

Some expansion of commercial activity will take place by infilling in
present commercial zones, but commercial district extensions are also reguired
to permit the programmed 1/3 growth. Re-zoning to the sgouth is advocated,
where a .mixed pattern of activity and structural types already exists, and
4lso to the east, where the present zone boundary is spatially irrational,
Re-zoning to the north is proposed simply to rationalize- the legal status of
the existing municipal parking lot.

; Two types of commercial zone are advocated, one unchanged from the pres-
ent Center regulations, another similar to the presént C-1 Distriect, with yard
space and off-street parking required for each structure.

Government, utilities, and vther institutions also occupy space in the
Center. Town offices and Police Headquarters are again cramped, suggesting
probable expansion of provisions for those functions, Cary Memorial Library
looks forward to expansion, None of these changes will involve large land
areas, however. Both electric and telephone substations are located where
they impose limitations on Center expansion; neither is realistically movable,
and both can expand functionally without new land,

Residences in the heart of the Center have been debated and rejected, but
population growth peripheral to the Center through development of apartments
is both likely and, if -carefully guided, desirable both for commercial support
and to provide for an otherwise unobtainable housing choice.

..



MILLIONS OF DOLLARS

PURCHASES BY RESIDENTS OF
LEXINGTON MARKET AREA
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CIRCULATION

Like most old market centers, Lexington Center is at the hub of a system
of radisl routes, with about 85% of the traffic on weekdays just passing
through., Population growth, growth in auto usage, and shifts in employment
and shopping locations will increase present volumes in the Center despite ef-
forts such as Worthen Road, but will not increase volumes in the next decade
to such an extent that careful design of present rights-of-way cannot prevent
undue congestion,

The Massachusetts Avenue-Waltham Street intersection is the key to rea-
sonably free traffic movement, since it is the first location in the Center to
become overloaded. When unable to cope with its traffic load, it backs up
traffic into the "Minuteman intersection" at Bedford St.-Massachusetts Ave.-
Clarke St., creating a second jam. To prevent the Waltham Street tie-up,
three things are required:

1) Careful design of the intersection. Projected 1975 volumes can be
handled by three fronting lanes eastbound, two westbound if parking conflicts
are eliminated, and two fronting lanes northbound on Waltham Street. Provi-
sion of a third westbound traffic lane has no bearing on the intersection ca-
pacity, since the westbound lanes are "overdesigned" anyhow. They carry less
traffic than the eastbound lanes in thHe evening peak, but must be given more
time to give left turns into Waltham Street a head start.

2) Careful design of lanes leading into the intersection to insure that
the intersection is fed traffic smoothly. By computation, one lane on Waltham
Street and two lanes each way on Massachusetts Avenue will suffice if their o
width is adequate., East of Waltham Street, Massachusetts Avenue has more than
adequate width, West of Waltham Street the travelled lanes requirewidening by
about 10 feet at their narrowest point in order to match the theoretical ca-
pacity of the Waltham Street intersection.

3) Diversion of as much traffic as possible from the central portion of
Massachusetts Avenue, A loop roadd system would help achieve this, by providing
direct access to the Center's parking areas from the radials leading to the
Center without use of the Massachusetts Avenue-Waltham Street intersection.

Five moving lanes at the Waltham Street intersection, four lanes else-
where on Massachusetts Avenue, and the loop road system should give Lexington
Center less congestion in 1875 than it experiences today. ©No other configura-
tion without massive land-takings can do better. Sometime after 1975, should
traffic growth continue, a major effort may be required to provide a means of
carrying through Bedford Street-Massachusetts Avenue traffic past the Center.
Several feasible routes exist, one of which is illustrated.

The major costs of these circulation improvements are for the added Massa-
chusetts Avenue right-of-way, already appropriated, and the cost .of parking
relocation, not only from along Massachusetts Avenue, but also from the por=
tions of the loop road system passing through parking areas. Major landtaking
costs for the loop road are not likely to be justifiable for some years, making
its compleétion dependent upon fortunate opportunity, adroit detail design, or
late stage programming.

: The largest problem to be overcome in developing this circulation system
is that of habits of mind in conceiving of a whole new way of approaching the
Center, where the present "rear® is changed to the "entrance'", and where
i'short—cuts" now discouraged by parking lot design and one-way streets become
encouraged as means of congestion relief,

i .
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THE PROMENADE

A 100 foot right-of-way on Massachusetts Avenue most of the way through

the Center (90 feet at the Central Block) has been assured by recent town meet-
ing actions. Of this, 56 feet will be required by 1975 for moving traffic and
the traffic flexibility gained through a single on-street parking lane. To con-
tinue present sidewalks, a total of thirty-two feet are required for pedestrian
movement, light poles, fire hydrants, ete. The remaining twelve feet are dis-
cretionary, for use either as on-street parking space, or to provide an extra-
ordinary pedestrian promenade.

It is recommended that four feet of this discretionary space be used to
widen the sidewalks on the south side of Massachusetts Avenue, enough to permit
planting boxes and other pedestrian amenities (tree planting might require major
utility relocation), as well as freer movement. The remaining eight feet of
discretionary space should be used for a deeply landscaped pedestrian promenade
on the north side of the Avenue, with a double row of trees, smaller plantings,
benches, and other furnishings, giving the historic, commercial, and civic com-
ponents of the Center a linkage strong enough to be comprehended at the speed
and scale. dictated by the automobile, At the same time, it allows creation of
variety and interest at pedestrian scale, as well as "eddies" out of the streams
of movement where one can pleasureably pause. This powerful element would help
give a distinctive character to Lexington Center, helping differentiate it from
the multitude of commercial areas now similar in appearance but representing
communities far different in character and heritage.

The new buildings replacing the Hunt and Central blocks will be ocne story,
rather than three. This, coupled with separation across the avenue by 100 feet
rather than 75, will reduce the sense of enclosure of the Avenue. The promenade :
and its trees will help re-encloge it, as well as helping join thé two sides,
both physically . and visually. Most important, however, is the establishment of
an environmental character calculated to attract and sustain specialty goods
enterprises, and 2 character appropriately symbolic of the entire community.

The thirty-four parking spaces which, but for pedestrian improvements, could
be (and presently are) provided on-street on the north side, are not insignifi-
cant, but their replacement off-street is a small part of the overall parking
expansion required over the next decade, and well justified by the benefits of
pedestrian area improvements. For an interim period following development of
the promenade, parking can be retained on both sides of the Avenue, with the
north-side parking lane to be removed when replacement off-street parking has
been developed. The space gained would then be divided between traffic space
and the recommended widening of the sidewalk on the south side of the Avenue.

The complete landscaping program advocated, including both sides of the
Avenue, work in Depot Sguare, and work in the parking area south of Massa-
chusetts Avenue, will cost ad estimated $300,000, with strong probability that
half of this will be supported through a federal grant under the Urban Beauti-
fication Program. The first stage beautification (see page 23) will cost $60,000,
On an annual cost basis, including the annual cost of the 34 necessary relocated
parking spaces and an allowance for added snow removal and other maintenance ef-
forts, this first step will cost less than $15,000 annually.

Beautification of Massachusetts Avenue is but one component in a proposed
program which would include efforts in Depot Square, in and between parking areas,
and in outlying commercial centers as well, following a careful analysis of their
needs.

~10-
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PARKING

There are about 3% parking spaces available in the Center to service every
L,000 square feet of commercial floor space, In Belmont Center, there are 4
spaces per 1,000 square feet; in Burlington, the ratio will approach 9 per
l,000 square feet. .In hard-hit Woburn, the ratio is 2:1000, It is conserva-
:ive to say that in the future, at least the present parking/floor space re-
lationship must be maintained to keep Lexington Center competitively conven-
lent. In areas on the edges of the Center (proposed to be zoned C-1), this is
1 private responsibility, since parking there serves only the immediate abut-
:ors, and zoning change is proposed to ensure that the responsibility is ob-
served. In the heart of the Center, however, parking is a public function,
since each space is of general utility, serving many destinations.

Within the area of public responsibility, there are nearly 1,000 parking
spaces today, half of them publicly provided. Programmed growth to 1975 will
require net addition of nearly 300 spaces to maintain present parking-floor
space relationships, and nearly 100 more to offset parking removal by private
sonstruction and by the proposed Massachuseits Avenue program.

Municipally-owned space north of the railroad should be paved and have
»oth auto and pedestrian access improved as a first step. The chaos of pri-
rate lots between Clarke and Muzzey Streets should be rationalized by munici-
1al acquisition, If the abuttors object, zoning should be changed so that
idequate parking there will be provided in conjunction with any new construc-
Eion,

Following those two actions, improvements become more difficult, since
they involve a choice among acquisition of sound commercial structures, devel-
spment at great distance from the Avenue (few today will walk more than 500
feet in this scale of center), or vertical development, a startlingly new no-
tion for a suburb. Simple cost analysis shows that with high-value land, as
in the heart of Lexington Center, it is cheaper to go up than out. Two struc-
tures are advocated, one north and one south of Massachusetts Avenue. Since
the size, shape, .and location of the structure north of the Avenue depends
ipon the railroad future, that must wait, but detailed design of the structure
idvocated for the space between Waltham and Muzzey Streets should begin as
soon as possible,

The capital costs invelved in public provision of parking are very sub-
stantial, as high as $1500 per space in a parking structure. At $0.05 per
our, customers would pay about half the net cost of the proposed parking pro-
zram over a 20-year period. The resultant anhual subsidy of $20-$40 per space
:an perhaps be justified in terms of “tax return on commercial structures and
in terms of better service for residents, but need not be. An, increase in
neter rates to $0.10 per hour would provide income sufficient to cover all
sosts of the parking program, with no burden on the tax rate, and with negli-
zible effect on customer willingness to use the Center.

Parking turnover rates indidate needs for the various types of parking in
the Center. Of critical concern is the proportion of quick-turnover spaces,
since these are the most difficult to develop. Projected growth and shifts in
the nature of business in the Center suggest net addition of about 20 such
spaces, primarily in the "fringe"” areas where convenience outlets are most
arobable,

Time limits on Massachusetts Avenue might reasonably be lowered to 30 min-
ites to ensure proper use of those spaces, while more distant parking areas and
the top level of any parking structures might allow full-day parking for mer-
chants and their employees. A two-hour limit for the bulk of spaces would make
them most useful for the type of trade being encouraged.
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DESIGN GUIDANCE

Functional demands and economic realities have great bearing on what the
Center looks like or can look like. There is little functional demand for
upper-floor commercial space, so whether desirable or not, new structures
along Massachusetts Avenue will generally be low. There -is strong demand for
ground flcor commercial space, S0 new structures will largely £ill their land
area. Major traffic diversion is at present infeasible, so Massachusetts
Avenue functionally must be about 60 feet wide, give or take four feet.

Within the constraints set by functional demands, however, there is a wide
range of visual possibility. The “give or take four feet" on Massachusetts
Avenue is, in fact, an issue of vital importance to the visual structure of the
Center, as is just how the new low wide buildings are designed.

To effectively guide design in the Center, agreement should be reached
among the many who regulate and influence design decistons there as to what is
being sought. Discussion in the past concerning this has dwelled at a highly
specific level, the style of architecture appropriate, on which there is sharp
divergence of local opinion: should or should not Lexington Center's archi-
tecture be exclusively imitation colonial, or can a case be made for design
which reflects the 20th Century reality of the place, without being dis-
harmonious? Agreement at that level is far off in time, but actually may be
less important than agreement on the more basic issues illustrated on the
Visual Design Plan. Where should there be buildings, where are there spaces
we care enough about to acquire if necessary? Where can large structures ap-
propriately rise, where should only small structures exist? Where should
buildings be stuck together, where separate? Which structures have function
or location making an aggressively assertive design appropriate, which should
be "background" structures? Which are the buildings with historic values of
critical importance for preservation? Other broad questions, not shown on the
plan, might be raised. Should all buildings have visible roofs? Should neon
and porcelain enamel be banned?

If the Planning Board, Historic Districts Commission, Selectmen, the
volunteer professional Design Advisory Group, and businessmen representatives
could concur on the broad issues illustrated on this plan or some plan like
it, implementation could be achieved without great expansion of present powers,
Zoning controls some of these characteristics. For any structure involving
purchase of public land (the Hunt Block, Central Block, and new Waltham St.
building are all .examples), provision requiring compliance can be placed in
the deed. Persuasion through the Design Advisory Group and others can be
highly effective, as can the exemplar of public construction. Until concur-
rence among the major groups involved is reached, extension of legal controls,
either through Historic Districts expansion or through creation of an addi-
tional review agency, is likely to contribute little to the basic visual goals

of the Center.

One of the strongest lessons of the visual design efforts in 'the Center
is that, just as rational circulation design in the Center requires a. town-
wide circulation plan to relate to, so too visual design and beautification
efforts in the Center should be related to similar efforts at the town-wide
gcale, based on a town-wide visual analysis to complement the current town-
wide fiscal analysis. Such a study is proposed for 1967, as one element in a
town-wide beautification effort,

Lexington has an extraordinary concentration of resident design profes-
sionals, for the first time in Town affairs formally involved in a public issue
through this study. Future design guidance efforts should take full advantage
of this rich resource of talent.

.
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DESIGN OBJECTIVES

Four groups are involved in changes to Lexington Center,
each group with its own objectives to be fulfilled, The busi-
nessmen concerned presumably have profit as a primary objective.
Customers and other users of the Center are interested in better
service, with "service" very broadly construed, Residents of
Lexington, whether users of the Center or not, are interested
in the role of the Center as a symbol of the community. Finally,
the various designers involved in either individual structures
or the overall scheme for the Center have, in addition to satis-
faction of the above objectives, artistic goals to be satisfied,

Profit, service, symbol, and art are therefore proposed as
the basic objectives to be fulfilled by the design of the Center,
Fortunately, these objectives are largely self-reinforcing.

The profitability of operations in the Center will be strength-
ened by improved services, will be further strengthened by

greater symbolic congruence between the Center and the community “L
it represents, and fulfillment of the designer's objectives |
should both result from and contribute to congruent symbolism,
improved service, and higher profitability.

THE CENTER AS A SYMBOL

A major element in the identity of any community is its
non=residential focus; in the case of Lexington, this is the
collection of historic, public, and commercial structures and
spaces along Massachusetts Avenue roughly from Harrington Street
to Woburan Street, In Lexington, symbolic identity is of par-
ticular significance because of the historical heritage involved,
In the eyes of an estimated 1,000,000 annual visitors to the
future Minute Man National Park, the Center and its immediate
environs will represent the entire community. To the many
thousands of more local passers-through, whether commuters or
casual visitors, the Center similarly contributes heavily to
the image of the community,

The typical resident of Lexington has reason to be proud
of his town for many reasons, among them:
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1) That it was the locus of a great moment in world history.

2) That it is widely respected for the present quality of
its schools and other municipal services,

3) That it is a community with an extraordinary richness
of professionally and technically talented residents (not just
boosterism, but verifiable by cold Census data), and the locus
of a number of great space-age technological centers.

4) That residence there suggests (but doesn't prove) at-
tainment of an economic level well above reglonal averages,

The Center, if visually successful, should symbolize all
of these qualities in which the community takes pride, and add
to them another reason for community pride,

5) that it is a community with a singularly successful
central area.

The first objective of design efforts in the Center, then,
should be to enable that Center to symbolize all that is true
of Lexington; that it is an historically hallowed spot, but
also a2 very speclal and very active twentieth century one,

SERVICES OF THE CENTER

Residents look to the Center for a variety of services,
from the Library at one end, through commercial services in the
middle, to town administrative offices at the other end, 1In
what way can the design of the Center contribute to those
services?

If "amenity" can be considered a "service", certainly
visual improvements will contribute to services rendered. A
more measurable visual service would be to render the entire
Center, each of its component parts, and their spatial relation-
ships as clearly understandable as possible, so that all of the
services offered are more easily known, as are the means of
moving from one to another, This problem of sorting out com-~
plexity obviously gets more critical with larger central areas,
and since one objective of these studies is to find ways of
letting the Center grow, understandability will be increasingly
important in Lexington if the plan proposals are carried out,

Functionally, the Center has traffic-handling and activity-
supporting service roles, Both through traffic and internal
movenents, including parking and parking-store access, should
be made as smooth as possible,

25~
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The Center's primary service role is that of an activity
center, That role will be best served if the Center can be so
designed as to support a range of activities which supplement,
rather than duplicate, services available elsewhere, thereby
broadening the range of shopping choice at convenient proximity,

DESIGN AND PROFIT

. If the Center is made more attractive to residents of !
Lexington and the region around it, profits will almost cer-
tainly be improved, If at the same time the Center can be made
more attractive to the many tourists drawn to the Green, so ,
much the better, '

The job of being increasingly attractive to tourists is
the easier to discuss, Travellers are unlikely to delay their
Journey to visit a center just like the one back home, unless
they have compelling service needs. On the other hand, a
center with a distinctive character stands a far better chance
of drawing them, and even more of a chance if that character
is in some way related to the object of the trip, in the case
of Lexington, a visit to an historical center. To draw tour-
ists, then, the Center should be visually distinctive, with
that distinctive character reflective of the town's history.
There should be elements of visual continuity and linkage be-
tween the area of the Green and the rest of the Center, Fi-
nally, to be commercially attractive to tourists, the Center
should be visually attractive, both in its individual buildings
and in their relationships to each other,

For residents of the region near Lexington but within
neither the town itself nor the "natural" trading area of the
Center, much the same considerations apply as for tourists, 1If
a day trip to Lexington can be made a pleasurable outing to a
singularly interesting and even exciting Place, the trade area
of the Center can conceivably be expanded, A particularly
critical consideration for this potential market is the in-
delibility with which the memory of a visit to Lexington is
impressed, a memory often held in visual terms, If favorably
and strongly recalled, such trips are likely to be repeated,

Making a visit to the Center an exhilarating visual ex-
perience cannot help but make such a visit a more enjoyable
and often-repeated one, even for the "bread and butter" cus-
tomers of Lexington's present market area, to the profit of all
concerned, The means of accomplishing this for residents are
largely those discussed earlier, and alsc those under alternate
topics of symbol, service, and art.
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THE CENTER AS A WORK OF ART

The aspirations of this study and design effort are high,
higher than just profit and service and symbolism, Higher,
too, than additionally tidying up the Center by replacing old
facades with new ones and sprucing up the sigans, though cer-
tainly including that. Higher, too, than inspiring those new
facades each to be brilliantly designed, though hopefully in-
cluding that as well, The aim of this effort is to guide de-
velopment in such a way that the Center as a whole has artistic
merit even beyond the sum of the merits of its individual
buildings, as a result of the relationships among its build«~
ings, movement channels, and furnishings.,

The artistic aims of design at this scale are little dif-
ferent from those of design at any scale, and are little dif.
ferent from those cited earlier, such as to make clear the
function of the Center, of each of its constituent parts, and
of their relationships; to provide a symbolic representation
of the unique nature of the community; in short to imbue the
Center and its components with meaning.

BASIC OBJECTIVES

The basic objectives have now been stated in abstract
terms,. Those objectives are:

a) To achieve a visually distinctive character for Lexing-
ton Center,

b) To make that distinctive character a congruent symbol
for the community not only as it has been but also as it is.

¢) To make the structure and contents of the Center as
clear and understandable as possible,

d) To establish visual connections between the Green and
the commercial area,

e) To make the recollection of the image of the Center as
easy as possible, '

£) To make the Center as attractive as possible,

g) To satisfy functional demands of circulation and parking
well,

h) To stimulate development of a unique range of activities
in the Center,




DESIGN LIMITATIONS

Design at the scale of the entire Center is far different
from designing a single building, First, there is not one client
to be dealt with but rather many individual owners, not neces-
sarily acting in concert, Second, change is likely to occur not
all at once, but rather over a long period of time. Third, avail-
able control is far weaker at the town~scape scale than at the
architectural scale, The architect can precisely specify his
intent and be assured of compliance down to the finest detail,
Neither existing nor any possible future laws are likely to per-
mit this at the broader scale.

Because of these differences in client, timing, and contrel,
the kind of plan appropriate for the Center is far different
from an architectural blueprint, VWhile an architect, through
his plans, specifies an exact and unique solution, the town de-
slgner's plans should permit any number of solutions, as long
as they fit the general concept he is advancing. That concept
should be so presented that any solution possible within it is
likely to promote the objectives stated earlier, or is at least
unlikely to conflict with them.

Each new building event in the Center alters the web of
relationships which should be comsidered in making individual
building designs, so the problem is a dynamic one. Even if
agreement could be reached on the "correct"™ solution for the
specific and detailed design of all elements in the Center today,
the very next new building or major alteration would require re-
lated revisions to the "correct" solution for the rest of the
area, making a rigidly specific plan of the Center a practical
impossibility.

This design effort, then, will not result in a blueprint
purporting to tell each building owner exactly what he should do
with his property, but rather will set general limits, suggest
themes, and perhaps offer a palette of elements to be drawn on
in specific design, It is important at this stage to define
what elements are going to be dealt with in the design,

There is long experience in the definition of the elements
of functional design, and of the public means of guiding them,
Roads, sidewalks, utilities, activity patterns, and zoning con-
trols are all familiar. A design aimed at public guidance of
the visual environment, one component of the present plans for
the Center, is a relatively obscure art. What should or should
not be stated in the design iust,. therefore, be carefully clari-
fied.
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First, all of the public furnishings in the area dre appro-
priately considered very specifically as part of the design,
since these are under public control, Traffic signs, street
lighting, plantings, fences, hydrants, trash bins, call bozxes,
and other appurtenances should be made to contribute to the de-~
sign concept of the Center, and not be randomly organized as at
present,

Second, the system of movements - roads, alleys, sidewalks
and paths -~ can be specifically designed, since these too are
in general publicly controlled. The esthetic experience of the
Center has important movement aspects; the sequential relation-
ships among elements at this scale is frequently found to be
more important than their static composition, Not only is the
way in which people move through the Center important, but so
also are the pavement surfaces over which they move, and these,
too, are subject to control and, in the present case, almost
certain to presently face reconstruction even if not change,

Third, the space, mass, and void relationships in the
Centexr are appropriate elements for design consideration, Here
there is a measure of public control through zoning, which pres-
ently limits construction to certain height and set-back re-
strictions, In the Center, economics very nearly forces con=-
struction right up to those limits, so that they become in fact
the bounding dimensions of new construction, Those limits, and
the possible suggestion of '"not less than"” limits are clearly
critical to the visual character of the Center, and are clearly
appropriate for public design efforts.

Fourth, the pattern of type and intensity of activity is,
in addition to being a critical functional consideration, also
an esthetic one, and should be considered as such, The esthetic
quality of an urban area is made up not only of inert physical
objects, but also of human activity, Again, zoning is a tool
commonly used to influence this, albeit in a crude way, A
finer-scale design than is common in zoning studies is indicated
in this case,

These four considerations = public furnishings, movement
systems, mass and void relationships, and the activity pattern -
are normally subjects for examination in planning studies, so
their inclusion ag design elements represents nothing new in
private/public relationships, Their sensitive design could
greatly assist in achievement of the previously stated visual
objectives, all without specific reference to any other character-
istics of the individual buildings involved, It could be held
that this is as far as publicly-sponsored design efforts should
go, leaving the design of building surfaces and other consider-
ations other than the above completely in the hands of individual
building owners and their architects. Yet it is perfectly clear
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that most of what is accomplished through these four design
elements could be destroyed through what is done on building
facades,

It should be possible to provide guidelines for the design
of building exteriors in such a way that there is assurance
that each building will contribute to the overall design scheme,
without tying the hands of the designers of individual struc-
tures and demping their creativity, as would be the case in any
attempted "blueprint design" of all facades in the entire Center,

For example, physical elements intended to provide con-
tinuity to facades might be noted, if such prove desirable,
Sign heights, base heights for show windows, or themes such as
arcaded fronts or a canopy, or a selection of colors or ma- 'A%
terials could be stated, Continuity will not necessarily be
desirable everywhere; in some locations staccato discontinuity
may be more desirable, and should be indicated in the design,.

Most buildings in Lexington Center are quite restrained
in their form, color, and other elements which can be used to
make a building assert itself, One handsome exception is the
remodellad-railkroad station, perhaps the most strongly self-_ ;Z?’
assertive structure in the Center, When all buildings try to
¢all attention to themselves we have the sort of cacophony
found along many highways, such as Route 2 in Cambridge. When
no buildings speak loudly, the results may be, as perhaps in
Lexington, so bland as to be inappropriate to a vibrant ac-~
tivity center, The degree of self-assertion which structures
at various sites would ideally exhibit should be incorporated
into the visual design scheme, as an important means of acw
complishing the basic design objectives,

Similarly, at some locations, buildings would contribute
to the visual scene most by asymmetrical composition, in others
by establishing an axis through strongly stated symmetry, 1In
some cases, bulldings should be neutral "bridges", in other
cases should provide visual termination, These elements, too,
should be stated parts of the design,

Color is highly important; if possible, it should be in-
coxrporated into the design in some way, although this is highly
complex to do in an abstract scheme, and may have to be general-
ized. Similarly, textural considerations such as whether walls
are to be smooth, irregularly coarse, or regularly articulated
should be studied, as should the degree of glazed openness of
facade as against opague closure,

Finally, “scale"” will prove highly critical and again, if

it proves possible to do so, its locational variations should
be incorporated info the design. "Scale" in the sense of big
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structures versus small will be affected by the mass/void re-
lationships discussed earlier among elements traditionally con-
trolled, but there is another aspect to scale, The Sheraton
Plaza Hotel on one side of Copley Square has a far different
scale from the group of stores on the opposite side, although
in aggregate each bulks equally large, This "apparent scale"
is affected by the relative size of doors, windows, and other
elements useful in visually estimating size and distance.
Commercial structures in highway-oriented shopping centers
typically find a large apparent scale useful for rapid commu-
nication, Pedestrian arcades, just as centers of pre-~automotive
days, can effectively use a far more intimate scale, Vhere
each is appropriate in Lexington should be made clear in the
design.,

STYLE

No mention so far has been made of "style™ as a component
in the design of the Center, yet this is one design element
which is already being publicly controlled, through the Eis-
toric Districts Commission’s authority over a large portion of
the Center, There is, however, considerable doubt as to whether
any stylistic control can succeed for all of this area, and
virtual certainty that imposition of colonial, quasi~colonial,
or pseudo-colonial trappings on all structures in the Center
would do more harm than good,

The issue was well illustrated by the protracted contro-
versy in 1958 over a church addition facing the Green, The
many alternative facade treatments submitted by the church's
architects demonstrated that the real problem lay not in whether
the doors, windows and cornices had colonial, Georgian, Roman-
esque, or other styling. The real issues concerned space/mass/
void relatiomships, building assertiveness, and scale, A
Superior Court ruling that, in effect, the Historic Districts
Commission is limited to consideration of the style of doors,
windows, and cornices, rendered them impotent to control the
most critical elements involved in “appropriateness®.

The issue of "appropriateness" is not as simple as en-
forced imitation. In fact, a strong case can be made that the
most appropriate companion structures for Lexington's excellent
survivors of the Revolutionary War would be ones which resemble
them in being esthetic as well as physical products of their
own era, not soul-less hypocritical imitations, If the sym-
bolic value of Lexington Center is really important, as majn-
tained here, it is important that it symbolize a real and not
E_HIEﬁE?IEHEFEIaqg; Given this, and given sensitive handling
of mass, scale, textures, and prgggx&;gna,_gn_gppxnpriatﬂﬁgﬁlg_
Century frawework for Leéxington's 18th Century heritage can
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evolve. Even colonial Williamsburg, the archtype of stylistic
reconstruction, wisely uses a conplementary contemporary idiom
for structures housing contemporary functions of administra-
tion, halls and operations.

Stylistic control is not critical to attainment of the
stated design objectives, but integrity of design is, If it
were as simple to require a high level of design integrity as
it is to regquire colonial trim, one aspect of the visual design
in the Center would be solved,

Just as design integrity cannot be specified ox required,
neither can design quality be specified, required, or guaranteed,

The succe i i ent in the Center depend d
will depend 1o no small degree upon esign of

i
individu uctures,

The quality of design will depend upon the skill and effort
of the designers of the structures involved, The skill ob-
tained depends upon careful selection of designers by clients:

é,,thﬁmg;gort_qptg;ged depends upon making every commission in the

Center an important artistic challenge, SLIMUIAted at least in
part rough interest by both the client and the community in
ingist;ng"gngn_the_highest-lena1muf_a:iistin_aahiﬁxﬂmggq,

It is a truism that beauty cannot be legislated. It is
equally obvious that the broader achievement of good design
cannot be abstracted, specified, and required, What can per~
haps be achieved through this design effort is a situation in
which good design is more likely to be achieved than otherwise,
and in which irrespective of the quality of design of individual
structures, the relationships among structures will be such as

7‘#/ to add to rather t om the quality of the total ene

vironment,
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EXISTING VISUAL CONDITIONS

Any reasonable plan, short of one for complete reconstruc-
tion, must build onto what exists, protecting or enhancing
Strengths, and eliminating or minimizing weaknesses. This is
just as true of visual conditions as it is of traffic con-
ditions, or building space provisioas, Accordingly, an analysis
of existing visual conditions in Lexington Center has been con-
ducted to determine how well the earlier derived visual design
objectives are being met, To provide comparative examples,
three other locally well-known examples of commercial centers
of somewhat similar size were also studied: Concord, Nantucket,

and Greenfield, Massachusetts,

THE ELEMENTS THEMSELVES

Two things determine the character of the visual environ-
ment: the character of the elements composing it, and the way
those elements are related to each other, At the scale of
Lexington Center, both are eritical,

The elements conprising the Center aré its topography,
structures, vegetation, roadways, and activity. This section
examines ipn what way these elements individually contribute
towards accomplishment of design objectives, A later section
examines their interrelations,

Topography

There is little topographic variation in Lexington Center,
and to the degree that such variation affects the visual en-
vironment, it is to place a few discernible limits to the
Center, particularly to the north, where the beginnings of
Feriam Hill demarlk the end of the Center., The gradients on
Massachusetts fAvenue, VWaltham Street, Muzzey Street, and Clarke
Street are so slight as to not be important perceptual elements.

In contrast, one end of Concord Center is elevated and

backed by a hill, with the rest of the Center essentially flat,
giving some sense of orientation to the Center. Greenfield's
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"Massachusetts Avenue" (called Main Street) has a busibess
and cultural center fairly well defined on three sides by
topographic change, with the heart of the center itself oc~
cupying a level area, Nantucket's business district is built
on the side of a gentle hill, where flatness defines the ends
of the district, The slope of Main Street is a natural
orientational boon to visitors, since it gives the street a
clear sense of direction.

Nantucket's topography is an important asset, Concord's
& minor omne, Greenfield's topography is a problem, since it
defines a topographic district too small for the current func~
tional district, resulting in lack of congruence between the
topographically perceived and functionally used '“center". In
Lexington, topograplhy is "neutral", neither severely limiting
nor strongly suggesting solutions,

Structures

The commercial center of Lexington is lacking in struc-
tures of unusual interest, either historically or architectur-
ally. One small wooden structure on Waltham Street reputedly
is the sole building in the commercial district having "long
history", Perhaps destruction of history has been the price
paid for commercial success, but in any event, the visitor look-
ing for historic continuity through the commercial center of
Lexington is likely to be disappointed.

The area surrounding the Center, of course, is quite
another thing, A large number of structures of both historieal
and architectural interest are visible from the commercial cen-
ter, while not in it, The strength and significance of those
structures is a clear asset to the visual character of the
Center,

Lack of historical structures in the business district is
not true of any ol the three centers chosen for comparison,
Greenfield, the least "historic" of the four, has one eighteenth
and several early nineteenth century structures surviving in
its commercial center, along with representatives.of virtually
every period between then and now, Greenfield's era of great-
est prominence and growth was the turn of the century, and its
center reflects this in genuine architectural remains, as well
as in the usual reproductions,

Nantucket, of course, is primarily characterized by struc-
tures inherited from its era of greatness in the early and mid
nineteenth century. In Nantucket, the challenge is less to
find historic structures than to find the new ones,
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Concord's Millcdam area exemplifies historical continuity.
Virtually every architectural period from Colonial to Modern
is represented with genuine examples., There are relatively
few "pseudo" buildings in Concord Center, Victorian era
buildings look Victorian; most twentieth century buildings
look twentieth century; and with few exceptions, colonial-
appearing buildings really are colonial.

Historical presence and interest is easily discussed and
verified by construction dates; architectural quality and
interest is far more subjective and difficult, Yet few are
likely to disagree with these broad findings.

For reasons difficult to fathom, the Lexington Center
business district has not been favored with a large number of
individual building designs of unusual merit. The commercial
structures of the Center are, almost without exception, of very

154’SFHIﬁﬁry“dESign“quality; and certainly none merit a special
Xamibatiow, Perhaps the best structures in the Cen-
ter are the sidée=street wood frame buildings, oncs residences,
pow becoming commercial and professional offices., lany of these
are individually well proportioned, and collectively they es-
tablish a consistent "clapboard esthetic". The Cary Memorial
Library, in its nassing, scale, and siting, is an excellent
transitional structure between the historic and commercial
districts. A very few other structures rise above the ordinary.

It is perhaps equally true that neither Concord nor Green=-
field has been favored with an unusual number of well-designed
structures, though both of those centers have several older
commercial structures of considerable design merit. Nantucket,
on the other hand, has a large number of felicitously designed
buildings in its Center worthy of individual attention,

Lexington has no barbarously bad structures, despite howls
of anguish over new buildings in the letters column of the
Lexington Minute Man over the years, There has been a restraint
exhibited in new bulldings which has prevented obtrusive eye-
sores. The most frequently objected-to buildings are objected
to less because their design is unusually bad than because they
are old, or because the function they house and express is now
inappropriate for their location.

Concord and Nantucket also avoid eyesores; Greenfield is
less fortunate, Several highly prominent and ineptly designed
structures make sharp intrusions onto Main Street, well 1l1-
lustrating the damage that onme or two strong but bad struc-
tures can make, .
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Minor structures are also important - signs, light poles,
bydrants, and other.small objects help condition_the character
of.an.-area; Of the four cases examined, only Nantucket avoids
the ghoulish uniform blue 1ight quality of mercury-vapor street
lighting widely spaced on high standards, This efficient but
unattractive lighting does nothing to enhance the night scene
in Lexington, Concord, or Greenfield except in helping to de-
fine where the center is by variation in lighting type and
intensity,

Only Nantuclket and Greenfield provide "extra" street.fur-
nishings such as benches to sit on,  There.is no consistent

esthetic fo publicly placed-and.-maintained signs in any of
these communities: .Concord perhaps makes the best effort.

Vegetation

The portions of ilassachusetts Avenue and Waltham Street

‘where bullding frontage is more or less continuous is either

devoid of trees, or has been planted relatively recently with

street irees still inadeguate in scale or density to have a
ct. Outside of that area, the streets ITw and Ieading

to the Center are generally characterized by large scale street .

frees.,

The Center also generally lacks smaller-scale vegetation,
such that the few examples of lawn or shrubbery have heightened
impact, as does Emery Park (Depot Square),

The densely developed portion of Concord Center is devoid
of trees, but is small enough that peripheral trees and other
landscaping always present a visible contrast. Nantucket en-
Joys large scale trees not only surrounding it but also right
through the commercial center, The strongest element on Main
Strizet .ih Greenfield 1s probably the sbéaring elm-trees arching
forty feet or more over the street,

Roadways

It is difficult to abstract characteristics of roadways
from their surroundings, since the qualities are so inter-
related, but at this point it is worthwhile noting the differ-~
ences among the major roads in these four centers.

Concord'!s Hain Street measures about eighty feet, includ-~
ing sidewalks, between buildings, while Nantucket'*s Main Street
places buildings about eighty to ninety feet apart, Green-
field's Main Street, on the other hand, separates buildings by
about 100 feet, just as Massachusetts Avenue does now in
Lexington east oi Waltham Street, and shortly will do west of
VJaltham Street,
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Nantucket's Main Street i=s sharply limited in visual
length by buildings terminating the vistas at each end,
Concord's two shopping streets are hoth "T" shaped, closed at
one end, open at the other on Walden Street, terminated by a
building in a "V" intersection at the other on Main Street,
Greenfield's Main Street is terminated at some distance on one
end only but gains some sense of enclosure through its curva-
ture, While HMassachusetts Avenue curves, it does so outside
of the primary commercial area, and the '""backdrop' for the cur-
vature is now a number of small detached structures, At the
Green, the termination is handsome but not large, so that the
Avenue tends to go onh and on at both ends,

Nantucket’s cobblestone and bricl: road _and sidewalk sur-
facing is famous and uniquely suil ua »_ None
of the other centers have road surfaces any more imaginative
than asphalt roads and concrete sidewalks,

Activity

Nantucket caters-to a relatively fashionable summer trade;
activities there tend,; therefore, to lend themselves to _at-_
tractive and interesting display, Nantucket's movement system
is sti11 heavily non~automotive, encouraging design and dis-~
play suitable for impact at a pedestrian rate of movement,

Median family income in Concord is about $500 lower than
in Lexington, but despite this, the type of store activity in
Concord is, in many instances, aimed at a higher quality mar~
ket than lexington stores apparently aim for, Greenfield's
market profile is significantly lower income than any of the
other three.

Concord and Lexington have quite sharply segregated ac-
tivity patterns, with shopping here, government and churches
there, Greenfield has somewhat more central area intermixture
of activity. Nantucket and Greenfield complement shopping ac-
tivity with eating and drinking spots; especially in the case
of Nantucket, this extends the period of central area activity
well into the night.

STRUCTURAY, INTERREIAT JONSHIPS

The way in which elements of topography, structures, veg-
etation, roadways and activity relate to one amother is at
least as important to visual success as is the character of
each of those eclenents taken separately, Both existing and
potential issues are covered in the paragraphs which follow,

=37 =




Massachusetts Avenue

is the lack of clear relationships among the major components
of the Center along Massachusetts Avenue. The historiecal area
surrounding the Green abruptly meets the commercial area, with
minimal reflection in the commercial area of the connection,
The Cary Memorial Library helps bridge the two by its siting,
scale, massing, and use; the north side of the Avenue should
do as well,

Perhaps the greatest structural deficiency of the Center 5;%»

At the other end of the commercial area, there is an une
satisfactory transition as the Center "peters out" with an
auto -service station and a utility building blurring what
should be a clear transition from the commercial area to the
civic area, Relationships of building scale, color,siting, and
assertiveness do nothing to help the transition, and there is
no common thread to link the areas, let alone to link all the
way from the Green to the town offices, as should be done,

Conditions on the eastern end of Masgachusetts Avenue
could easily deteriorate., Three of the five houses between
the Colonial Garage and the First Baptist Church are in the
commercial zone, so could be replaced by stores built to the
street and lot lines, What the best relationship along the
Avenue at that point should be is difficult to Jjudge, but the
best solution certainly isn't to leave two houses between
storefront extension of the Center and the .Church,

Nantucket's Main Street is handsomely terminated at both
ends by street alignment shifts and by prominent structures,
Concord's central area roads are terminated in three directions
by structures; on the foiwrth by a sharp road bend and use change
occurring together., Greenfield's "leals" at both ends, much
to its detriment, Lexington's Massachusetts Avenue goes to
infinity on the east, and is terminated on the west by Captain
Parker, The Green, and the Unitarian Church, all handsome,
significant, and right on the axis, but not really strong
elements viewed from as far away as, say, Waltham Street.

Vere, for instance, the Church and the statue to swap sites,
the visual termination and provision of a visual goal for
Massachusetts Avenue would be far stronger,

Massachusetts Avenue largely lacks the sense of orientas
tion given to Nantucket's Main Street by its topography, and
to both of Concord's shopping streets by their "I inter-
sections and terminal buildings, The width variation coupled
with general height variation (as the street gets narrower the
buildings generally get taller) gives some left v, right
orientation at Waltham Street, but this is about to be at least
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reduced by the road widening and by the possibility of relaw-
tively low structures replacing tall ones toward the west,

The height of buildings on Massachusetts Avenue is gener-
ally inadequate to give a sense of street enclosure, Green~ -
field's Main Street, equally wide, and Rantucket's Main Street,
nearly as wide, are given a desirable sense of enclosure both
by tall buildings and by tall trees,

Bland architecture, as is general in Lexington, is in-
sufficient to ensure building compatibility. Concord's some-
what stronger individual buildings often sharply contrast with
their neighbors in scale, color, materials, or style; this pro=-
duces a bright staccatto interest. Nantucket's architecture
is drawn from a narrow palette of materials, scale, and styles,
resulting in 2 general anonymous harmony broken only by build-
ings of locational and functional significance warranting such
breaks. On Massachusetts Avenue nearly every building is either
red brick or whitish stone or concrete, but somehow the mix--
ture, in relatively long unbroken stretches of each material,
produces neither bright contrast nor quiet harmony, nor do the
variations reflect functionally significant events, For in-
stance, by adroit use of an alley cormer location and con-
trast of color and scale, a small frontage liquor store has
become one of the most prominent objects in the Center, The
bank in Depot Sguare occupies a building whose site and design
inply a major focal activity., Another bank, by use of lawns
and understatement, similarly attains visual prominence, None
of these establishments can be criticized for these efforts,
tasteful in each case, One can only wish that visual promi-
nence related somehow to functional prominence (and oxne can
also wonder if this visual problem isn't an accurate reflect-
ion of the laclk of "focal activity" in the Center, a functional
problem common to this type of complex).

Other Streets

From Worthen Road to Massachusetts Avenue, Waltham Street
has a chaotic mixture of elements, There is a great uncer~’
tainty as to where the Center ends., The telephone exchange,
exposing & massive brick sidewall to the axial view approaching
the Center, announces the beginning visually, but functionally
isn't a part of the Center, On the east side of the street,
the Lexington Arts and Crafts building is the first non-
residential masonry building encountered, but is six hundred
feet before the shopping begins; its neighboring professional
office building conflicts with the residential scale and char-
acter (as well as zoning) of the area,
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In contrast, Muzzey Street manages the same transition,
from intensive commercial to residential, from relatively bold
to intimate scale, with a minimum of discord, by a gradual pro-
gression of intensity and scale, helped by superior street
trees and by the unifying effect of relatively uniform iront
and side yards. This progression of intensity gives to Muzzey
9treet a clear sense of direction it would otherwise lack,
aiding orientation,

Whereas'Waltham Street can probably be improved only by
new building, Muzzey, Raymond and Forest Streets may be upset
by changes, Unless the present gradient persists, and unless
scale relationships are handled as skillfully as at the 014
Belfry Club, chaos similar to that on Waltham Street could
develop in that area, On the other hand, the area has some
mizture of use and scale now, so intensified use without dis-
rutpion is clearly feasible, Clarke Street, with three large
scale structures now, and with a major public open space,
probably is immune to such disruption,

Vinebrool: Road, Sherman Street, and Forest Street west
of Clarke S8treet all serve areas of clear visual homogenheity
and strength, through their single use, single scale, single
type of construction, and the unifying effects of landscaped
front yards and street trees, Introduction of change into any
of those areas would cause visual disruption, a "cost" to be
seriously welghed against any benefits to possibly be gained.

It is rare that the relationship between parking areas and
the stores they serve is well handled, Lexington is no ex-
ception, Neatness and rear of building access 15 required for
improvement, but this isn't sufficient, as illustrated by the
large private lot back of the block housing Batemens and others,
Here, the enclosing wall surfaces are neat and orderly, and
rear entrances have been opened, Yet the area is "dead", un-
attractive, and seemingly a world apart from Massachusetts
Avenue, 8trong activity bridges and other means of visual
connection and orientation are required, DPoor parking -lot = -
shopping street relationship is the ome thing which Lexington,
Concord, and Greenfield share, although Greenfield and Concord
each have one parking area which avoids this problem by
"fronting" onto the Main Street at the periphery of the shop-
ping area, facing across the street to a major structure,
thereby being made a part of the street,
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RELATIONSHIP TO GOALS

Earlier, visual design goals for Lexington were derived,
Based on this analysis, how well does Lexington meet them
today? '

Distinctive Character

The major road pattern and distribution of continuous
building, detached building, and open space found in Lexington
is unigque, like a thumbprint, and on first impressiom, equally
lacking in distinction from others. Once within the commercial
center, one could be within Arlington, or Waltham (Main Street,
not Moody 8treet), or any of a number of other places. [There
is perhags more pseudo-co1Qn1a1_deﬂiEQ_iE_LQxLEEEQE_EEEEIEE
these other communities, but the difference isn't strongly,
Falt. Activities within the Center are in no respect dis-
tinctive,

The distinctiveness of Lexington's Center, such as it is,
lies in being completely surrounded by non-commercial develop=-
ment, rather than being the usual focal point in a more or
less continuous string of commercial development, Bilurred
though they may be to the east and south, the limits of Lex-
ington Center are clearer than those in most communities,

Even this characteristic is shared by a number of other nearby
centers, including Concord and Winchester, The first goal,
distinctiveness, clearly isn't being met,

Symbolic Congruence

looking like just another center, as discussed above,

Lexington Center ob to s ive-~
fiess of the community it serves, A congruent symbol of the

——

community must Inevitably be as distinctive as the community
itself, '

Green-Center Connection

A proZit-serving goal of connection and continuity be=-
tween the historical area and the commercial area was another
sought-after goal, The comnection barely exists; only the
Cary Library makes an effort to provide a connection,

Bzs8ily Understood Pattern and Contents

The long-time resident finds it hard to believe that any-
one could get confused in so simple a center as Lexington's,
but in fact there are a number of persistent sources of dis-
orientation for visitors and new residents, and occasionally
even for long-term residents,
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The branching road system of Massachusetts Avenue, Bedford
Street, and Hancock Street is probably the most common source
of confusion. Another is the difficulty in distinguishing be~-
tween Grant Street and Edison Way, and a related inability to
recall the positions of the Post Office and the Edison sube- )
station. The one-way road system south of Massachusetts Avenue
leads to confusion as to how to get into the Waltham Strect-
Muzzey Street parking lot, and how to reverse direction once
having done so,

A lack of strong internal landmarks, a lack of major difw
ferentiation among the minor roads, lack of an orientation
device such as Nantucket's topography, and a lack of clear
district definition a2ll contribute to the problem.

Inageability

Internal clarity is one aspect of imageability as dis-
cussed above, Another is the memorableness of the Center
taken as a whole, A month after visiting here, how well does
some kind of image of Lexington Center persist in the mind of
a visitor? Here the distinction sought is not between Edison
Way and Grant Street, but between Lexington and the mass of
other suburban downtown areas,

Lexington would be well-remembered if 1th§£§_gistigg§1§g:_jgé’

It would be even easier to recolleéct the Center if the visua
image and the functional pattern reinforced one another, like

& glant physical munemonic. That is, if focal structures housed
major activities; if colonial-appearing structures really were
colonial; i1f any design "theme" reflected the essence of the
place, and wasn't a meaningless veneer,

The image would also be stronger if the internal struc-
ture were clearer, so the Edison Way-Grant Street confusion
isn't entirely irrelevant. In all of these ways, the image-
ability of the Center as a whole could be strengthened beyond
its present oxdinary Tevel,

Attractiveness

The degree to which the previously~discussed objectives
are satisfied is a measure of the success of the Center in
achieving atiractiveness, The elements which compose the Cen=
ter were earlier noted as generally lacking design distinction,
as is the gtructure of interrelationships which should connect
them, The heavy private support for this study is evidence
that not only does the Center lack outstanding attractiveness,
but slso that the people whose business is based there are well

aware of that failing,
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THE LESSON OF COMPARISONS

The three comparative centers chosen are all generally
judged to be visually successful; all, with the possible ex-
ception of Greenfield, more successful than Lexington, Examina-
tion of them, lowever, reveals no simple rules for Lexington
to follow,

An excessively wide street is feared in Lexington, yet
Nantucket's widely hailed Main Street is nearly as wide, and
Greenfield's is fully as wide as Massachusetts Avenue will ever
be without suffering thereby, because the relationships of
width to scale of enclosing elements, or to pace of movement,
or to surface textures, are good omnes in the successiul examples,

Lack of clear district termination appears to be a problem
in Lexington, but this 1s a "fault" which Nantucket turas to
an asset, with gradual transition of use easily accommodated
within a common esthetic of scale and materials, Clearly there
can be more than one successful means of district transition;
perhaps Lexington should use several,

A narrow range of materials and colors in use 1is success-
ful in Nantucket, just as a wide range succeeds in Concord.
Building heights vary little in Nantucket, widely in Green-
field, in each case without visual harm, Signs perpendicular
to the face of buildings are found in all three comparative
centers, but are prohibited on esthetic grounds in Lexington,
Such signs positively add to the visual success of Nantucket,
don't hurt in Concord, and probably are no worse than the flat
signs in Greenfield. '

On the other hand, each successful town center example
provides a finite sense of enclosure to the main shopping street.
Each employs the contrast of natural vegetation against build-
ing hardness, Each has an easily understood theme; Nantucket's
narrow building vernacular, intimate scale, strong Main Street
form; Greenfield’s broad curving Main Street with arching
elns; Concord's smalle~scale building contrast, and historical
continuity.

The major lesson gleaned from looking at other centers is
that hard and fast rules are difficult to make with any validity,
except at the broadest level of stated interrelationships,

The next report in this series, an extraction of visual guide-
lines for design in the Center, will be guided by this cau~
tioning,




VISUAL GUIDELINES

The study of "Design Objectives" earlier noted aspects
of building design and location which are appropriately in-
corporated in a plan. This report contains specific guide-
line recommendations on those aspects of design in Lexington
Center,

Relevant design considerations can be divided into two
types: those which apply equally to all structures in the
Center under all circumstances, and those which vary in appli-
cation from place to place, and are most easily described
through a map. A visual design plan for the Center should
deal with both types of consideration, and would be a guide
to modifications in zoning, architectural controls, and the
location and design of public improvements. (See page 22.)

ASSERTIVENESS

The first distinction made on the visual design plan is
between assertive. and non-assertive structures, a "black" and
"white" generalization of a characteristic in reality baving
many fine shades of variation., As discussed in the "Design
Objectives" report, "assertiveness" is increased by contrast,
whether in building shape, scale, color, materials, or propor-
tion, and is also affected by location. Lexington Center to-
day has few self-assertive structures, providing a largely
neutral background for change,

Structures which are prominent visually should also be
outstanding in terms of the activity which they house, or
should be so located that they serve an important visual func-
tion as a useful landmark, or district termination, or axis
closure, The Depot building, one of Lexington's few highly
assertive structures, once obeyed those rules well by both
closing an axis and housing a function of unique public sig-
nificance, no longer really the case,

The Central Block occupiles a site of critical visual

importance where, irrespective of function, a highly self-
assertive structure would serve as a useful landmark and as
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a distinet termination. A similar site and visual function
could be created at Wallis Court, Based on our apalysis,
these are the only two new locations in the Center appropri-
ately occupied by self-assertive structures., A number of
existing assertive structures are now appropriately sited
where they are of positive visual benefit., These are indi-
cated for preservation of their present visual function,
whether the present structure is preserved or not, Other lo-
cations presently occupied by self-assertive structures are
not so-designated on this plan, indicating a long-range prefer- .
ence for a less-assertive building in the event of any changes. I

the designer's directive is to achieve close relationship with
neighboring and nearby structures, but not necessarily dupli-
cation of their materials and scale and proportioms and bulk
and all other features. Variety without disruptiveness can

be achieved through closely matching some design aspects, for
example, scale, proportions and roofline, while varying others,
say materials and color, of.the visual success of Concord

is due to just such buildinthout uniformity. | (

DETACHED V., CONTINUOUS STRUCTURES

i
In all locations designated for non-assertive structures, {1

A detached structure has yards separating it from all b
neighboring buildings, whereas continuous structures have com-
mon walls with each other. Again this is an over-simplifica- ;
tion, since a long detached structure visually approximates
a continous one (is the Fresh Pond Shopping Center continuous
or detached), but the distinction is a useful one anyhow.

Random intermixture of these two structural types is
rarely visually successful, Until recent years, Massachusetts
Avenue was disrupted by interruption of those structures de-
signed for structural continuity by a few old detached struc-
tures. Only now, Waltham Street's west frontage is being . {

o
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joined, greatly improving visual cohesion,

On the other hand, the difference in spatial effect be- f
tween these structural types can be a powerful tool in heighten- :
ing contrast between streets or districts, and in expressirg 1
functional distinctions, as between the pedestrian-oriented i
and auto-oriented portions of the Center, Planning for this L
building characteristic is thus useful in two ways. By im- f
proving predictability of the extent of each structural group, 1§
disruptive intermixtures of types can be minimized. By pos- ‘h
itive use of the spatial contrast possible, a strong means of &
expression can be gained, 1



BUILDING DIMENSION

The notion of "assertiveness'" provides a guideline for
sudden changes in building size from the generally established
slize of buildings in any area, but gives no suggestion of the
appropriate direction of incremental change from existing
conditions., On Bedford Street, for example, new structures
between Worthen Road and the Green could be un-assertive in
terms of size whether quite bulky, as are many existing nearby
structures, or quite small, as are the rest. The visual suc=-
cess of Bedford Street's approach to the Center hinges on the
direction change actually takes, The appearance of the Green
depends upon proximate small-scale structures, The Bedford
Street sequence should therefore appropriately read as a
sharply defined tripartite division from Worthen Road: large
scale changing sharply to fine scale (including the Green)
back to large scale again at Clarke Street and the commercial

Center,

In general, large-scale structures should be oriented to
large-scale arteries, making Massachusetts Avenue, Walthan
Street, and VWorthen Road appropriate frontages for large
structures, Single family residence precincts should, in
general, not include large-~scale structures except at exceptional
focal points or other sites of unusual significance. Had these
guldelines been followed in the past, a pumber of present vis-
ual aberrations would have been avoided.

OTHER PLAN ELEMENTS

The Visual Design Plan indicates those corners where
strong continuity arcund the corner is important, achieved
through continuing display windows, common materials and archi-
tectural treatment, and other devices, At other corner loca-
tions, continuous pedestrian movement isn't anticipated or
being encouraged, so the importance of a "strongly-turned”
corper is reduced,

The plan indicates those structures suggested to be pre-
served largely as they are in those cases where outstanding
public or institutional buildings serve their visual function
exceptionally well, Historic structures are marked for preser-
vation, the motivation being retention or restoration of at
least fragments of the Town's historic past.

Open space which serves a critical visual function has
been designated, whether public or private. Those spaces
either have historic relevance, or are useful as aids to ori-
entation, district definition or have other visual funection
above that of open space generally. A few present open spaces
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(as at Fletcher Avenue) are not designated as such, indicating
that their function could as well be served elsewhere if a
use of the site for other than open space were important,

NON~-PLAN ELEMENTS

Typically, architectural control schemes have relied on
rules uniform throughout the area in question, or on consider-
ation of non-plan elements, "All buildings must be of this
or that material™, and "All structures shall have this or that
style", have been typical requirements. Ve have little of
this nature to suggest for Lexington.

All buildings in the Center except churches ought to be
low, not over three stories. There could be but few taller
ones because of lack of demand, so those few would take on
visual prominence beyond functional justification. Slick ma-
terials such as porcelain enamel, structural glass, and aluminum
sheet ought probably to be avoided in favor of the rougher
textures of masonry and traditional wood, but there may well
be exceptions to this, which certainly shouldn't be a hard rule.
Except for those, the important guidelines are all plan-related,
as discussed earlier,

ELEMENTS NOT INCLUDED

Specific selection of a palette of appropriate materials
has been avoided because it appears unnecessary., Virtually
every new structure and most major alterations in the Center
in the past two decades have been of red brick or clapboard,
So long as the assertiveness rules are observed, this trend
is likely to continue, with any variations being elther at
points where a strong "break" is desirable, or being on struc-
tures which conform to neighbors in other respects, such as
scale, proportion, etc., and therefore don't disrupt the basic
continuity.

Black and white signs are a similarly near-unanimous
choice for new comstruction, so a sign color guide would be
largely irrelevant, Actually, such muted tones are neither
historically correct nor visually important. Strong hues need
not be inappropriate, so long as lighting is not over-bright,
and the scale of composition is in keeping with the distriect.
A well-designed multi-hued sign could be a visual asset, while
an over-bright or over-large black and white sign could be
offensive,
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"Scale" means more than just size of building, but also
relates to size of elements, as discussed in an earlier re-
port, Again, if the "assertiveness" guidelines are followed,
scale is bound to be appropriate, either close to that of
neighbors, or possibly departing from them in the few sites
designated for assertive structures,

One of the earliest devices for architectural control
was establishment of a uniform cornice line. More recent
efforts have added notions about window head or sill heights,
Slgn heights, or other pre-selected lines, To define these
as "musts" is to straitjacket the design of buildings whose
functional needs vary widely. The designer of every new facade
in the Center should take account of these lines in the vicinity
of his structure, and reflect them in some way appropriate to
the visual role of the structure being designed, whether as~
sertive or not, In some cases, continuity will be appropriate,
in others, it will not, VWithout advance functional informa-
tion, it is impossible to forecast and set explicit guides.

IMPLEMENTATION

This visual design plan should go through a number of
steps in becoming a useful guide. Hopefully, it is useful to
at least a limited degree already; the notions contained
herein have indirectly influenced one or perhaps more of the
new structures now being planned for the Center,

To be further useful, this Plan should be reviewed in
detall, extended, and revised by the Design Advisory Group,
whose suggestions can surely improve it, and whose endorse-
ment will give it further weight. The Planning Board might
then officially adopt it as a part of the Town's Master Plan.
This has no-legal bearing on private construction, but some
federally-assisted public improvements can only be made in
conformance with a Master Plan,

The Plan might then be a guide for future zoning changes,
which have direct bearing on some of the qualities involved.
It would be a guide to the location of public structures, im-~
portant elements in the visual environment, The Board of
Appeals, Historic Districts Commission, and any other public
review agencies might then use this plan as one means of ex-
plaining requirements in advance of application, and as a par-
tial basis for determinations, A vis desi lan is a new
tool, not found elsewhere. It could be a powerful one,

It is clear that this Plan is only a fragment of a plan,
Boundaries of the area studied kept expanding, as edge con-
ditions repeatedly required study outside the assigned area,
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Just as an activities plan for the Center should be a component
of a town-wide activities plan, a visual design scheme for

the Center should be only a component of a town-wide visual
design plan, Preparation of such a plan should be high on the
Planning Board's list of studies to be carried out.




POVNHN-NIDE BEAUTIFICATION PROGRAM

The current planning effort in Lexington Center is a
"erash program", whose timing in relation to other planning ef-
forts has been dictated by pragmatic concern over opportunities
to guide the large-~scale changes now taking place in the Center.
Just as it would have been preferable, had time permitted, to
do circulation studies for the Center in the context of a pre-~
viously prepared town-wide circulation study, so too would it
have been preferable to prepare the recommendations for Center
beautification in the context of a previously prepared town=-
wide beautification study. The relationship of beautification
efforts in the Center to efforts throughout the town is just as
close as the relationship of Massachusetts Avenue traffic to
Worthen Road traffic, Because of this, some consideration has
been given here to a beautification program for the town as a

whole,

WHAT IS BEAUTIFICATION?

Webster's relates beautification to embellishment, and
among many in the environmental design professions, the word
"beautification" has acquired a pejorative connotation because

tha Visual objectives are rarely achieved by simple
embellishment, ' Many well-intentioned beautification Schemes.

“iovolving new paint, signs, and landscaping have utterly failed
EB“EEEE any wortbwhile improvement because these embellishments
were-only-superficial, making no change in the hasic visual and.
‘perceptual relationships which are the primary elements by which
visual objectives-may be-achieved, W

In the design for the Center, five specific visual objec-
tives are belng sought:

1) A distinctive character for Lexington Center, to dis-
tinguish it from the mass of similarly sized and located centers.

2) A symbolic congruence among the Center's appearance,
its functions, and the community it serves,

3) Clear visual relation between the Green and the Center.
4) An ecasily understood pattern.

5) A memorable Center.
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"Beautification" in the Center is achieved by achieving
these goals, This involves far more than embellisbment. It
involves relationships_among structures and activity; it io=
volves the design of roadways, and it involves theuse—eof Yamnd-

‘Btaping less as embellishment than as a structural elemeot IO —
achieving the-above objeetives, —

Beautification efforts for Lexington as a whole should
similarly be based on a set of relatively concrete objectives,
and not be a simple program to willy-nilly plant trees and put
wires underground, Town-wide objectives should be established
only following an analysis such as that carried out for the
Center, but as a point of departure, the more general objectives
used for the Ceater would serve well, Distinctive character
might not be sought exclusively for the town as a whole, but
rather also for its several parts, helping to create a clear
perceptual hierarchy from identification with a house and a
block, to identification of position within a district, to a
position within Lexington, to a position within Greatexr Boston.
A valid objective for the region is surely the development of
Rr environment rich in visual choices and contrasts at a scale
broader than that of individual structures. Lexington can help
the region achieve this by development of distinctive internal
character,

Congruence is an important visual objective at all scales,

How things look should bear rYelation to what they are, visual
roni € agsociated or symbholic

significanee, Visual distinctions between areas should coincide
with social or functional distinctions. The Center should look
like the center, outskirts should look like outskirts, Munici-
pal boundaries, if they are really significant, should be visible
through more significant means than highway signs.

A pattern which is easily understood is even more important
at the community scale than at the scale of the Center, since
the problem of confusion inbibiting full use and enjoyment of
the environment is greater at the larger scale. Few residents
can confidently find their way around all parts of the town;
efforts should be made to make it easier for them to do so,
again with devices more meaningful tban signs.,

Later studies are likely to add further objectives, but
the above should form an adequate basis for initial design of
a beautification progran,

The scope of a beautification program as defined here is
far broader than just sweep-up and tree planting programs.
Geographically it must include the entire town, Activities
would include studies, adoption of regulations, and execution
of development programs, as well as exhortive efforts to guide
developmental choices in a way which serves the goals selected.




THE PROPOSED PROGRAM

Present efforts in the Center have focussed attention on
the public role in community appearance, have resulted in or-
ganization of a Design Advisory Group of skilled professionals,
and are providing an example of the interrelationship of func-
tional and visual components of design, and of how studies,
regulations, public development, and exhortation can combine to
help achieve visual objectives, This Centexr effort needs only
another year before its lessons can be fully developed; there-
fore a major town-wide effort is appropriately considered only
a year away, That in large part conditioned the following pro-
posed beautification outline.

BEAUTIFICATION PROGRAM

Public Improve-
Year Studies Possible Regulations ments

1966 Continue in Center Revised Center zoning Center Phase I

1967 Townwide visual Center Phase II
analysis and plan
196€ Neighborhood * New architectural Residential area
Centers controls effort
1969 Underground wiring New sign, zoning Neighborhood
regulations centers
1970 Mass, Ave,=- Underground wiring Center Phase III

Bedford St,

In 1967, the design approach used in the Center should be
applied to the town as a whole. By then, the long-Range Finan-
cial Study will be far along but not complete, & good stage for
meaningful interaction with a visually-based approach to many
of the same questions, The lessons of the Center program should
by then be clear, Egg‘ggEg:nide_nisnal_ggg;xgig_ggd_plan_mggld
include redefinition and clarification-of—visual-objectives,
an i resent visual conditions, identification of prob-
iEgéfﬁ;;ggigﬁi§ttng—condi%ions~and”objé@%%zggrgggﬂat_od&sf_and
design of means for-achieving—improvemenits,  Included might be
specific analysis of the perceptual implications of the proposals
being made in the Long-Range Financial Study.

later studies would be made of the specific problem areas
identified in the overall plan, The listed studies are just a
suggestion of those which might emerge from the 1967 town-wide
analysis.




Revisions to the Zoning Bylaw have major bearing on heauti-
fication, as the Center studies have shown, Revisions in the
Center are due this year, and for the rest of the town, if in-
dicated by it, following the town-wide visual plan, Architec-
tural controls are a relatively old story in Lexington now,
dating back nearly a decade within Historic Districts. Given a
new basis and rationale by a visual plan, architectural controls
night well be extended, as discussed in other phases of the
Center Plan, The town-wide effort might well suggest coantrols
over areas or building types other than the coverage suggested
only by analysis of the Center situation,

Sign regulations in Lexington also date back many years,
although the current set are only 8 years old, As mentioned
elsewhere, these are in need of revision, but that revision
should reflect needs not only in the Center, but in the entire
community, so should follow further studies,

Underground wiring is a probable means of assisting com-
munity beautification., At present, the utilities are less than
enthusiastic about it in this region, but attitudes and tech-
nigues are rapidly improving. Five years from now it may well
be feasible to plan for both requirement of underground wires X
in new construction and relocation to underground of some exist-
ing overhead wires.

Public investment in landscaping, street furnishings, and
wire relocation is tentatively programmed for this five-year
period to allow work in the Center to be executed in three steps,
and to allow at least first efforts in a demonstration residen-
tial area and in some neighborhood commercial centers.

AVAILABLE RESOURCES

Municipal expenditures in Lexington are approaching the
$15 million per year mark; beautification in the Center is es-
timated to cost the town less than $15,000 per yeer for both
capital and operating costs, or less than one-tenth of one per~
cent of town expenditures, The fiscal situation in Lexington
is indeed serious, but even discounting fiscal benefits accruing
from this program, beautification is clearly within the Town's
financial capabilities,

Median incomes in Lexington exceed those in all but a hand-
ful of Massachusetts communities, so the possibilities of private
financial contribution to beautification efforts shouldn't be
overlooked, The program for the Center explicitly suggests
private subscription of perhaps $25,000; smaller private con-
tributions might aid efforts in other areas,
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Even more important than fiscal resources, Lexington has
the human resources to organize, design, promote and execute 2
beautification program. Community appearance is important to
Lexington, as evidenced by the generally high level of hone 2§£

[—

maintenance, the Town's long-standing controls aver signs, soil
removal, junk yards, and architecture within historic districts,
and by strongly supported municipal programs of tree planting
and improvements to public areas, which annuz2lly cost in the
vicinity of $50,000,

Resident in the community are many skilled design profes-
sionals who have demonstrated in this program their willingness
to participate in community improvement, This nearly unique
concentration of design talent is a major resource to be drawn
On.

Finally, the present environment in Lexington is a resource
well-suited to a beautification effort. Lexington is not ugly,
and it has few eyesores. It has a perceptible form, distinguish-
able from neighboring development, There is, however, no strong
"inherited" form which seriously limits future possibilities,
and few will deny that the community could be more attractive
than it is,

Responsibility for initiating the broad town-wide program
logically lies with the Planning Board, since the next steps
required are planning ones, and must be coordinated with other
current planning efforts, The Planning Board should enlist
the aid of the Design Advisory Group to help guide design and yﬁ

execution efforts, just as they are doing for the Center, Also
enlisted in an advisory role should be such groups as the His-
toric Districts Commission, the Lexington Garden Club,. the
Chamber of Commerce, and other organizations likely to be able
to contribute leadership and ideas. -

Concrete execution steps will largely be carried out by
departments under jurisdiction of the Selectmen; their partici-
pation should be sought right from the initial stages,

o Tl S S P el R T [Fr
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The resources of existing environment, people, and finance
are all rich enough to permit Lexington to conduct an exemplary
beautification program, in which the current effort for Lexing-
ton Center is but one element,

-

o o e T s

-S54



DESIGN REVIEW AND CONTROL
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In a landmark decision in 1954, the Supreme Court held
that:

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

In the years since then, the legitimate concern of govern-
ment for beauty has expanded dramatically, until today it is
one of the major elements in national domestic policy. lexing-
ton has not lagged in its involvement, A -

bylaws covering soil removal, signs, and Historic Districts
enacted-in-Lexington were among the First of their kind 1m "

Massachusetts. Substantial publie éxpenditures are annually
made for street trees and other beautification efforts. Cur-
rent proposals before the town meeting include a beautification
effort in the Center, and extension of the areas within His-
toric DistrictsCommission control,

Few in Lexington today will argue with the appropriateness
of public efforts to achieve beauty as long as they involve
generally accepted concepts of beauty - more trees, fewer bill-
boards. Deliberate public guidance of the design of indivigdual
buildings has no such general acceptance, despite (or because
of) nearly a decade of experience with one form of it, and
despite generally broadening concepts of the appropriate role
of government in the quest for beauty.

The aim of this report is to re-examine the question of
design guidance, and to see if it might legitimately be used in
Lexington Center as a positive means of gaining a more satis-
factory environment, and not just a means of preventing seriously
detrimental change.

lperman v. Parker, 348 U.S. 26 (1954).
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THE RATIONALE FOR PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The reasons for public involvement in environmental change
in the vicinity of historical monuments have been fully ex-~
plained in lLexington many times, There are, in reality, very
few structures in Lexington which are survivors of the Revolu-
tionary War (only two of the structures around the Green, for
example). These therefore deserve extraordinary efforts at
presexrvation, It would be wonderful if the visitor to the
Green could sample the characfer of the 1775 environment; it

is too late for that, but at least distractions from the sur-
viving remains can and should be minimized, This

assigned to the Historic Dist;icts Commission when it was es-
tablished by town meeting acceptance of 1956 state _enabling
legisiation.

There are disagreements within the community as to method
in these areas: is stylistic imitation “appropriate" for con-
struction in the controlled districts or not? The adopted legis-
lation requires "appropriateness" without defining it, so the
Historic District Commission is free to make its own determin-
ations in each case before it. Vhile this philosophical dis-
agreement exists, there is general concurrence on the desirabil-
ity of controls to ensuke appropriate settings for the town's ’
historical heritage.

Outside of the immediate environs of historic structures,
the rationale for design control is quite different,. Lexing-
ton is in reality a dynamic twentieth-century community whose
environment appropriately should reflect that reality. It
also should reflect the reality that the community is uncommonly
concerned with its appearance, Beauty is no less important in
North Lexington than near the Green; if design guidance can help
achieve beauty, them it is in the public good everywhere that
it can reasonably be applied, and not just in isolated spots,
The objectives, however, would be those of the town-wide beau~-
tification effort - distinctive character, symbolic congruence,
and an easily understood pattern - not simply those of historic
preservation.

Quite distinct, then, are tmg_hagﬁs_fnn_design_gnidancsﬁ
historic pres tion
Jjectives, The two are not antagonistic, and can readily over-
P, as they clearly do in the Center, The vital questions
are those of what should be done in non-historic areas, and
what should be done in the areas of overlap,
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DESIRABLE GUIDANCE CHARACTERISTICS

Experience is rapidly accumulating in the public guidance
of private design. Historically-motivated control districts
are proliferating, and few urban renewal programs now fail to
include some type of design review and control., The "new towns"
being built 'normally, include a design control mechanism,
Many of the lessons of these efforts can be applied to Lexing-
ton in fashioning a guidance program for extension beyond pres-
ent limits,

First, the basis for control decisions should be made ex~-
plicit. Even in the relatively simple case of historic dis-
tricts, accusations of arbitrary action arise, Outside the
area of direct historic relevance, the issue becomes sharper,
The aims of the control effort should be made as explicit as
feasible, so that the control is done through application of
stated criteria, reducing the likelihood that a different set
of reviewers would reach cifferent conclusions, If no building
lacking a pitched roof will be acceptable, the rules should
state this in advance., If flat roofs are acceptable here but
not there, the rules should be supplemented with a map.

T e —— =i
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Adoptionr of explicit rules would serve three functions,
First, it would allow clear public expression on what the rules
should be, Second, it would minimize issues concerning ar-
bitrary action. Third, it would enable designers to fruit-
fully direct their efforts right from the start, and not have
to learn what is wanted through rejection of their design ef-
forts.

= = - -

These explicit rules and their application should retain
flexibility, which almost seems self-contradictory, but isn't,
Rather, it means that not all aspects of design should he in-
cluded in the rules, and therefore not all aspects of design
should be contxolled, For example, EDA's visual analysis of
the Center clearly points to the desirability of a tall struc-
ture to replace the present Central Block, but a design control
which required such a structure would be pointless, since the
economics of the location dictate that any new building be a
low one. Analysis suggests that most (but not all) structures
in the Center should,gnietly harmonize with thely immedizate
neighbors, It 15 enough to state in the rules wheY¥e such guiet
harmony is sought. To spell out the means of achieving it
through material, color, height, or other limitations would
straight-jacket design, possibly encounter absolute program-
matic impossibilities, and in any event is unnecessary.

T —

Flexibility also involves the issue of appeal. Zoning
decisions can be appealed to a local Board of Appeals quite
simply, at minimum cost, and normally without need for legal
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Appeal from Historic District Commission decisions is
a complex and costly undertaking,{ It
be said, therefore, at zoning, despite 1ts™p se

rules, is more flexible, at least on appeal, than is Historic
District Zoning, despite its lack of explicit guidelines.

The desigp guidance rules are to be applied to profession-
ally designed structures. Their application should involve the

Whlle there is a role for the layman in design review, it is

important that the designer respect the reviewer, a principle
widely employed., The Boston Redevelopment Authority has drawn
from the entire metropolitan community to staff its design re-

view panel with professionals of generally recognized excellence,

while Washington, D.C. draws design reviewers from across the
entire nation.

Finally, there is a self-evident need for administrative
reasonability in design review, which becomes more critical as
the area encompassed grows larger, About 200 homes are built
every vear in Lexington: elaborate confrontation of designer
and reviewer for all of them doesn't seem reasonably feasible,
The geographic area of design review must be restricted, or the
rules must be such as to permit the mass of new structures to
pass without great effort by either the buildexr and designer
or the review group,

CONTROL METHODS

Deed Restrictions

There is a far broader range of design guidance possibili-
ties than is commonly realized, For example, the method of
using deed covenants is widely used in urban renewal, and could
be widely used in Lexington, For example, the new Hunt Block,
the new Central Block, and the new structure on ¥Waltham Street
adjoining Anthony's all involve private acquisition of public
land, In sach such case, deed restrictions can be inserted,
whereby the purchaser covenants to observe whatever design con-
ditions are specified, or to follow specified review procedure.

Much of the expected growth of the Center will similarly
have at least some involvement with public land, opening the
possibility of this means of guidance, certainly an equitable
technique, since it involves restrictions willingly accepted
by the purchaser at the time of purchase and not subsequently
imposed,

=58=




Public Example

Each time the municipality constructs a building, it has
an opportunity to guide by example, A library addition and a
new police station are likely public building projects in or
near the Center in the next decade, with public parking struc-
tures also advocated, These buildings could contribute sig-
nificantly to the design objectives established for the Center
by demonstrating how a building can express its twentieth cen-
tury functional and technological basis, while remaining appro-
priate to an historic setting. Too seldon has Lexington demon-
strated design excellence in its public bullding efforts.

Persuasion

At present, a certain amount of design guidance is being
exerted in the Center through pexrsuasive efforts by the Design
Advisory Group, an informal group of local desighers. HNany
meetings have been held with building investors in an effort

to make °1E%;rﬂggf_399—9!§£§ll visual objectives being sought
for the Cen e, and to lend whatever assistance_EQ§§ihl§_12
the selection 6f designers, and in the fitting_of_iungilgEghgg
requirements of individual structures to the visual objectiv
for the Center. -

—

Parsuasion sounds weak but shouldn't be under-rated. For
at least one new structure in the Center, these persuasive ef-
forts of this highly respected group of designers will probably
have more impact on the final design than will the legally
bPinding strictures of the Historic Districts Commission., The
energy expended per case is enormous, and clearly must be limited
to critical cases, however,

Police Power Controls

Lexington uses three types of police power control to
guide design: the zoning bylaw (whose esthetic bases are all
indirect), sign regulations, and the Historic Districts Com-
mission, No permit to build can be issued until the require-
ments of all three are mot (in districts where the Historic
Districts Commission has jurisdiction). The zoning and sign
bylaws have explicit rules stating criteria for approval or re-
jection, while the laws establishing the Historic Districts
Commission (Ch, 447, Acts of 1856, amended by Ch, 105, Acts of
1958) gives only vague guidelines.

|
!
|
|

This police-~power approach is far more generally applicable
than covenants, guidance by example, or persuasion. It applies
whether public land is involved or not, whether structures are
public or private, whether ownexrs are sympathefic or not. It




is because of this sweeping applicability thet use of policew
power controls as a means of esthetic guidance has been re~
sisted, and any extension of existing controls must be carefully

weighed, :

Mandatory Review

There is an intermediate step between the type of control
exerted through the Historie Districts Commission and the in-
formal persuasion used by the Design Advisory Group, With this
procedure all design proposals would be required by law to be
submitted to a review body, whereupon the review body would
employ persuasive but not binding arguments to guide design.
Given a highly skilled review board and an interested public
opinion to appeal to, this intermediate type of guidance can
be effective, as demonstrated in Annapolis and 2 number of other
communities where this type of control has existed,

GUIDANCE FOR LEXINGTON CENTER

Lexington Center needs all the design help it can get;
more than just one of the above approaches to guidance could
appropriately be used, and more than one public body is likely
to be involved, At present, the Historic Districts Commission,
the Selectmen, the Planning Board, the Center Revitalization
Commititee, the Design Advisory Group, and a variety of con~-
sultants are involved in the Center, There may be fewer agen~
cies involved later, but there will always be more than one.
Because of the multiple types of guidance appropriately used,
the multiplicity of agencies involved, and the desirability of
pre~-stated explicit criteria for design guidance, agreement
should be reached on a general guide for design., The Visual
Design Plan has been drafted to assist in reaching that agree=
ment, It has been discussed in an earlier report ("“Visual
Guidelines"),

The visual design plan would not have the legally binding
power of a zoning bylaw, but would serve many functions, in ad-
dition to its coordinative one, There remains considerable
feeling that judgement of design quality is purely subjective,
s0 design shouldn't be publicly guided, Discussion of a visual
design plan is likely to reveal that there are quite a number
of aspects to design which are not “one man's meat, another
man's poison", as in the recent Lexington Minute-Man debate
over the relative merits of the Prudential Center and the
Harvard married students' housing.

The design of individual buildings is relevant to the pub-
lic interest only as it affects the broad visual environment,
Just as one cannot say categorically that one design of window
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is good, another bad, without reference to the context of the
entire building the window is a part of, from a public point of
view one cannot say this or that building is good or bad ex-
cept with reference to the context of the environment, By ad-
vance public statement of the desired context, the designer is
enabled to design with reference not only to the present en-
vironment but also with reference to a probable future,

¥ith no change in legal structure, but given agreement
upon a Visual Design Plan, a great deal of effective guidance
could be achieved, using the Historic Digtricts Commission con-
trols in the areas where they now apply, covenants where pos-

| sible, good public design in every case, and persuasive efforts
| by the Design Advisory Group in all cases not adequately handled

by other methods, This would call for close cooperation between
the Design Advisory Group and the Historic Districts Commission,
and suggests that a few from each group should, whenever pos-
sible, sit in on the meetings of the other group when dealing

| with the area of common interest,

Even this, however, would give inadequate public control,
in the view of many. A proposal has been advanced to extend
the area of Historic Districts Commission control to include
all of the Center, and substantial areas east of it, Such ex-
pansion at this time is of doubtful merit for a variety of
reasons, First, the rationale of design control outside the
immediate environs of historic structures is quite different
from that of Historic Districts, as discussed earlier, To ex-
tend the District into areas of only remote historical relevance
is totstretch the Historic Districts rationale beyond reason=
ability. .

Second, the Historic Districts Commission and its pro-
cedures, as now constituted, fail to meet the criteria for an
optimum guidance program, again as discussed earlier, The
bases for control decisions have never been made explicit as
an advance guide for design. Reasonable flexibility of appli-
cation has not been exhibited. The review body itself has not
yet earned the general respect of the design community. Finally,
there is the administrative issue of how the Commission can find
time to fairly deal with all exterior changes in all structures
in a vastly enlarged district.

The emergency of the voluntary Design Advisory Group marks
a2 major change in the potentials for design control., This
group includes many extremely talented individuals, whose con~
tributions could be great, Until the role of that group has
been better clarified through experience, it seems unwise to
make regulatory changes in the area of design controls.
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Another future potential with great bearing on extension
of regulatory controls is the town-wide visual analysis and
plan proposed for execution in 1967, This study would analyse
the visual structure of the entire community, and would allow
a2 community-wide perspective based on careful plan analysis
for the recommendation of district limits, Once out of sight
of the few primary historical nodes, the simple historical
perspective is an inadequate basis for establishment of con-
trols, The town-wide study would supply an adequate basis,

It may be that the Historic Districts Commission should
in time be enlarged to include members explicitly drawn from
the design professions. That step, plus recognition of the
different bases for determining “appropriateness'" proximate to
and further from historic monuments, plus adoption of explicit
plan-based criteria for design guidance, would remove most ob~
Jjections to district extension, At that time, the question
might be reopened,

The order in which things are done is of vital importance,

Just as there is in the Center,

there is a need for temporal coordination of organizational ef=-
forts., Our recommendation is as follows:

DESIGN GUIDANCE EVOLUTION

1966

==y

No changes in Historic Districts Commission or district
boundaries, Endorsement of a Visual Design Plan for the Center
by the Planning Board, Design Advisory Group, Historic Dis-
tricts Commission, Selectmen, Chamber of Commerce(?).

Develop Historic District Commission - Design Advisory
Group coordination.

1967

Prepare town-wide Visual Design Plan (see "A Town-Wide
Beautification Program"),

Based on town-wide plan, prepare recommended guidance
program,

1968

o
e ————

Endorsement of town-wide Visual Design Plan by various
groups. Enactment of revised design guidance program, or
initiation of new legislation, if required,
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SIGN BYLAW REVISIONS

Signs are one of the primary elements in the Center's
visual environment, These are carefully regulated through a
complex bylaw, which limits sign height to three feet, requires
attachment parallel to the building wall, and prohibits moving
or flashing signs.

The results of application of these regulations over many
years are not dramatic, but significant. Experience in the
Center indicates the appropriateness of two changes in the by-
law, one to ease an existing restriction, one to impose a new
one,

Signs perpendicular to the building face have been pro-
hibited presumably because they would be obtrusive, which of
course is what a sign is supposed to be, and leading to clutter,
a little of which the over-tidy Center could use, To be sure,
Central Square, Moody Street, or many other places have ugly
perpendicular signs, but they are no uglier than the flat signs,
just more obtrusive, On the other hand, the visual characters
of Concord, Nantucket, or any of numerous other examples are
enhanced by well-designed perpendicular signs.

The "ale-~house" flat board sign, perpendicular to the
building face, has historic relevance long preceding Lexington's
great moment in history, Sturbridge Village, Williamsburg, and
other historic centers widely employ them. For location of a
store along the length of a long one-street center such as
Lexington's, perpendicular signs have no peer, even consider-
ing their tendency to block one another out.

A first step toward permitting perpendicular signs is sug-
gested in a proposed bylaw revision, which would permit such
signs so long as they use neither lettering nor interior illumin-
ation, limiting them to graphic symbols - a steaming teakettle
at the lunch spot, a boot at the shoe store, and so on. Boston
and Cambridge have a few such signs, European centers typically
have more, Such signs could add sparkle, interest, and per-
haps contribute to the unique flavor_hefﬁg_ﬁﬁu’ﬁf'for Lexzngton.
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In time, other types of perpendicular signs might be al-
lowed, but only on approval using some review procedure, and
a suitable review group doesn't exist today. In the meantime,
this "unbalanced" regulation should stimulate development of
the sought-for type of sign by giving it special privilege,

Added restriction is suggested concerning brightness,
Several recently erected signs have been widely criticized,
largely on grounds that they are too bright,

Brightness controls are rare in sign regulations because
the subject is so complex, The real issue is the brightness
range, or contrast, By assuming 2 minimum background brightness
based on street lighting, maximum allowable brightness can be
set, measured in foot-lamberts, an unfoértunately obscure measure
which doesn’'t readily translate into watis or other easily de-
terminable guide. By giving approximate equivalents in watts,
conformity of the vast majority of signs can be easily de-
termined, For the occasional exception, a simple meter reading
can determine compliance after the fact, but only an engineer-
ing appraisal (1/2 hour job) can pre-determine brightness.

This review of the sign bylaw raises a number of other
questions about the regulation of signs outside of the Center:
for example, are the regulations set for the Center equally
appropriate in industrial areas? They apply with egqual force.
Once again this suggests the desirability of a town-wide visual
analysis on which to base a revision of this town-wide code.

PROPOSED SIGN BYLAW AMENDMENTS
ARTICLE III REGULATIONS AND RESTRICTIONS

Section 2, Business Areas
A, Accessory Signs
l.a Location

Amend the third sentence to read as follows:

"If affixed to a wall, it shall be parallel with and not
project more than twelve (12) inches from the face of such
wall; except that if such sign employs neither lettering
of any kind nor internal illumination, it may be perpen-
dicular to the wall and project up to thirty-six (36)
inches from the face of the wall,"

1.f Illumination

Insert between the first and third paragraphs a new para-
graph to read as follows:
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"Brilliance of illuminated signs shall at no point, ex-
cept in the stroke of illuminated letters, exceed 150
foot-lamberts, which is the approximate brightness of a
light-colored sign illuminated by incandescent flood-
lights totalling 35 watts per square foot of sign area,
or of an interior-illuminated sign with fluorescent light
totalling 5 watts per square foot of sign area.™
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1975 ACTIVITY LEVELS
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Grand plans cannot be fulfilled if there is insufficient
market demand to $urn paper buildings into real ones., For that
reason, estimation of future levels of space demand in Lexington
Center is a critical preliminary step to preparing spatial de-
signs,

In October, 1964, E.D.,A, completed an anglysis of 1975
space demands for the Center, Since that time, new information
from the 1963 VU.S. Census of Business has provided more accu-
rate sales information; the 1965 Decennial Census of Population
has provided another population benchmark; employment data two
years more current has become available, and more has been
learned about plans for expansion or new construction in com-
petitive centers,

In briefest summary, the 1964 estimate suggested that, if
space were available, activity levels in the Center might in-
crease about 50% between 1963 and 1975, A study of the more
recent available information suggests no changes in that es-
timate, but only increases confidence in it, Whereas retail
sales in Lexington Center are estimated to have been less than
$10 million in 1963, they are projected to be capable of rising
to $15 million by 1975, despite some $7,000,000 annual pur-
chases by Lexington residents at the future Burlington Shopping
Center, VWhereas in 1963 perhaps a little over 500 persons were
employed in the Center in busipesses other than retail trade,
by 1975 this nay have risen to over 800 persons,

There is, however, nothing certain about this growth.
First, little sales growth is likely to occur unless additional
"prime" frontage can be created, since there is no such frontage
vacant today. Simple incremental growth cannot, in Lexington's
situation, create such frontage, Second, employment growth in
services other than retail trade also depends upon creation of
first—-class space; there is no presently evident great demand
by such activities for ordinary space on side streets or on
upper floors, but rather great selectivity is evidenced by
them,
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Neither is there any amount of growth in the Center "neces-
sary" to provide services to a town projected to grow from
30,000 persons in 1963 to 40,000 in 1975, The service needs
of the Lexington population will in any event be met only par-
tially in the Center; what proportion "should" be met there is
a complex judgement, and far from a determinate one.

Finally, the activity levels projected above need not be
upper limits, any more than they are necessarily lower limits.
A great deal depends upon the quality of environment which is
conceived and developed for the Center; a strong emough plan
may well create its own demand, and in that sense, become self=-
fulfilling.

At present there are about 180,000 square feet of floor
space devoted to retailing in the Center, Judging that sales
per square foot of floor space may rise 10% or so by 1975, an
increase of some 70,000 square feet will be required to ac-
commodate the projected $15 million in retail sales in 1975,
Judging that floor space per non-retail employee won't change
much over this period, about 50,000 square feet of additional
floor area will be required to accommodate employment growth
from 550 employees to 800 employees over this period,

At present there are about sixty dwelling units in the
Central District; whether that number will increase, decrease,
or stay the same depends less upon market considerations than
upon town policy, which now excludes apartments, and upon how
commercial growtk is to be accommodated, that is, to what ex-
tent it will supplant dwellings,

It is clear that at this time there is a market demand
for centrally located dwellings in Lexington, since several
developers have found quick tenant interest in new building
proposals which were ultimately blocked by the zoning., Since
there is perhaps a shortage of "upper floor" non-residential
demand for as much space as might prove visually and economically
desirable in the Center, this gquestion will prove to be one of
the truly critical ones in this study.

Two utilities occupy locations in the Central District.
Neither can rationally be expected to go away, in fact, a
certain amount of expansion may well take place, It is as-
sumed that no change in land consumption will result from
utility company changes over the next decade,

Governmental activities take place at each end of the
Center; the Cary Library, the newly-enlarged Post Office, and
the town offices complex., Activity at each of these will
surely grow with growth in population, but it .is judged
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that this will not necessitate large amounts of additional land
area, A much-discussed Public Facilities Building has just been
built near Buckman Tavern, No other new public structures are
anticipated in this area during this period,

Several clubs and similar organizations occupy space in
the Center. Addition of new clubs, especially close to the
"prime area", would be symptomatic of weakness of commercial
demand, which should make central location too costly for non-
commercial organizations. No expansion is anticipated, Other
activities, such as manufacturing and warehousing, are inappro-
priate to the Center, and are not anticipated there,

To recapitulate, physical development of the Center should
be designed with the following potential as a basis:

Retail Trade: Sales level up from $10 million in 1963 to
$15 milIion In 1975; floor space up from 180,000 sq, ft, to
250,000 sq., ft., virtually all of which must have first-class
location,

Other Businesses: Employment up from 550 in 1863 to 300
in 1975; floor space up from 110,000 s.f. in 1963 to 160,000
s.f. in 1975,

Residences: Change dependent upon policy and design
choices; demand for easily 100 units in highly developed portion
of Center, perhaps several hundred more in nearby areas now
developed for single-family homes,

Utilities, Government, and Clubs: Bome increases in ac-
tivity, buf no major increase in land area occupied.

TECHANICAL METHODOLOGY

The remainder of this report is an updating of the pre-
viously published outline of the methods used in arriving at
the various estimates used herein, and is probably of technical
interest only,

Sales Projections

The question being examined in these projections was
whether, given the sales impact of the Burlington Shopping Cen-
ter, sales in Lexington Center could possibly be assumed to
rise sufficiently to justify major changes, and if so, to what
extent,
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There will be a fairly well predictable amount of pur-
chases made in Burlington by residents of the Lexington Center
market area, It was held in this analysis that after deducting
those purchases from the total of purchases by market area resi-
dents, the share of the remaining total captured by Lexington
Center could remain at the 1963 level through 1975, provided
that optimum improvements to the Center were made, Steps in
the analysis were:

1) Define the market area,
2) Bstimate total purchases by its residents in 1963.

3) Estimate the share of that total sold in Lexington
Center,

e R e ————— T —— iy —— === —

4) Estimate total purchases by residents of that same
area in 1975,

5) Deduct estimated sales in Burlington to those residents.

6) Apply the 1963 percentage share of the market to the
total of 1275 non-Burlington purchases.

7) Add increased sales to tourists,

8) Compare with the 1963 level,

Market Area Definition (1)

There are in reality no precise lines defining market
areas but it is important in this study to define an
area whose growth and change characteristics parallel
those of the majority of families using the Center.

A survey was made of cars parked in Lexington Center
to determine their place of garaging, with the results
shown in Table 1., While this suggests the presence of
a fair number of out-of-town shoppers, it also shows
that the vast majority are from Lexington, and that

to equate the market area of Lexington Center and the
Town of Lexington is a fair approximation, though for
some goods this is too large an area, and for some too
Small, ;

e el e, il s 2 St il

Total Purchases by Market Area Residents (2)

Purchases were estimated by first estimating the number
of market area residents, and then estimating per cap-
ita purchases. In the 1964 study, three basic methods
were used to estimate how many people lived in Lexington
in 1963, the base year being used. As shown in Table
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TABLE 1

Parking Survéy -~ Lexington Center

Friday Evening, July 24, 1964

Place of Registration Number of Cars
Lexington ............... IR e 0 0 uiis oo e albeansae 203
Contiguous TOWDS,y : v oo vsenecssenscsssrorsarsncss O3
Arlington 23 Lincoln 3
Bedford 10 Winchester 2
Belmont 4 Waltham 7
Burlington 8 VWoburn 6
Nearby Towns, ......... euiflaat e s aas s amnimes SO
Acton 4 Sudbury 1
Billerica 5 Newton Centre 3
Carlisle 2 Newton Hglds., 1
Wayland 1 Watertown 3
Concord 3
Distant locations,........scveetvrscvansasaane. 02
Andover 1 Marhlehead K
Boston 3 Marlboro 1l
Brookline 1 N.Quincy 1
Canton 1 Northampton 1
Cambridge 2 Peahody 1
Danvers 2 Salenm 1
Gloucester 1 Somerville 4
Hinsdale 1 Walpole 1
Kingston 1 Winthrop 1
Longmeadow 1 VWatertown 3
lowell 3 Worcester l
Lawrence 1 Westwood 1
Lynn 1 Out of State 16

TOTAL... 341

Lexington % of Total = 60,0%

Source: EDA Field Survey
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TABLE 2

Population Estimates, Town of Lexington

1960 1963 1965 1970 1978 1980

U.S. Census 27,691
Planning Board! High 42,853

Low 38,561 43,996
Planning Board 1964 Est.? 35,717 40,153 44,518
GBESC® 38,000
Mass, D.P.W.4 34,000
Boston College5 45,800

Economic Devel, Assoc,

From Bldg, Permits 36,070
From Water Services 29,410
Based on All Above 30,000 40,000

Mass, Census of Popula- i
tion (prelim,)® 31,388

1Lekington Planning-Board, Phase 1, Summary Report,
Lexington, Mass,, 1963,

2Lexington Planning Board, "Population Projection" type-
written mss,, Sept., 1964,

3Greater Boston Economic Study Committee, The Population
of Boston Projected to 1980, Boston, 1262,

4Haydn, Harding and Buchanan and Charles A, McGuire Assoc.,
Mass. Belt and Expressway System, Boston, 1262,

5Boston College Seminar Research Bureau, Travel in The
Boston Region, Vol, II, Boston College, Boston, 1561,

6'I‘own Clerk's Office,
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2, these various methods agree on a mid-1963 popu=-
lation of about 30,000, up from 27,700 in 1960, Pre-
liminary figures from the 1965 Census gave further
confidence in that figure,

Data on sales in various locations are generally avail-
able, but data on purchases by residents of given areas
can only he estimated. olumn 1 o Table 3 is the
amount of sales per resident of the Boston Standard
Metropolitan Area- in Massachusetts in 1963, Column 2
is estimated from Column 1, based on the known differ-
ence in income between Lexington and metropolitan
averages, and based on the estimated effect that in-
come difference has on purchases. Hultiplying purchases
per person by the 30,000 persons resident in the market
area gives Column 3, total purchases by Lexington resi-
dents at all outlets, whether in Lexington or not., The
resulting $50 million purchases estimate is 10% lower
than tEe total estimated independently by the Planning
Board. The difference is small and for present pur-
poses, unimportant,

Lexington Center's Share (3)

Bales in Lexington as a whole are quite reliably es-
timated by the 1963 U,8, Census of Business. No sub-
area figures are available, so a ¥ield survey was
undertaken to estimate what percentage of outlets in
each category are found in Lexington Center
(Colunn 5). Applying that percentage to the total re~
tail sales in Lexington produced an estimate of $10
million sales in Lexington Center in 1963 (Column 6),
and comparison of those sales with total purchases by
Lexington residents gives the percentage shares of
Column 7, which indicates that there is about one dol-
lar in sales in Lexington Center for every 5 dollars
spent at all outlets by Lexington residents, with the
percentage varying from category to category; drug
store sales in the Center equal 30% of residents' pur-
chases, food sales equal 10% of residents' purchases.

1Lexington Planning Board, untitled mss., page 7.
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TABLE 3 RETAIL SALES PROJECTIONS AND ESTIMATES

Both
1963 Years 1975
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) &) {8) (9) (10) (1) (12) (13) {(14)
g
s 8 3 2 8.
. . 8 co 8 . 22 0 @ o
-3 £= [=] - O n w0 =] F-] n =] ~ 0 [+ ]
-] [T -4 X ~ w10 - [N -] . D~ LR 17 m -~
O MO &0 o~ © 0~ — e t O SO L @~ og Do
e o 4 ] [ e R 343 9 O £ T e o
Type of Store g‘ﬂ °:-‘=‘B '523 :g Y o :%g p:gg ZEE’. a%"’ 33 EH '; ':2
” . S83& SEE  °B  Sgm 2 238] sFE  AgS f8R S0 4¥ . . 5
Sa SE-u 83 g ug-u @ ads 53-:: MEom  BaA ) a0s Heim £ n
] - a e - o - 3 L] 81::0 -l L L R A0 Odo O wgw o a
g Ex8 bnb ® & a3 a8 5 T m o 0%6 225 383 B33 3% Yy
24 aEe gSR& a3 w2 3] wA o 6dT  2AM Abw cw’ Aen A
Food 356 360 10,800 5,694 15 900 B8 400 16,000 400 15,600 1,300 0 1,300
Drug 50 50 1,500 1,322 40 500 33 60 2,400 100 2,300 80O 200 1,000
lamber, Hdwe 52 60 1,800 918 30 300 17 70 2,800 400 2,400 400 0 400
Sub Total 458 ‘470 14,100 7,934 1,700 530 21,200 800 20,300 2,500 200 2,700
Gen'l Merch, 213 250 7,500 705 70 5008 § 7 310 12,400 2,300 10,100 700 100 BOOD
Apparel 100 120 3,600 1,415 a0 1,300 36 130 5,200 1,400 3,800 1,400 200 1,700
Furn. Appl. 64 80 2,400 807 60 500 21 100. 4,000 800 3,200 700 o 700
Automotive 221 250 7,500 8,746 20 1,800 24 290 11,600 1] 11,600 2,800 0 2,800
Sub Total 598 T00 21,000 11,673 4,100 : 830 33,200 4,500 28,700 5,600 300 6,000
Gas Bervice 76 80 2,400 1,916 L] 1] 0 90 3,600 100 3,500 0 0 0
Eating, Drink . 130 130 3,900 1,571 30 500 13 150 €,000 200 5,800 800 300 1,100
Sub Totzl 206 210 6,300 3,487 500 240 9,600 300 9,300 800 300 1,100
Other 233 240 7,200 7,794 50 3,500 54 270 10,800 1,300 9,500 5,100 200 5,300
TOTAL 1,495 1,620 48,600 30,888 9,700 1,870 74,800 7,000 68,800 14,000 1,000 15,000
Column Column
1. Sales per person in Boston §.M.5.A, (U.B. Census) 8. Estimate by EDA based on rate of increase 1958-63.
2. Estimate by EDA based on Column 1. 9. Col. B8 x est. 1975 population (40,000).
3. Col. 2 x est. 1963 population (30,000). 10, Total est. as % of Burlington total, then distributed.
4. From U.8. Census of Business, 1963, . 11. Col. 9 - Col. 10.
5. Fleld survey. 12, Col. 7 x Col. 11.
6. Col. 5 x Col.4. 13. Total est. @ $1,00 per visitor, distributed.
7. (Col. &/Col, 3) x 100. 14, Col. 12 + Col., 13.




Total Purchases in 1975 (4)

It is estimated that there will be 40,000 residents
of Lexington in 1975, based on previous growth ex-
perience, projections made by others, and knowledge
of shifting regional trends and land availability.
This figure has bheen corroborated by a concurrent
Planning Board study, which estimates a 1975 popula-
tion of 40,1002, and by the 1965 Census results,

Per capita purchases are likely to rise along with
rising incomes, though not in a simple proportionate
way: food expenditures will increase less than auto
expenditures, for example, Total per capita purchases
were estimated to rise to 1975 at the same rate as from
1958 to 1963, with the results of Columns 8 and 9,
Table 3, expressed in non-inflated 1263 dollars.

Deduct Burlington Sales (5)

Lexington's population has about 1/4 of the total
purchasing power of communities adjacent to the pro-
posed Burlington shopping center, but considering the
broader region which the Burlington center will serve,
Lexington residents are likely to contribute not more
than 10--15% of its support (see Table 4), The exact
sales level anticipated at Burlington is unknown, but
can be estimated at about $40,000,000, based on re-
leased information concerning floor area and number of
stores, To estimate that by 1975 Lexington residents
will purchase $7 million annually in Burlington is
probably conservatively high, This estimate agrees
fairly closely with that of the Lexington Planning
Board, based on an altogether different approach,

The Burlington purchases were broken down by category
of store based on the store types found at the North
Shore Shopping Center in Peabody, and on the sparse
information released concerning this center (Column 10).

Market Share in 1975 (6)

Column 12 of Table 3 gives the sales which would result
if Lexington Center holds its 1963 share of all sales
outside of Burlington, It indicates a healthy $4
million growth over 1263.

lLexington Planning Board, "Population Projection", type-
zwritten mss,, September, 1964, :
Lexington Planning Board, untitled mss., pg. 8.
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Add Tourist Sales (7)

The U.S5. Department of the Interior believes that as
many as 1 nillion tourists per year will visit the
Minute-~Man National Park when it is completed. Given
the present structure and appearance of Lexington
Center, this would mean little in retail sales, Given
a more attractive and interesting center, it could
mean & great deal,

The Massachusetts Department of Commerce estimates
that the average tourist spends $0,50 per day while
visiting Massachusetts!, If the million tourists
spent 1/80th of that in Lexington, it would mean

$1 million in annual sales, perhaps broken down as
estimated in Column 13 of Table 4,

Compare with 1963 Level (8)

Column 1Z of Table 3 iIs the final estimate of what
1975 sales could be if optimum conditions were pro-~
vided, Total sales are more than 50% higher than in
1963, and at least somewhat higher-than in 1963 in
every category. ‘There is, however, no assurance that
this will happen, only assurance that it could.

OTHER COMMERCIAL ACTIVITY

About a third of the commercial space in Lexington Center
is used for business activities other than retailing, such as
banking, insurance, real estate offices, motel, barber shops,
apusements, and professional offices, among others, These ac-~
tivities are expanding as the population expands, in some cases
more rapidly, For example in 1958 there were 60 persons em-
ployed in Lexington in medical services covered by the Massa-
chusetts Division of Employment Security (DES). In 1963 there
were nearly 130. Clearly there is strong growth in Lexington
in the activities which f£11l1 non=retail commercial space, Emn-
ployment within Lexington covered by the DES rose from 2400
persons in 19250 to 3600 in 1962, Jobs in categories likely
in the future to be strongly drawn to the Center rose from
230 to 290 over the same period; others which possibly might
be attracted rose from 940 to 1160 (see Table 5).

lMassachusetts Department of Commerce, 1262 Massachusetts
Vacation~Travel Survey, Boston, 1963,
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TABLE £

Burlington Market Area

Population
Primary Zone
Billerica 17,867
Bedford 10,969
Burlington 12,852
VWoburn 31,214
Winchester 19,376
Lexington 27,700

120,100 lLexington = 23%

Secondary Zone

Lowell 92,100

Chelmsford 15,100
Tewksbury 15,900
Carlisle 1,500
Wilnington 12,500
Reading 19,300
Stonehan 17,00
Medford 65,000
Arlington 50,000
Belmont 238,700
Waltham 55,400
Lincoln 5,600
Concord 12,500

391,400 x 1/2 = 186,000

+ 120,000
320,000 Effective
Population

Lexingtonr = 8,7%




TABLE 5
Employment in Lexington Industries*

Industry Year

1658 1960 1962 1963 1964

Non-Center Oriented

Construction 573 738 450 498 453
Manufacturing 214 235 689 628 538
Transportation 51 72 103 80 52
Wholesaling 55 62 115 82 101
Research & Development 1 9 700 554 620
Food Retailing 98 132 112 111 120
Auto Retailing Service 211 219 210 192 213

1203 1467 2389 2155 2137
Possibly Center Oriented

Retailing
Hardware, Lumber 41 39 51 51 53
Furniture 9 8 i4 13 22
Eating & Drinking 491 513 480 445 758
Misec., Retail 179 189 243 215 215
Hotels, Motels, etc, 21 50 54 36 37
Personal Services 66 84 o4 97 133
Misc, Business Services 1 9 33 33 37
Misc, Repair Services 11 10 28 23 45
Commercial Amusements 25 32 a8 40 50
Medical, Health Services 61 75 120 127 129
Misc. Services 30 46 75 80 108

935 1055 1230 1160 1587

Strongly Center.Orienteqd

Retailing
Gen'l HMerch, 66 66 72 73 54
Apparel 41 47 53 65 70
Banking 74 92 97 94 93
Insurance & Real Estate 45 64 59 57 68
226 269 281 289 285
Lexington Totalx 2364 2791 3200 3604 4009
% Center Oriented 8.6 5.6 7.2 8.0 7.1
% Non-Center Oriented 50,9 52.6 61,3 59.7 53,3

*Covered by Division of Employment Security Regulations
Source: Massachusetts Division of Employment Security.

Figures are total employees in the middle two
weeks of November for each year.




TABLE 5 (Continued)

Epployment Estimates

1947 1957 1959~60 1970 1975 1580
Town of Lexingtonl 3,600 3,000 9,700 4,700~
Town of Lexington2 ] 3,000 5,700
Industrial_onl ' ‘
128 Begiond ' 29,000 46,000 39,000 118,000
Retail only .
Town of Lexington? 884 1,400

lﬂayden, Harding et al, Op. Cit, Total employment, covered and
non~covered,

Seninar Research Bureau, Boston College, Travel in The Boston
Region, 19592~1280, Vol, IIX.

Levin, Melvin R, and David A, Grossman, Industrial Land Needs
Through 1980, GBESC, Boston, 1962,
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It iz estimatec that about 550 persons were employed out-
g«de of retailing in Lexington Center in 1963, and that this
might easily increase to 800 by 1975 if recent trends continue
and are accommodated,

ACCOMMODATING THE MARIHET

The projected expansion of purchasing power and employment
potential in the Lexington market area only gives assurance
that, if attractive enough accommodations were made for it, ac~
tivity in the Center could increase by about 1/2 through 1975,
It gives no assurance that such will be the case, or in fact,
that there might not be decline in the Center.

To house all of the commercial growth made possible by
market exzpansion would call for over 100,000 square feet of
additional floor space, and the replacement or upgrading of
nuch existing space. The investments which this calls for will
be made only where profitable, basically in "prime locations"
with good visibility, high pedestrian flows, and either nearby
public parking or land price low enough for parking to be pro-

vided privately, The present physical configuration of Lexing- .

ton Center provides few opportunities for such investment, ex-~
cept in the replacement of existing commercial buildings,
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ZONING REVISIONS

There are no unoccupied parcels in the commercially-
zoned portion of Lexington Center, VWhile more intensive use
of land is both possible and probable, some outward expansion
of the Center is a virtually inevitable concomitant of growth.
This report explores the recommended extent, direction, and
type of such growth, '

Analyses of activity levels in Lexington have indicated
a reasonable expectation of demand for an additional 120,000
square feet of commercial floor space above the 1964 level in
the Center by 1975, the bulk of the growth in one-story build-
ings (see "1975 Activity Levels'"), This amount of growth was
used as the basis for exploration of a number of design alterna-
tives for the Center, the very most compact of which required
commercial expansion onto some nine acres of land now resi-
dentially zoned, the most expansive of which commercially oc-
cupied some twelve acres of residentially zoned land.

Those design alternatives made clear that only with care-~
ful design and use of multi-level structures for both business
and parking could the projected 1975 level of 410,000 square
feet of commercial floor space he accommodated without un-
desirable intrusion into uniformly residential districts; and
should the railroad continue to disrupt development north of
Massachusetts Avenue, even greater efforts would be required
to accommodate that much growth without serious commercial/
residential conflict.

There is, however, nothing obligatory about providing
for 410,000 square feet of space, Presently planned commer-~
cial structures will result in expansion from 290,000 square
feet of commercial floor space in the Center to about 340,000
square feet. How much space there will be at any point in
time in addition to the 340,000 square feet not only con-
ditions public actions on zoning, parking, and traffic control,
but also is conditioned by those actions, With no changes in
zoning or public parking areas, very little net growth above
the 340,000 square foot level can be or neced be expected. The
amount of development between the nearly certain minimum of
340,000 square feet and the projected possible level of 410,000
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square feet by 1975 is a matter of public policy choices;
there is at this writing the possibility that public inaction
might even result in less than the 340,000 square foot level
being attained.

The 1964 reconnaissance study prepared for the Lexington
Chamber of Commerce and leading to this effort, explored
alternative directions for commercial development at the com-
munity-wide scale, contrasting policies of no change, develop-
ment on arterials, and development in the Center. By con-
centrating much of the commercial growth supported by Lexing-
ton's population and income growth in the Center, rather than
encouraging it to occur in outlying areas or outside of Lexing-
ton, shoppers' "one-trip" convenience is well served, as is
community appearance, and the minimization of residential-
commercial activity conflicts, For these reasons, growth in
the Center was advocated, and the present study recommended.
For those same reasons, zoning to permit commercial growth
beyond 340,000 square feet is justified, but not growth to
the point that public costs or neighborhood interferences be-
come excessive. For these reasons, about 380,000 square feet
of commercial space is being used as a guideline for changes
in zoning, parking, and circulation,

The guideline means a third more trips destined for the
Center, This means an increase by one third in the volume of
demand for parking. Exploration of a variety of physical con-
figurations reveals that this means an increase by ten acres
in the amount of land which should be commercially zoned.
Rezoning,. insuring provision of the parking, and making the
circulagfon improvements required to handle the resultant traf-
fic are the primary public means by which this growth can be
attracted and directed,

DIRECTION OF COMMERCIAL EXPANSION (See page 7)

The general direction for commercial expansion in Lexington

Center over the next decade is quite clear, Public or insti-
tuticnal development sharply limit possible east-west expansion
along Massachusetts Avenue to a relatively small increment in
the vicinity of Wallis Court. To the north, the topography of
Meriam Hill provides a natural stop, as does the present un-
certainty over the future use of the railroad right-of-way.

The next decade is likely to bring decisive transportation
changes, resulting in either the confirmation of the use of

the right-of-way for transport use, or its release for develop-
nent, In either case, more intensive development of land below
Oakland Street will be possible, but the shape of such develop-
ment very much depends upon the railroad future, so prudence
suggests no heavy investment in that area, nearly all publicly
owned, until the railroad question has been resolved,

=80~




Expansion to the south is physically possible, generally
anticipated, and if carefully guided, a desirable means of
strengthening the Center, Commercilal growth in that direction
need not invade areas now strictly used for single-family
residences., Two large and many smaller professional office
structures are already located in the residentially-zoned area
south of the present commercial Center, along with a variety
of other non-residential activities., Zoning change in this
case can follow, rather than precede, such initial land-use
change,

Valtham Street, Lexington Center's "second" commercial
street, visually extends the Center beyond the commercially-
zoned area because of the location on it of several masonry
non-residential structures. Further commercialization of the
area between those structures and the limits of the present
commercial zone could improve a presently awkward visual and
functional arrangement., This forms the rationale for estab-
lishment of district limits in that vicinity, along with the
potential "buffer' provided by a publicly-owned easement
crossing Massachusetts Avenue. :

Muzzey Street is generally lined with residential struc-
tures now gradually being converted to commercial use, such
that further commercialization would represent no sharp change,
Raymond Street has nearly half its northern irontage occupied
by professional offices; again, further commercial development
will bring change of degree, not kind. Clarke Street, resi-
dentially zoned, hasn't a single residence fronting on it north
of Forest Street; the limited changes possible there given
more permissive zoning are unlikely to cause any type of dis-
ruption,

On the other hand, Forest Street, despite several non-
residential fronting activities and a fair share of through
trafiic, has a handsomely consistent residential character de-
serving of continued zoning protection, Vinebrook Road is
s0lidly residential and should remain so, as is the case with
everything near the Center west of Clarke Street,

The municipal parking lot north of Massachusetts Avenue
is really an adjunct of the commercial center, so reasonably
should be commercially zoned, even though this will result in
no change in the way the area is used. This would, however,
remove the present unreasonable twenty-foot zoning "bufferh
south of the railroad, required since properties there abut
a residential 2zone,

The shape of development in the vicinity of Wallis Court

off Massachusetts Avenue is a critical issue. The present de-
velopment pattern in that vicinity, whether judged successful




or not, is unlikely to persist indefinitely, so the question
of change nust be met. The present commercial zone termina-
tion one lot east of Wallis Court arbitrarily intérrupts a

row of four similar properties, while one lot further east a
major spatial, topographic, and use discontinuity exists, pro-
viding a better opportunity for zone change., Extending the
commercial district to that point would provide a large enough
area between Wallis Court and the end of the commercial dis-
trict to make possible a major structure able to provide the
visual termination the commercial district needs at that point.

DISTRICT TYPES

The Lexington Zoning Bylaw makes different requirements
for yard space, allowed uses, and' required private parking
in each of the several commercial district types., A1l com-

mercial zoning in the Center
the most permissive in range
stridtive spatially, and one
parking. The nature of some
zoning are such that greater

today is of the C-2 type, one of
of allowed uses, the least re-
requiring no private off-street
areas recommended for commercial
spatial and use restrictions than

those of the C-2 district would be reasonable, and off-street
parking, by precedent and by function, should be a private
rather than public function. It is therefore recommended that
such areas be rezoned C-1, and that the provisions of the C-1
district be modified as they apply to the Center.

The most significant departure suggested from either the
present C~1 or C-2 provisions for these areas is in off-street
parking requirements, The very heart of the Center has a
pedestrian's scale, which every effort is being made to pre-
serve and enhance, Shoppers drive to the Center, park once,
and can on foot range throughout the area, visiting many des-
tinations without relocating their cars, Multiple trips from
a single parking space make that parking space of general
benefit, rather than a benefit assignable to the most proximate
property. This is the ultimate rationale of public parking
provisiocn.

On the other bhand, parking at the professional office
building on Waltham Street serves that building alone, not
Jjust because the parking is private, but also because develop-
ment there is not now and is unlikely ever to be compact enough
to give it a pedestrian's scale, Development at Wallis Court,
or south of Vinebrook Road and the rest of the loop system,
will be the object of specially-oriented trips. When finished
shopping at Wallis Court, customers can be expected to drive,
not walk, to their next Center destination, making parking at
Wallis Court appropriately a private function, not a public
one,
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Private off-street parking tends to be wasteful, as the
chaos between Clarke Street and Muzzey Street attests, 1In
the heart of the Center, this inevitable wastefulness of pri-
vate parking lots would exact an intolerable cost in terms of
lost compaction and convenience, where all space counts heavily
since shoppers are moving on foot., In the more outlying areas,
however, a little efficiency loss isn't serious, Land is worth
less, and people are moving about in cars, In the long run,
perhaps a design review process for private parking areas can
mninimize waste by coordinating lot design.

The Parking Needs study examined how much off-street
parking is "enough", and the exploration of alternative de-
sign schemes further developed the spatial implications of the
overall ratios. Lexington's present C-1 zoning requires 10
spaces for each 1,000 square feet of commercial floor space,
which is what most highway-oriented commercial centers pro-
vide, Amounts presently provided by offices and others in
the area proposed for rezoning range up to 8 spaces/1,000 s,.f.,
reflecting dependence upon public transport and pedestrian
traffic for some users, and on-street spaces for some others.
A requirement of 5 spaces/1,000 s.f. as currently proposed by
the Planning Board for C-N districts elsewhere would suffice,
when added to on-street parking, to assure adequacy without
turning the area into a vast parking lot, and without requiring
of future development parking ratios in excess of those volun-
tarily provided in the past. A requirement of 6 spaces/1,000
square feet would relieve ultimate dependence on curb parking,
and might therefore be preferable.

The areas proposed for rezoning are characterized today
by detached structures surrounded by small yards, yet with
structures visually enclosing the street, Where pedestrian
proximity isn’t important, this is an excellent arrangement;
its retention is advocated, The C-1 district now requires 20
foot front yard. and rear yard, both reasonable for the area
to be rezoned (C-2 requires no front yard)., 1In addition, a
10-foot sideyard should be required to preserve the present
pattern and assure rear access, light, and air. Building
heights in the C-~1 district are limited to 24 floors or 40
feet (C-2 permits three stories), entirely reasonable for the
areas in question.

The C-1 district prohibits liquor stores, commercial
amusements, billboards, and lumber and fuel sales, all per-
mitted (in some cases on Special Permit) in the C-2 district.
The C-1 areas proposed around the Center serve as "transition
districts", and as such shouldn't contain such activities;
the present regulations need no revision in this respect,
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Apartments are prohibited in both the C-1 and C-2 dis-
tricts, Wherever permitted, apartments should have privately
provided off-street parking, and should either have private
open space Or direct access to public open space.

In the C-2 district, economics rules out provision of
apartments meeting these criteria, so zoning for them is un-
necessary. In the C-1 district as proposed, apartments might
be economically feasible and, if they provided their owm
parking and open space, could prove an asset to the Center.
They would help maintain some "life'" when stores are closed,
supply customers within walking distance, a2nd a housing choice
not now available in Lexingtonr, and rarely available in sub-
urban Boston,

To the extent that apartments are actually developed
around the Center, they would divert space from commercial
use, and reduce the compaction of the Center, but probably
not to a serious extent. They would blur the transition be=
tween the commercial Center and abutting residential areas;
an assist in achieving the visual form sought for the Center,

One provision not found in the current Lexington Zoning
Bylaw would be desirable in both the Center's C~l1 and C-2 dis-
tricts, ' pParking should be prohibited within twenty feet
of the street line, This has both safety and esthetic justi-
fication, and is voluntarily observed by all private interests
in the Center today, Such zoning would simply insure con-
tinuation of the present pattern, and require the municipality
to be as respectful of pedestrian safety and amenities as are
private developers,

TIMING OF ZONING CHANGE

Zoning change at Wallis Court has urgency to insure that
it precedes any major new investment in the area., Zoning
change north of the railroad is minor, but that minor change
will be of most benefit i1f quickly enacted.

Between Clarke and Muzzey Streets, zoning is tied to mu-
nicipal action on parking, 1If land is to be acquired for
municipal parking, such acquisition should precede zoning
change, If such acquisition is rejected, a zoning change of
the entire area to C-1 (with off-street parking requirements)
should be immediately enacted, to prevent private building
from usurping space needed for parking.

Below Raymond Street, zoning change has little urgency,
since there is little present pressure for physical change
there, All areas not mentioned above fall into an “inter-
mediate urgency" category: no immediate necessity for change,
but alsoc no reason to delay.
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TABLE Z-1
LEXINGTON CENTER ZONING COMPARISONS

Planning Board EDA

Item Present C-1 Req. Prop, C-N Req.* Prop, C-1 Req,** DPresent C-2 Req.
Off-street parking 10 spaces per 5 spaces per 6 spaces per None

1000 s,f, 1000 s.f. 1000 s.f,
Front yard 20 ft, 30 ft. 20 ft, None
Rear yard 20 £f¢, 20 ft, 20 ft. 10 £t,
Side yard None 20 ft, 10 £t. None
Building height 2% stories 2% stories 2% stories 3 stories

*Proposed for neighborhood shopping areas.
**¥proposed for the expansion areas of the Center,




SUGGESTED ZONING AMENDMENTS

1.,) Revise SECTION 5. PERMITTED BUILDINGS AND USES, Para-
graph (c) C 1 Districts, by adding subparagraph 6d to
read as follows:

"d, Apartments, subject to the conditions of Section
5(g) A 1 Districts, sub-paragraph 1,"

2.) Revise SECTION 8. AREA, FRONTAGE AND YARD REQUIREMENTS,
paragraph (b) C 1 Districts, to read as follows:

"1, In C 1 districts there shall be provided:

a. For each permitted principal building and for each
accessory bullding, othexr than those permitted im A1,
R 1 or R 2 districts:

(1) A front yard of not less than 20 feet in depth
on each street on which the lot abuts, within
which there shall be no parking areas,

(2) A side yard of 10 feet, or, if a boundary of
the lot abuts on land in an R 1 or R 2 dis-
trict, a side yard adjoining such boundary of
not less than 20 feet in width, which may be
used for parking area if otherwise lawful.

(3) A rear yard of not less than 20 feet in depth,
which may be used for parking area if other-
wise lawful,

b. For each permitted principal and accessory building,
othexr than principal buildings permitted in an R 1
or R 2 district, a parking area on the lot contain-
ing not less than six parking spaces, as hereinafter
defined, for each 1000 square feet or fraction there-
of of floor area in said buildings, As used herein
the term "parking space" shall mean an area avail-
able for parking one motor vehicle and having a
width of not less than 9 feet and an area of not
less than 180 square feet, exclusive of passageways
and driveways appurtenant thereto, and with free
and unimpeded access to a street over unobstructed
bassageways or driveways, ILoading areas shall not
be considered to be part of the parking area, The
term "floor area", as used herein, shall mean the
aggregate horizontal area in square feet of floors
within the walls enclosing the building, exclusive
of cellar or basement areas used only for storage or
services incidental to the operation or maintenance
of the building.




c, For each principal building permitted in R 1, R 2,
or A 1 districts, the same lot area and frontage,.
and for each such building and accessory building
the same front, side and rear yards as would be re-
quired if the lot were situated in an R 1, R 2, or
A 1 district,

3.) Revise SECTION 8. AREA, FRONTAGE AND YARD REQUIREMENTS,.
paragraph (c) C 2 Distrlcts, by adding subparagraph 1(c)
to read as follows:

"e, No parking areas shall be located within 20 feet
of the street line."
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TRAFFIC NLEDS

The circulation system in and around Lexington Center
must service three traffic demands:

a) Through movements of vehicles from outside the Center
destined for other points outside the Center. In the 1956
traffic study conducted by the League of Women Voters and the
Lexington Planning Board, this was found to comprise 88% of
all traffic in the Center, With Vorthen Road diverting some
through traffic, the proportion of through traffic in 1965 is
likely to be a little lower, but probably still in excess of
80% on a workday.

b) Movements of vehicles between a point outside the
Center and a point within it, 1In 1956, these trips comprised
nearly 12% of the total traffic movements,

c) Movements of vehicles from within the Center to an~
other point within the Center, Such moves were rare in 1956,
a little more frequent today, and likely to grow substantially
as and if the Center grows and disperses its parking areas.

The circulation system does a reasonably good job of
handling these demands most of the time today, but any event
which reduces capacity or increases traffic peaks over their
normal levels produces congestion which is a portent of what
would be the future normal condition unless improvenents are
made,

In the nine years since the last traffic study of Lexing-
ton Center was made, many conditions have changed., The popu~
lation has grown nearly 50%, auto usage even more, Massive
growth in employment north and west of Lexingtom Center has
occurred, shifting the pattern of job to home trips. The
Center itself has added commercial activity, but even more
commercial growth has occurred to the north and west, Public
transportation usage has declined,

The only relieving factors have been the construction of
Vorthen Road from Bedford Street to Waltham Street and the
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inprovement of sore alternative routes such as Concord Avenue,
of minor benefit to the Center, The result has been massive
increase in the traffic to be handled, as well as shifts in
its relative distribution,

TABLE 1, PEAK EVENING TRAFFIC
Vehicles per Hour % Inc,
1956% 1965%% 1956-1965
Bedford St, @ Hinuteman
Eastbound 440 720 60
Westbound 590 650 10
Total 1030 1370 30

Massachusetts Ave, @
Waltham Street

Eastbound 600 1000 70
Westbhound 740 820 10
Total 1340 1820 40
Valtham Street
Northbound 250 330 30
Southbound 180 330 80
Total 430 660 50
Overall 2800 3850 40

*Source: Estimated from 1956 Traffic Study,
**Source: EDA field survey and estimate.

The trend illustrated by these comparisons is corroborated
by other data as well as by general experience, For example,
data from the Massachusetts Department of Public Works traffic
counts indicate a growth in daily average traffic on Waltham
Street from 5700 vehicles in 1956 to 8000 vehicles per day in
1963; on Bedforq Street from 11,500 vehicles in 1956 to 14,000
vehicles in 19G3; on Massachusetts Avenue from 10,600 vehicles
per day in 1956 to 17,000 in 1963, while Lexington D.P.W.
figures indicate subsequent growth to over 19,000 vehicles per
day through the Center,

The developmental changes mentioned earlier are clearly '

reflected in the pattern of traffic chenge, For example,
whereas in 1956 the evening peak-hour traffic eastbound
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towards Boston exceeded that westbound towards Route 128,
today the relative volumes are reversed., Valtham Street vol-
ume southbound has grown despite Worthen Road, reflecting the
pattern of access to parking lots in the Center and growth in
activity in Waltham,

Continuation of past growth will require improvements to
satisfy the traffic demands of the typical day, not just the
extraordinary one as at present. The following sections ex-
amine the elements involved in estimation of traffic needs to
be serviced, while later reports cover design suggestions for
servicing those needs,

POPULATION GROWTH

The Lexington Center study is keyed to a growth of Lexing-
ton from 31,000 persons today to 40,000 persons in 1975, If
growth is slower or faster than that, then all of the develop-
nental suggestions of the study will be valid sooner or later
than projected, The number of households has been projected
by the Planning Board to increase at a slightly lower rate
than the populatioa, but the average auto ownership per house-
hold will increase so that the amount of automobile usage will
increase at a rate in excess of the rate of population growth,
or by more than 1/3 over the decade. &

Forecasting ten-year population growth by subarea re-
quires more detailed examination than possible here, but it
can be said that the areas most likely to receive new growth
are thogse outside of the area primarily sexrviced for through
trips by the radial road system converging on the Center, so
population growth will have an impact of less than 1/3 on traf-
fic through the Center.

SHIFTING THROUGH-TRIP DESTINATIONS

Within Lexington, the greatest potential for employment
growth probably lies in land served by Bedford Street., Look-
ing at the region more generally, it is clear that growth in
job opportunities to the north and west of Lexington will ex-
ceed that to the south and east, further aggravating the exist-
ent "imbalance" of commuting trips on Massachusetts Avenue and
on Bedford Street,

Opening of a new shopping center in Burlington will shift
trip patterns somevhat, but will have little effect on the
peak«~hour problem, TFew persons will find a route through
Lexington Center the most convenient way to get to Burlington,
though many may combine trips to the two centers.
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Other social trips also are likely to increasingly find
their destination on the far side of Lexington, Consistently,
these trip destination shifts will tend to increase evening
peak traffic headed through the Center away from the Minuteman
more thanr the reverse,

CENTER DESTINAT IONS

In the next several years, anticipated new buildings and
enlargement of parking facilities will bring more trip desti-
nations in the Center to parking areas north of Massachusetts
Avenue, with space growth south of the Avenue being more gradual,
No matter how strong efforts to the contrary are taken, growth
of the Center will result in greater dispersion of stores and
parking, so that more frequently the shopper will relocate his
vehicle within the Center at least once while shopping, adding
significantly to traffic demands,

Projections of activity levels for the Center indicate 2
potential for a 50% increase in shopping and employment; this
in turn suggests a 50% increase in trips destined there. The
actual design for the Center is being made for a slightly more
modest growth, so the 50% increase in Center-destined trips
can be taken as a naxinum,

ALTERNATE ROUTES

Worthen Road, even in its incomplete state, diverts a
major amount of traffic from the Center., 1t now carries in
excess of 500 vehicles per hour during the evening rush period,
many of which vehicles would otherwise be added to the nearly
2000 squeezing through Massachusetts Avenue, Completion of
Vorthen Road to Route 2 will greatly increase its usefulness
to commuters, and will relieve a major flow of traffic from
the Center,

. Improvement of Route 2 will also aid the Center. Many
trips now slightly faster by using Massachusetts Avenue will,
after the completion of Route 2 improvements, be faster on

that road, For example, from the Route 3 "dead-end" at Route
128 to the Arlington line takes about as long through Lexington
Center as it does via Route 2 and Route 128, and a considerable
nurber of commuters use the Center route. Completion of Route
3 to the east would, of course, divert that traffic, but even
Route 2 improvements alone will do so.

Emerson Road is no longer thought of as a major bypass
road, but to a limited extent, when completed, will relieve
some persons of having to use the Center as a means of access
elsewhere,
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CAPACITY CONSTRAINTS

The Center need serve no more traffic than can reach it;
that amount is constrained by the roads feeding the Center,
particularly those to the north. Boston Regional Planning
Project data indicates that in 1963, Bedford Street at peak
hours was carrying 20% of its practical capacity (its capacity
without congestion), Unless it and its intersections are im-
proved, Bedford Street is likely to deliver only 10% more
traffic to the Center at peak hours than it does now, since
volumes increased more than that amount imply congestion which
is likely to influence traffic to use other routes,

Similarly, Massachusetts Avenue west of the Center carries
at peak hours 80% of its practical capacity, Waltham Street
and Woburn Street 70% of their capacities, Massachusetts Avenue
east of the Center G0% of its capacity. Overall, this allows
for an increase in traffic into the Center of not more than
about 1/5 over present volumes,

PUBLIC TRANSPORT

The Boston and Maine Rallroad relieves a minor part of
the evening west-bound traffic load by carrying a few dozen
commuters to Lexington, North Lexington, and Bedford. Only a
radical change in operations could render it a significant
help in relieving traffic, and then only given careful atten-
tion to station location and access,

Virtually all users of any possible future rapid transit
will use their auto to get to the line, This could add to
rather than relieve Center traffic if a major station were lo-
cated there, 1If, on the other hand, stations were located out-
side of the Center where provision of access and parking can
more readily be handled without conflict, each passenger
gained would represent an easing of Center traffic.

Busses using local streets to collect passengers and ex-
pressways to move to destinations are talked of and perhaps
more likely for Lexington than rail transit, Local busses
offer a critically important service, one which must be ac=-
commodated with stops, but not one likely to have major impact
in reduction of traffic flow, .

TOURISM

Visitors to the Minuteman National Park are expected to
triple to 1,000,000 per year by 1975. If the redesign of




Lexington Center is successful, this means more than tripling
tourist trips to the Center. This is a not insignificant
volume of traffic which must be accounted for in the design
o? circulation around the Green, Fortunately, peak visitor
flows do mot coincide with peak commuting or shopping flows;
a.¢irculation system which serves peak commuting demands
will, in its major parts, satisfy off-peak tourist demands
as well,

SATURDAY

Saturday is market day in suburbia, and presents a traf-
fic situation altogether different from Monday-~Friday. Peak
£lows are in the mid-day, are largely Center-destined, and--
are the Center's commercial bread and butter.

Saturday congestion is comparable to evening peak conges-
tion in effect, but not in cause, On Saturday, there are far
more turning movements onto side streets to reach off-street
parking, more curb parking turnover, more "irrationality" of
double-parking to pick up packages, pedestrian crossings, etc.
Since traffic volumes don't reach weekday peaks, the physical
system which serves the weekday adequately will also serve
Saturday adequately if the access to parking can be arranged
in 2 way which minimizes turns, especially left turns, oifif
and onto Massachusetts Avenue through its central portion.

THE RESULTANT PATTERN

Item Change, '65-'75 Resultant traffic effect
_ Population 30% increase 1/3 increase overall,

) less in Center
Employment Shift N-W Increase "imbalance"
Shopping Burlington Center Small traffic increase

in Center
Other trips Shift N-w Increasge "imbalance'
Center destin, Disperse, grow 50% 1Increase intra-Center
trafiic
Alternate routes Complete Worthen Rd. Lighten Bedford-Mass. Ave,
Improve Route 2 Lighten Bedford-Mass. Ave.
Cap. constraints Assume none Limit traffic inc. to 1/5
Public transport ? ?
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All of these shifting factors taken together suggest .
that roads leading into the Center are likely by 1975 to be i
used to nearly their practical capacity at peak hours, but .
noet over that, with a general increase of nearly 1/5 in the 1
traffic to be handled by the Center, or less than the increase
population growth alone would simply suggest (from 1956 to
1965 traffic peaks in the Center have similarly grown less
than has the population), Because of the use of alternate
routes for through traffic, a larger share of traffic in the
Center will be Center-destined, and a larger share of it will
be traffic moving within the Center,

The tendency for the evening peak to be heaviest east-
bound will be increased, while greater use of the Center's
roads for shopping and tourist activity and (relatively) less
use for commuting implies daytime volumes more nearly equalling
peak volumes, tVhile the mid-afternoon volume reaches 2/3rds
the evening peak now, by 1975 it may reach 3/4ths of the peak,
giving fuller urgency to road adequacy, since inadequacy will
affect more than just a few hours,

The figures of Table 2 indicate projected volumes to be
satisfied on the major road network in the Center, It in-
dicates volumes as they would be handled by the existing con-
figuration; bypass routes within the Center could redistribute
some of this, but in so doing, would make the Center easier
to travel and more attractive to through traffic, thereby per-
baps inducing more traffic, wiping out some but not all of
the gain,
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TABLE T-2
TRAFFIC GROWTH, 1965-75

VEHICLES IN AVERAGE DAY PEAK HOUR

1965 1975 % Increase
Bedford St. @ HMinuteman
BEasthound 720 200 25
Vestbound 650 720 10
Total 1370 1620 18
Massachusetts Ave, @
Minuteman
Eastbound 300 350 15
Testbound 220 240 10
Total 520 590 13
Massachusetts Ave, @
Waltham St.
Bastbound 1000 1250 25
Vestbound 820 200 10
Total 1820 2150 " 18 .
Waltham Street
Northbound 330 400 20
Southbound - 330 400 20
Total 660 800 20
OVERALL 4370 5160 19

Source: EPA survey and projection
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ACCIDENTS

The circulation system should not only carry traffic flows
without congestion, but also should do so with a reasonable de-
gree of safety. The Traffic Accident map graphically suggests
locations where the system in the Center is failing in that
latter respect today.

Relatively few of the accidents involve injury, and fa-
talities are extremely rare, since traffic moves slowly, if
not well. It is interesting to note that a bypass such as
Vorthen Road is an ineffective accident prevention device. By
creating new intersection conflicts, such a road at best
relocates accidents, but doesn't reduce then,

Comparison with similar maps for previous years suggests
that this year's patiern is fairly representative, except at
the Waltham Street-Massachusetts Avenue intersection, where
abnormally few accidents have occurred this year.

The Harrington Road-Bedford Street intersection has moxe
accidents than any other in or near the Center (with the ex-
ception most years of the Waltham St. corner and its traffic
back-up). Stop signs recently erected didn't immediately stop
accidents, but should reduce the number, The intersection at
the Minutemen also accounts for many rumpled fenders as well
as frayed nerves, but few injuries, At Grant Street, Post-
Office traffic poses a problem.

Most of the scattered accidents through the Center on
Massachusetts Avenue are rear-~end collisions triggered by the
lights at Waltham Street., This, the larger accident map of
Lexington (not reproduced here), and the experience of other
communities attest that traffic signals are useful devices to
increase intérsection capacities, but in general cause as many
accidents as .they prevent,

With over 20% more traffic anticipated in the Center, some
increase in accidents must be expected, but the physical de-
sign of the Center should relieve existing problems wherever
possible, and in any event not aggravate them,
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TRAFFIC COUNT

Mass, Ave, at
Central Block
9/28 to 9/29/65

11:00 AM 526
12 1200
1:00 »Pit 1287
2 1220
3 1193
4 1538)
5 1770) Peak
6 1571)
7 1145
8 1153
9 863
10 599
11 432
12 306
1:00 aAM 12¢
56
8
16
23
52
362
1304)
1512)
1187
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TOTAL 19,452

#Actual hours: 10:15 AM to 11:00 AM,

Source: Lexington Dept, of Public Works
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Mass, Ave,,Hunt Block
between Waltham St,
and Depot Square

9/29 to 9/30/65

700%*
1109
1113
1000 (Approx.)
1027
1289)
1505)Peak
1470)
1023
1060
823
578
471
300
138
S50
21
14
21 .
55
390)
1270
1406)Peak
1045

17,878



CIRCULATION PLAN

At most times of the day and at all times on many days,
traffic moves to and through Lexington Center without undue
delay or hazard., On some days, however, serious congestion
occurs, and those days are becoming more frequent. With 20%
more traffic in the Center anticipated by 1975 (see "Traffic
Needs" study) improvements must be made if Lexington Center's
predominant image isn't to become that of an intolerable traf-
fic jam,

Immediate improvement in the traffic-handling capacity of
Massachusetts Avenue and later provision of a loop-road dis-
tributor are the major efforts recommended foxr handling
traffic needs in Lesington Center over the next ten years,
More radical alternatives, such as complete diversion of traf-
fic from Massachusetts Avenue, were examined and discarded
after having been found either unworkable or in violation of
one of the basic design objectives for the Center plan as a
whole; in any event, they are unnecessary for at least the
ten years covered by this plan,

The loop road is intended to facilitate movement into
and between off-street parking areas with minimum use of
Massachusetts Avenue by such traffic, Generally, cars bound
for the Center would turn off Massachusetts Avenue before
getting deep into the Center and proceed via some por{ion of
the loop system in reaching a parking area, Through traffic
would not be expected to make much use of the loop with its
numerous turns, but would be benefitted by removal of some of
the volume through the Center, and by relocation of conflicting
turning movements., Still, improvements are required for
Massachusetts Avenue itself as the primary means of carrylng
traffic through the Center,

DIVERSIONS (See page 9)

In the long run, even with the new wider Massachusetts
Avenue right-of-way and the loop system, it may become neces-
sary to divert some of the 85% of traific in the Center which
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is just passing through, Some diversion is possible with a
youte linking Uassachusetts Avenue at the Green,and Woburn
Street at Massachusetis Avenue via Harrington Street, a new
right-of-way to Meriam St., Oakland St,, a new right-of-way

to Grant St., Sherman St,, and Fletcher Avenue, DPeak hour
volumes travelling between Massachusetts Avenue at the Green
and Woburn Street are less than 25% of the Massachusetts
Avenue volume at the Green®, or about 150 vehicles in the peak
hour at the projected 1975 volume. Most of those vehicles
would use the diversion, as would some of the 200 or so
vehicles going straight through on Massachusetts Avenue, for

a total diversion of about 200 vehicles in the peak hour (when
Massachusetts Avenue through the Center would otherwise handle
about 2200 vehicles), This 10% improvement isn't negligible,
but might be considered less valuable than the costs, property
disruptions and required changes around the Green would warrant,

A more dramatic diversion is possible by bending the flow
of Bedford Street over to much that same route described above,
This involves far larger cost and disruption (although avoid-
ing historic areas) but also brings larger benefit., Nearly
all traffic moving between Bedford Street and Massachusetts
Avepue east of the Center would use this route, diverting
nearly 1000 vehicles in the projected 1975 peak hour, well
over 40% of the total otherwise to be handled on Massachusetts
Avenue through the Center,

Such a sweeping change would cost more than Lexington
alone is likely to be willing to pay. Even given financial
support to make this route feasible, some might believe this
to involve non-fiscal costs exceeding benefits, so the di-
version cannot be assumed as an element in handling problems
within the time horizon of this study, 1275. The design of
Massachusetts Avenhue and the loop system is therefore based
on the following considerations:

1) The traffic projections of the Traffic Needs Study,
which assume no diversion, should be used for design of Massa~-
chusetts Avenue arnd the loop road system to 1975.

%1956 Traffic Study, following pg. 21.
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2) Most highway authorities informally expect a major
federal-aid program for secondary roads such as Routes 4 and
225 through Lexington, following expiration of the Interstate
Highway Program in 1972, This means that either the illus-
trated diversion or some alternative to it (such as one using
the railroad right-of-way) may well be available shortly post-
1975, so that reserve capacity in the Center for through-
traffic growth beyond 1975 is not necessary in current designs,

3) The Massachusetts Avenue~Woburn Street diversion
should be held in reserve as a feasible improvement for town
execution should the more sweeping change be for any reason
impossible when needed,

MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE

Adequate right-of-way and authority for change on Massa-
chusetts Avenue exists, and needed construction funds are
relatively minor, so reconstruction of the Avenue is well as-
sured, On this basis, its improvement is an obvious first
step in Center traffic improvement, preceding completion of
the loop system, some of which involves costly land-takings
and complex construction efforts,

There are three capacity constraints on Massachusetts
Avenue: the basic width of the Avenue itself between inter-
sections, the Massachusetts Avenue~Valtham Street intersection,
and the tangle at the HMinuteman, Observation of traffic move-
ment, verified by capacity computations, indicates that the
three components of the problem are tightly interrelated, but
that the Waltham Street intersection is the key,

On the typical evening rush hour, Lexington Center handles
traffic without quite using the full capacity of its parts,
However, a greater-~than-average traffic surge, bad weather
or construction interference results in breakdown starting at
Waltham Street, No matter how skillfully the intersection is
nanaged by the police officer controlling the lights, trafific
easthound on Massachusetts Avenue and traffic on Waltham Street
start to back up. UVhen the Massachusetts Avenue queue reaches
the Minuteman, it badly constricts the capacity of that inter-
section which, until the back-up reaches it, handles its traf-
fic load without creating back-up of its own, Once tangled
with traffic waiting for the Waltham Street light, the Min-
uteman intersection becomes the worst spot in the system,

The basic Avenue width and design affect this picture by

affecting the flow of traffic reaching the Waltham Street in-
tersection, Precious seconds of green light for the eastward
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Tlow are often wasted when one or both lanes feeding it are
blocked by cars stopped to park, drop of#f passengers, turn, or
(apparently) daycdream, The intersection would carry more
vehicles if the road feeding it carried cars to it more smoothly.

These same conclusions could be reached without personal
observation, relying only on traffic counts and empirically
derived capacity relationships, Table C-1 illustrates a
"design" using "stancard" capacity figures for the existing roads
and the actual flow rates measured on November 2, 1965 (bhefore
the free right turn arrow was installed), The design indicates
that the capacity of the intersection to handle eastbound
Massachusetts Avenue traffic and Waltham Street traffic were
just about reached (whichthey were) with a little slack west-~
bound on Massachusetis Avenue, an inevitable result of rela-
tively low flow westbound combined with the necessity to give
westbound traffic a head start to clear the left turns into
Waltham Street, The feeding lanes weren't taxed to capacity,
but stopping one lane eastbound for any reason rendered the
road unable to carry its load, whereas westbound that was
neither theoretically nor actually the case,

To determine the future configuration, ideally we would
experiment with Massachusetts Avenue and watch how traffic
works, but this is tco costly., However, since a mathematical
description of the existing condition faithfully reproduces
the reality, use of those same mathematical relationships for
future flows and alternative designs should give a sound basis
for physical changes,

A "balanced" design for Massachusetts Avenue should pro-
vide enough capacity at Waltham Street to handle the 1875
typical evening rush hour, preferably with a small amount of
extra capacity to handle random upward variations. The oc-
casional extraordinary evening rush is normally not the bhasis
for highway design, whieclk mnormally does not provide con-
gestion~-free capacity for the 29 highest traffic hours during
the year, or roughly one hour of one day every other week,

On the same basis, the basic width of the Avenue should be
able to feed the intersection and carry traffic away from it
at a rate in excess of the intersectionzl capacity in order
to allow for the inevitable blockages of one or more lanes
which will sometimes occur,

Waltham Street already has narrow sidewalks and banned
parking at the intersection, so no physical change can be
anticipated, and its capacity can be taken as fixed as is.
This means that TWaltham Street will require a green light
showing at least 20% of the time to carry its projected 1975
volume, leaving 72% of the time for pedestrians(say 6%,
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TABLE C-1
1865 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE CONDITIONS

VALTHAM ST, INTERSECTION

’ .Capacity* % ol Capacity
Approach Veh/Green Time Veh/Elapsed

Actual
Wficth Hour Green Hour Flow
Hassachusetts
Avenue

Eastbound 221 1380 67 920 920

Westbound 311 1270 73 830 750
Valtham St,

North 20 1500 21 310 310
Pedestrians —_— - G - -
LANES AT HUNT BLOCK

Westhound®: 24° 2760 73 2020 600

Eastbound bl 1860 87 1310 920

#*Based on Table 6, Highway Research Board, Highway Capacity

Manual, G.P,0, Vashington, 1950,

*#%Not including Valtham St, traffic, and with parking banned.
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a slim figure reflecting relatively low peak-hour movement)
and for Massachusetts Avenue (66%). The eastbound traffic
must be given less time than the westbound in order to give
the westbound turns'into Waltham Street a head start. East-
bound traffic, then, must be able to clear the intersection
with a green light not more than 56% of the time.

The "maxinum traffic" configuration for Massachusetts
Avenue is to use the widest roadway proposed, 64 feet from
curb to curb, and use it all for moving traffic: no parking on
either side near the intersection, and six lanes of movement,
As shown on Table C-2(4), this would meet the 1975 projected
traffic demand and eixceed it by about 10%, with a great deal
of "waste" capacity westbound on Massachusetts Avenue,

If parking is retained on the north side of Massachusetts
Avenue (Table C-2(B)), the westbound capacity fails to equal
the flow anticipated, both because of less space Ffronting the
light, and because of reduced capacity due to parking move-
ments, This makes clear that no matter how the widths are
manipulated, during peak hours by 1975, parking cannot be
maintained on either side of the Avenue in the vicinity of
the Waltham Street intersection if that intersection is to
meet peak traffic demand,

With a basic width of 56 feet from curb to curb and with
no parking on the north side, the Waltham Street intersection
can carry virtually the same traffic load as the six-lane
"maximum" solution, with the exception of the non~critical
wegtbound evening traffic. Either configuration can meet a
peak traffic demand 10% in excess of the 1975 projections,

Table C-3 clearly indicates that for the basic Avenue
width, two westbound lanes, whether bordered by parking or
not, can easily handle all the traffic the intersection can
pass, Eastbound, this is also true if the lanes are a full
12 feet wide, Tour moving lanes of traffic, then, can bring
to and take from the VWaltham Street intersection all the
traffic which it can handle even if the intersection is 'six
lanes wide. There is no need, therefore, to consider more
than 4 twelve-ifoot lanes for traffic movement other than at
the intersection,
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TABLE C-2
MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE - WVALTHAM ST. INTERSECTION

(In 2ll cases, no parking on south side at intersection)

Capacity % of Capacity
Approach Veh/Green Time Veh/Elapsed Proj,

Width Hour:= Green Hour Vph
A, 64 £t, curb to curb
No parking north side
Massachusetts fivenue
Eastbound 32° 2480 55 1360 1250
Vestbound 321 2480 65 1610 200
Valtham Street
North 20" 1500 29 440 4900
Pedestrians - = 6 - -
B. 64 £t. curb to curb
Parking north side
Massachusetts Avenue
Eastbound 33° 2560 56 1380 1250
Westbound 31 12790 €6 840 900
Waltham Street
North 20! 1500 28 420 400
Dedestrians - - 6 - -
C. 56 ft, curb to curb
No parking north side
Massachusetts Avenue
Eastbound ’ 33 2560 54 1380 1250
Vestbound 23°* 1700 G4 1090 900
Valtham Street
North 20° 1500 30 450 400
Pedestrians - - 6 - -

*Tables 17 and 18, Highway Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual,
U.8.G.P.0., Washington, 1950,
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TABLE C-3

MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE AT BUNT BLOCK

A,

Westbound, no parking on north side

FOR FLOW FROM MASS, AVE, E, ONLY

*Table 6, Highway Research Board, Ibid.
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Practical % of Time
Capacity/Hr#* Used Capacity Proj.Flow
lanes 3000 64 1920)
lanes 2560 64 1640) 900
lanes 2300 64 1470)
Vlestbound, parking on north side
lanes 2540 66 1680)
lanes 2180 66 1440) 900
lanes 1950 66 12920)
Bastbound, parking on south side
lanes 2540 54 1370)
lanes 2130 54 1170) 1250
lanes 1950 54 1050)



A choice of roadway width depends upon more than peak-
period traffic capacity; if dependent upon that factor alone,
the 56 foot width would clearly be the choice., Other concerns,
however, have been raised. One is space for snow removal; ob-
viously less with 55 feet than with 64 feet, but more from
Meriam Street to Waltham Street than exists today, Similarly,
there is concern over flexibility when the road is disturbed
for construction; again, while 56 feet gives less maneuver-
ability than 64 feet, it gives more than the present width
through most of the Center,

Trucks discourteously but legally stopping where there is
no parking on the north would sometimes block one westbound
lane, but the westbound lane capacity will be double expected
volumes, and therefore able to temporarily handle the burden,
Similar consideration applies fo illegal auto parking on the
north side,

These "“irrational” problems can't be quantified, but are
guite real, and argue against reducing the basic Avenue width
to the 48 feet which is theoretically adequate., Retention of
an 8 foot parking lane in addition to the 4-12 foot travel
lanes gives an extra emergency margin for operations removing
snow, making repairs, or dealing with other contingencies.

On the other hand, provision of the 64 foot configuration
will still necessitate a north-side parking ban at the Waltham
Street intersection during peak hours by 1975, which like all
temporary regulations, would be difficult to enforce,

The remaining concerns over the configuration of Massa-
chusetts Avenue have to do with parking adequacy and esthetics,
not circulation, PFor traffic handling, the 56-foot cross sec=-
tion is equal to the G4-foot one, and adequate to readily handle
peak rush-hour loads with a 10% reserve for all but about an
hour every other week by 1975, a performance superior to the
present configuration's handling of present traffic, The de-
cision on basic roadway width, therefore, should be based on
the relative importance of parking provision and the pedes-
trian promenade.

LOOP ROAD SYSTEM

The proposed loop road system consists largely of existing
roads or roads through municipal parking areas, with only one
portion requiring new right-of-way not otherwise required.
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TABLE C-~4
LOOP ROAD COMPONENTS

COMPONENT

WORK REQUIRED

STAGING

CLARKE STREET
CLARKE-MUZZEY LINK
MUZZEY-WALTHAM LINK
VINEBRCOK ROAD
GRANT RD, EXTENSION
GRANT ROAD
GRANT-MERIAN LINK
MERIAM STREET

: LENGTH
TYPE USED
EXISTING ROAD 340 f£t.
IN PROP. MUN, LOT 300

IN EXIST. MUN, LOT 3380

EXISTING ROAD 500
NEW ROUTE 360
EXISTING ROAD 500
IN MUN, PARKING 1020
EXISTING ROAD 400

TRAFFIC CONTROL
ACQUIRE, DEVELOP
IMPROVE ALIGNMENT
TRAFFIC CONTROL
ACQUIRE, DEVELOP
TRAFFIC CONTROL
DEVELOP

NONE

EARLY
EARLY
MIDDLE
IATE
LATE
EARLY
EARLY



For full effectiveness, the entire loop system should be
two-way, with 10 foot lanes unencumbered by parking movements,
This cannot reasohably be achieved at all locations. Clarke
Street must be one-way. It intersects Massachusetts Avenue
at a point where turning movements are particularly difficult
to handle, so has correctly been made one-way, but with the
evolution of traffic movements in Lexington, is now one-way
the wrong way.

When Clarke Street was two-way, just over 1/4 of the traf-
fic turning into it from the intersection was making the dif-
ficult left turn across traffic; nearly three quarters were
turning right, with relatively little conflict with traffic on
pedford St. and Massachusetts Avenue¥, 1Jith the shifting bal-
ance of traffic, it can be expected that over 3/4ths of the
cars using Clarke Street if it were one-way south (away from
Massachusetts Avenue) would use the easy right turn,

in contrast, nearly half of the traffic now exiting from
Clarke Street turns left on emerging, a difficult and hazardous
move across the main stream of traffic, and one which inter-
feres with the smooth operation of the intersection. The most
difficult move of all, from Clarke Street to Meriam Street is
attempted by few, but with seriously detrimental effects on
the eastbound flow, the most critical flow in the Center. Re-
versing the one-way provision wouldn't stop the reverse cross-
fivenue movement, but the movement would then interfere pri-
marily with the less critical westbound movement,

It 1s hoped that the loop road system will be used by
some traffic to bypass the traffic light at Massachusetis
Avenue and Waltham Street, relieving that point of at least a
little of its burden, If the loop road is to serve this func-
tion, it must go reasonably straight, and for safety it should
not have parking baclking onto it, as at present, To redesign
in this way results in some loss of parking spaces, but makes
a major gifference in the ultimate value of the loop road
systen,

The portion of the system from Vinebrook Road to Massa-
chusetts Avenue was shown more easterly om the earlier Planning
Board Center Plan, utilizing an existing public easement,

This would be less costly than the now-chosen alignment, but
would reproduce the Meriam Street - Clarke Street jog at the
other end of town, To extend the line of Grant Street as il=-
lustrated must reasonably wait for some time, but the wait is
worthwhile 1f it results in the correct solution instead of
another compromise,

#1956 Traffic Study
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Similarly, the earlier plan illustrated use of Raymond
Street for much the same function as the new way illustrated
between Clarke Street and Muzzey Street, The new way is more
direct and thereifore superior, However, the reasonableness
0of the preferred route depends upon town meeting action on
parking. If municipal acquisition of parking between Clarke
and Muzzey Streets is approved, this link of the road can be
made an integral part of the parking system, If such ac-
quisition is disapproved, it is planned to require private
off-street parking in the area through zoning controls, The
crogs-lot route would take away land now used for private
parking, and limit the ability of others to provide it, making
the zoning requirements unreasonable, Therefore, Raymond
Street would be the recommended route if parking between Clarke
and Muzzey Streets is to be privately provided,

OTHER SYSTEM COMPOMNENTS

The intersection at the Minuteman, discussed earlier, is
perhaps the most harassing in Lexington, 1If it were any other
intersection, its improvement could be simply accomplished
with traffic islands and signals, but because it forms such a
critical setting, the visual competition of traffic control
devices should be minimized,

Reversing the direction of Clarke Street as recommended
would aid the intersection, as will recommended improvements
at Waltham Street to prevent back-up, The effects of those
changes are unlikely to be sufficient to solve the problem,
but should be observed before further changes are made at the
Minuteman,

The next step, in order of severity of effect, would bhe
painted directional aids on the pavement, These can be highly
effective, and need not be esthetically offensive, A paint
scheme to provide a left-turn storage lane and to clarify the
place where left turns occur would aid the intersection without
visual intrusion, Next in order of severity, might be slight
realignment of Massachusetts Avenue to make all turns from or
into it at right angles, further gaining clarity and also gain-
ing space for Minuteman photographers.

Streets other than those mentioned should require no major
physical changes to accommodate anticipated traffic, Re-
shaping of Depot Square is called for to facilitate pedestrian
movements, Edison Vay can, if the railroad is abandoned, also
be abandoned, permitting the visual "closing" of Depot Square,
The Square itself serves a valuable "U~turn" function, and is
retained as a traffic element for that, among other purposes,
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Completion of these recommended changes in the circula-
tion system should make Lexington Center easier to visit and
pass through in 1975 than it is today. Few centers are likely
to cope with their growth so well,
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PARKING NEEDS

Lexington was one of the early leaders in Massachusetts in
providing large-scale off-street parking areas. Having done so
no doubt has been at least partially responsible for the con~
tinuing commercial health of the Center, and for the continu-
ally increasing tax revenues derived from it, At issue now is
what actions need be taken to insure that Lexington's standards
of parking space adequacy remain competitive,

PARKING RATIOS

A survey of parking space in Lexington Center was under-
taken in June, 1965, with the following results within the zoned
Central District plus a few adjacent parcels:

Municipally-provided parking
curb metEred--..-....oa.nno.aa 127
Curb unmetered. ...c.cecevvacee. 94

Off-street metered. . ...ccnve.. 217
Off-street unmetered.......... 222
Subtotal 620

Privately-provided parking
Open to general use........... 405

Special reserved......cccvenee 118
Subtotal 623
Total parking available 1243

Not all of these spaces are equally effective, and some
shouldn't really be counted at all., This count includes some
parking on Raymond Street so distant as to be little utilized
today. It includes spaces occupied by cars awaiting sale, and
underground spaces reserved for motel guests. It includes un-
paved space on the far side of the railroad., Eliminating those
"marginal™ spaces reduces the total of "good" spaces to about
1060,
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There is a degree of non-commercial demand placed on these
spaces by library users, residents of the Center, and a few
others, This means that just about 1000 well-located spaces
are available to service commercial employees and customers,
There are about 220,000 square feet of commercial floor space
in this same area, which means that there are just under 33
good available spaces to service each 1000 square feet of com-
mercial floor area, The following comparisons suggest the rela-
tive adequacy of this provision,

Zoning requirement, C-1 District... 10 spaces:1000 s.f.
Probable ratio, Burlington

Shopping Center*..........ccu.. . S spaces:1000 s,.f,.
Belmont Center*#,..... esssraressen 4 spaces:1000 s.f,
Greenfield downtown#*.............. . 3% spaces:1000 s.f.
LEXINGTON CENTER*.................. 3% spaces:1000 s,.f,
Cushing Sq,, Belmont**.,..,......... 3 spaces:1000 s,f,
Athol dovntovm*........cc00... ¢evss. 1=3/4 spaces ® "
Milford downtown*..... o T W, .. 1% spaces:1000 s.f,

Greenfield, Athol and Milford are used for comparison he-
cause they are communities with commercial centers of size com-
parable to Lexington's, and because EDA has intimate familiarity
with them, Belmont is an interesting neighbor, with Belmont
Center outstandingly successful in adaptation to automotive
pressures, Cushing Square far less so, If vacancy rates are an
indication of commercial health", the correlation between park-
ing and health is a good one, Milford and Athol have extremely
high vacancy rates, Cushing Square is in some trouble, while
Lexington and Belmont Centers are solid, virtually without
ground floor vacancy except for turnover, Considering the
stable, low-income population it serves, Greenfield has a low
vacancy rate, though not comparable with Lexington, illustra-
ting that parking adequacy is an important element in success,
but is not the sole ingredient,

To some extent, the figures are deceptive, An unusually
large share of Lexington's 3% spaces per 1000 s,f, is provided
privately, is more than adequate for its purpose, and is in
many cases fenced off such that the "surplus" isn't useful to

* EDA estimates,

** EDA computation, based on Adams, Howard and Greeley,
"Traffic Circulation and Parking, Technical Report #2,
Belmont General Plan", Degember, 1962,
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the Center as a whole, Thus, at the same time that the muni-
cipal lot between Valtham and Muzzey Streets may be jammed,
adjacent private lots may be virtually vacant,

The store vacancy rate of nearly zero in Lexington also
enters in; many of the communities used for comparison have
relatively large amounts of vacant space, especially on upper
floors, 1f comparisons of parking in relation to occupied
space were nade, Lexington's relative standing would be sub-
stantially lowered,

OTHER MEASURES OF ADEQUACY

One objective measure of actual usage of provided spaces
is parking meter receipts, tabulated below:

PARKING METER RECEIPTS BY YEAR

On~Street Off-Street

Meters(134) Meters(217) Total
1855 $7,690 $ 7,690
1956 6,890 6,890
1957 7,430 7,430
1958 7,060 7,060
195689 G,640 6,640
1960 7, 550 74550
1951 7,280 7,280
1962 7,050 1,620% 8,670
1963 7,620 7,850 15,470
1964 6,940 9,820 16,760
1964 per meter $51.00 $45,30 © $47.70

*Meters installed in November
Source: lLexington Town Clerk's Office.

PARKING METER RECEIPTS BY MONTH
(curb parking only)

May, 1964 $714 Novembex $622
June 643 December 542
July 595 January, 1965 524
August 6335 February 468
September 726 March 555
October 531 April 539
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Receipts show no long-range trend, but just random fluctu-
ation based on vagaries of weather and circumstance, Monthly
variations show little easily explained pattern, responding as
much to weather as to seasonal sales patterns. What these
figures don't show is peak perilod demand, the most critical is-
sue, However, a great deal can be gleaned from them,

A 1960 study1 revealed a national average of $74 income
per meter at curb, and $66 off-street, but with wide variations
among communities, EDA's experience in communities of this
size in this region suggests that the curb meter revenues in
Lexington are surprisingly low, but that the off-street revenues
are closer to normal, This indicates one of four things: there
is a low demand, or the demand extends over an unusually short
interval during the week, or there are meters extended beyond
high-demand areas, or enforcement is not as stringent as in
"average' communities,

Visual observation suggests that the answer lies largely
in the last two factors, The extreme outlying meters get very
little use, pulling down the at-curb average. Turn-over studies
showed a substantial proportion of the parkers to be violating
time limits, which rigid enforcement would prevent., An ad-
ditional consideration is the banning of parking at the highest
usage locations during evening peak hours,

The lack of a rising trend in annual meter receipts despite
rising sales activity illustrates the inability of the Center
to increase its off-peak period usage, and effectively demon-
strates that there is no super-abundance of municipal parking
spaces, All of the well-located spaces were used at peak per-
iods in 1955, just as they are now, Had they not already been
so used in 1855, receipts would have increased over this period,

Monthly receipts confirm this picture, Even Christmas buy-
ing doesn't pull enough people into the Center during off-peak
periods to swell meter receipts sufficiently to offset weather
seb-backs,

1John R, Kerstetter, "Mechanized Hitching-Post, 1960",
Traffic Quarterly, October, 1950.
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Parking turnover was observed on Friday, June 11, 1965,
with these results:

% Turnover % Turnover % Turnover
10 AM-4 PM 4:30 PM-5:30 PM 10 AM-5:30 PM
Municipal Lot A" 85 81 91
(North of Mass,Ave.)
Municipal Lot "B" 85 80 94
(South of Mass,Ave,)
Metered at curh 89 79 97
Municipal Lot "C" 47 LY 75
{North of Railroad)
Municipal Lot "D" 54 - -
(01d Fire Station
site)

This understates the length of stay, especially in off-
street areas. The method used was to record registrations by
exact location, then to check again at a later period, counting
the car as having "turned over" if it was no longer at the
same place. Many cars simply shuffle around in the lots,
whether as a result of lunch or business trips, or to evade
detection,

Another survey was made on Saturday, November 20, differ-
entiating between sides of Massachusetts Avenue, No significant
difference was found in turnover rates between sides of the
Avenuye, or between the Saturday experience and the weekday ex-
perience,

The results are strikingly uniform for metered areas., Ap-
parently not less than 15% of the metered spaces in off-street
areas are held by meter-hogs, as are 10% of the on-street
spaces, Except for these people, parkers move in and out quite
rapidly, with few staying beyond an hour except those staying
well beyond. The presumably “all-day parkers" lot north of
the railroad clearly caters to a significant number of shorter-
term shoppers as well, with a turn-over rate far higher than
might be supposed.

The real issue, of course, is how often customers are in-
convenienced by inability to find a well-located space, Dis-
cussion with shoppers suggests that, in general, parking spaces
are readily found during the daytime, even on most Saturdays.
Thursday and ¥Friday nights, however, there is frequently dif-
ficulty in finding space not only during holiday shopping
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seasons, but quite generally throughout the year. These sub-~
jective comments tend to corrohorate the objective statistical
findings: parking acts as a constraint on trade during the busi-
est periods, but not otherwise, More parking would unquestion-
ably be of assistance to business, but at a diminishing rate of
return, since the shortage is only of relatively short duration,
More parking more distant from primary attractions than the
furthest reaches of the Muzzey-Waltham lot would be of almost
no value, except for employees if provision of such space were
coupled with rigid meter enforcement.

Adequacy of parking is not uniform throughout the Center,
Given present activity patterns, adequacy of provision seems
to follow this order, based on observation, parking ratios, and

customer comment,

LEAST FREQUENT SHORTAGE OF SPACES
Meriam -~ Depot Square
East end, Massachusetts Avenue
Depot Square - Edison VWay
Muzzey - Waltham St,
Clark - Muzzey St.

MOST FREQUENT SHCRTAGE OF SPACES

The most severe problem, between Clark and Muzzey Streeis,
is largely caused by the presence there of two banks, which
typically create enormous parking demand for short turn-over

parking.

FUTURE PROVISIONS

The sizing and location of parking will be an element in
the design plan for Lexington Center, and isn't something which
can be specified separately, However, certain relationships
can be outlined as a guide for that design,

The amount of parking required will depend upon how much
of it is in general-use areas. As noted earlier, the indi-
vidually-~controlled lots are often wasteful of capacity, so the
more parking which is provided for common use, the less the total
amount need be, Parking required also depends somewhat upon the
specific "nix" of commerce, Parking demand for movies overlaps
almost not at all with parking demand for professional offices;
both these overlap retail trade parking demand to some degree.
Consideration of the activity "mix" may cause some detail ad-
justment of ratios,

The amount of "walk-in trade" is critical. Relatively few
walk to Lexington Center today, but if the Center contained or
was surrounded with high density apartment units, walk-in trade
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would be greatly increased, reducing the amount of parking
necessary to service any given amount of commercial trade.
(The apartments themselves, of course, would require parking
facilities.)

The accompanying diagram illustrates the general expecta-
tion of parking needs over the next decade, Something on the
ordexr of 160 additional spaces could be well justified today
(balf again the total provided in the Waltham Street - Muzzey
Street lot) to bring Lexington Center up to the standard of
Belmont Cepter. To optimally serve commercial growth to the
projected potential level of 410,000 square feet of commercial
space without nearby apartments would require adding 630 net
spaces to present parking facilities. Given the walk-in trade
02 3-500 nearby apartments, this requirement might be reduced
to an addition of 440 net spaces,

The utility of spaces drops off sharply as they become
nore difficult to drive into and out of, are at different
elevation from the destination, or are more than 500 feet from
the destination, unless the attraction of shopping in Lexington
is made far stronger than it is today, Ten spaces 1000 feet
away don't substitute for one 200 feet away,

The types of spaces required fall into three distinct
categories, First, there are spaces for long-term occupancy
by downtown employees or long-term visitors, About 30% of the
present spaces are so allocated, and perhaps 20% of the present
spaces are so used, If the Center is to grow commercially in
competition with highway-oriented centers, it too will have
to use retailing methods involving fewer employees, so that
future employee and long-term parking provision certainly need
not exceed the present 20% of total usage, These spaces can
be distant, or elevated, or underground, or difficult to get
into and out.of, and should not, as many of them now do, usurp
the very best locations close to the stores,

Second, there are spaces for the people who are doing just
a single quick errand. The only space now regulated for this
use is at two banks, whose need for such space is unusually
high. Others also depend on this quick service trade, which is
easily discouraged by inability to park quickly and close to
its destination, 1t is for these customers which curb parking
has extraordinary value, and accordingly at least some of the
curb parking should perhaps have even shorter time regulations
than it now has, or a new physical configuration devised to
provide for these shoppers, Eighteen percent of downtown sales
are now in 'convenience goods", a share likely to decline if
rebuililding of the Center is highly successful, since convenience
goods sales is typically a relatively low-rent operation, Ac-
cordingly, only about 10% of all spaces downtown need be designed
for quick turnover,
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PARKING-FLOOR SPACE RELATIONSHIP
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Third, there are spaces for the usual shopper with more
than one place to go to, but not often with a full half-day of
shopping. For those people, the one and two hour meter limits
are quite appropriate, and the amount of inconvenience involved
in present parking lot location is not excessive,

Tourists have very special parking needs, First, they
want access to the Green, so want to park nearby, at present
a real problem on nice summer days, and an even greater problem
a decade from now when the volume of visitors has swollen,
Second, if they are to use the Center, it is likely to be for
brief shopping only, and a stranger's fear of disorientation,
even if nothing else, will prejudice him agalnst any parking
areas difficult to reach, or out of sight of primary tourist
objectives.
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MERCHANT SURVEY

In November, 1985, a survey of merchants was taken to
gain insight into their judgement of the importance of curb-
side parking., Thirty-seven responses were received following
door-to-door interview efforts by merchant volunteers,

The question asked was "Are you in favor of No Parking on
Massachusetts Avenue in the Center provided Off Street Parking
is provided?" To avoid distorting results through interviewer
interpretation, no further elaboration of the question was al-
lowed, Some but not all respondents were fully informed on
the issue being considered: whether or not the value of a land-
scaped pedestrian promenade would justify relocation of curb
parking. Some interpreted the question as meaning that each
choice provided an equal number of parking spaces, and the only
distinction was as to location, Others interpreted it to mean
that removed parking would not or could not be fully replaced
in number, Despite these interpretational variations and the
relatively small nunber of respondents, the results do, as
hoped, give a good guide to merchant judgement on curb parking,

Prior to the survey, a meeting of Center merchants had
been held to discuss the issues, but was not heavily attended.
One descriptive article in the Lexington Minuteman was the only
other source of information for merchants on plans for the
Center before the survey. Despite this lack of prior explana-
tion, and despite long tradition, nearly half of the merchants
favored giving up curb parking in response to a question which,
as stated, offered no compensating feature, such as improved
traffic flow or amenity.

Analysing responses by type of enterprise and location
gives predictable results. "Convenience goods" retailers,
selling food, drugs, or liquor, responded 5-0 against parking
relocations. These businesses largely sell standardized goods,
have competitors in many neighborhoods, and service primarily
"quick trips", so that even minor inconvenience of car-store
access looms large in the minds of customers, and amenities
are probably of relatively minor consequence, or at least this
appears to be the judgement of this group of retailers,
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MERCHANT SURVEY

"Are you in favor of No Parking on Massachusetts Avenue in the
Center provided Off Street Parking is provided?"

TYPE OF BUSINESS

Convenience Shoppers'

Goods Goods Service
(Merchant Location) Sales Sales Est. Total
FAVOR PARKING REMOVAL
(Massachusetts Ave, Noxth) 0 5 1 (4]
(Massachusetts Ave, South) 0 3 1 4
(Other Locations) 0 4 4 8
TOTAL 0 12 6 18
FAVOR PARKING RETENT ICN
(Massachusetts Ave, North) 3 1 2 6
(Massachusetts Ave. South) 2 6 4 12
(Other locations) 0 0 1l 1
TOTAL 5 7 7 19
GRAND TOTAL 5 19 13 37
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In sharp contrast, the general merchandise, gift, and ap-
parel stores, grouped as Shoppers' Goods Sales, responded
12-7 in favor of parking relocation, These stores sell less
standardized goods, and goods for which persons will spend
substantial time to enjoy comparison shopping, A few seconds
difference in car-store access is obviously less important to
a dress-buyer than to a newspaper=-buyer, and "atmosphere" is
more important; merchant response reflects these relative
values, Service establishments - banks, restaurants, etc.,
share characteristics of both convenjence and shoppers' goods
outlets; the 7-~G6 vote for parking retention is therefore much
as wonld be expected,

Those not directly on Massachusetts fAvenue clearly benefit
leagst from location there of parking, but stand to benefit if
a powerful desigh concept brings increased activity to the
Center as a whole, These merchants voted 8~1 in favor of park-
ing relocation, A strong differeance in attitude is exhibited
between the north and south sides of Massachusetts Avenue, ex-
plainable only in part by the different distribution of busi-
ness types between sides of the road, Respondents located on
the north side of Massachusetts Avenue split 6-6 on the issue;
the south side respondents favored retention of curbd parking
12-4,

Such survey results can be used to guide policy only with
great caution. Not surveyed, for instance, are the future
merchants of Massachusetts Avenue, What is done will condition
who they are, and would therefore influence any future polil on
the question., If Lexington Center is to prosper, and serve a
valuable service function for residents, it will have to grow
in shoppers' goods outlets; clothing, gifts, and general
merchandise, The collective advice of the Center's estab-
lished shoppers' goods stores indicates that to attract more
of the same to the Center, parking should be relocated.

The scheme being proposed for Massachusetts Avenue park-
ing actually involves no such simple "either-or" as the survey
posed, Some parking is proposed to be removed on both sides
of Massachusetts Avenue, some is proposed to be retained,
primarily on the south, where most of the merchant objectors
to parking relocation are established,

Viewed at the simplest level, the survey of merchants shows
that the merchants are split on the issue of the best location
for parking. Upon analysis, the survey reveals:

a) To best satisfy shoppers goods stores, the Center's

prime attractions now and in the future, parking should be
relocated off Massachusetts Avenue,
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b) Some curb parking is important for convenience stores,
Although numerous, these stores account for less than 20% of
the Center's sales; if properly regulated, relatively few
parking spaces can service their demand,

¢c) To satisily the present merchant distribution, parking
on the south side of Massachusetts Avenue is far more ime-
portant than that on the north,

All of these conclusions can be viewed as supporting the
design being proposed for the reconstruction of Massachusettis
Avenue to provide a broad pedestrian promenade, and to retain
parking on one side of Massachusetts Avenue only,
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PARKING PLAN

Harvard Square and Downtown Boston provide examples of
the fact that, if the attractiveness of shopping is high
enough, business can prosper even if parking is inadequate in
nunbers, costly, or inconvenient, Downtown Waltham, Vioburn,

_and nunerous othser cent rovide examples of the
parils of overestimating attractiveness an Tmdexproviding

parking,

Lexington Center's present commercial health suggests
there is reasonable balance between parking and commercial
space and attractiveness, and the "Parking Needs" study quan-
tified a basic need to maintain that balance, providing approx-
imately 3% parking spaces for each 1,000 square feet of com-

mercial floor space. If the Center is nade more attractive in
other respect Icd 1. tolerated; if

spects, Jlower parking adequacy wo
the attractivenes he Center's b -and physical con-
ditions deteriorates;—even 6es/1000. will-be-judged-in—

_adequate parking support, since it is traditionally the "goat".

Where the Center has its greatest compactness, parking
spaces are of broad usefulness, many destinations being served
from a single parking location, Provision of these spaces is
logically a public responsibility, and in the past, a respon-
sibility Lexington has been ready to accept. Towards the
periphery of Lexington Center, however, commercial activities
are not compactly arranged, and parking tends to serve only
its single most proximate activity. This parking, rather than
being of general or public benefit, benefits only the users of
the single activity it serves, so is logically a private re-~
sponsibility,

It is proposed that the job of providing the additional
parking required for the planned development of Lexington Cen-
ter be divided between private and public bodies in accordance
with its usefulness, whether private or public, using off-
street parking requirements in the zoning bylaw to insure that
the private obligation is carried out, The "Zoning Revisions"
report discusses the regulations required to achieve this,
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The public responsibility, given the proposed zoning
changes, is to insure adequacy oi parking provisions within
the area from 500 feet north of Massachusetts Avenue to 500
feet south of Massachusetts Avenue, between Clarke Street and
Meriam Street on the west and Grant Street and its proposed
extension on the east,

Five hundred feet is not arbitrarily selected; it is based
on the present pattern of activities, and lomng experience of
many communities which indicates that, except under extra-
ordinary conditions, customers won't walk over 500 feet to
their destination even at Christmas., Massachusetts Avenue is
now and is designed to remain the primary customer destination,
so parking more than 500 feet from it will be of questionable
public utility, except possibly as employee parking,

THE IMMEDIATE IFUTURE

Changes in Lexington Center anticipated over the next
several years all move in the direction of increasing the need
for additional public off-street parking spaces. Four new
buildings and an addition are planned or already under con-
struction within the "primary zone", or area designated for
public parking responsibility., Three of these projects re-
sult in the elimination of some existing parking spaces, for
a loss of about forty spaces in all, Up to forty more are
recommended for removal from Massachusetts Avenue to smooth
traffic flows and to make possible a pedestrian promenade
(the provision of which somewhat reduces parking needs by in-
creasing the Center's attractiveness),

At present, there are 3% parking spaces per 1,000 s.f. of
commercial floor area in the primary zone; this ratio will
drop to 2-3/4 spaces per 1,000 s,f. within two years if no
public actions to expand parking are taken. Over 200 addi-~
tional parking spaces are immediately required to offset lost
spaces and to provide for already programmed commercial expan-
sion, Optimally, these should be not over 500 feet from Massa-
chusetts Avenue, shouldn't open "“gaps" by removing structures
visually enclosing the Center's streets, and shouldn't dis-
place existing businesses. In an area having virtually no
vacant land, this clearly isn't easily done.

An obvious and long-anticipated first step is the develop-
ment of the municipally-owned land north of the railroad tracks
and east of the present paved area. Even this isn't easy,
since the spaces have limited utility without improved pedes-
trian access between them and Massachusetts Avenue, and access
across the railroad tracks is likely to be gained, if at z2ll,
only following petition to the D.P.U, and installation of ex-
pensive automatic warning gates.

-124-~



TABLE P-1
PRIMARY ZONE PARKING

Commercial Ratio
Parking Floor Area Spaces/1000

Spaces# 5q.Ft., Sq.Ft.
Summer, 1965 situation 975 282,000 3.46
Anticipated changes by 15G8
New construction (met) - 39 44,000
Massachusetts Avenue Changes - 39
Resultant if no new parking £97 326,000 2.75
North of railroad lot +145
Clarke-Muzzey lot + 26
Muzzey~-Waltham structure + 50
Resultant with parking program 1128 326,000 3.48
Projected growth to 1975 140 40,000
Planned 1975 situation 1268 366,000 3.48

*Available to service commerce.

~125~



By acquiring a single house and portions of a number of
residential parcels, enough spaces could be developed north
of the railroad to statistically satisfy all immedilate needs,
but some of those spaces would be so0 inconveniently located
that their value would not justify the difficulties of land-
taking. Using only the municipally-owned land, plus land-
takings to gain access to Grant Street, about 145 spaces can
be gained, leaving nearly 100 to be gained elsewhere within
the immediate future, '

Between Clarke and Muzzey Streets, a great deal of space
is devoted to parking, but the use is inefficient. The number
of spaces can be increased, their usefulness augmented, and
assurance gained that present parking space won't be usurped
for new structures, by public acquisition of open land in the
middle of the block, and by development there of a unified
parking area, TFewer than 30 spaces would be added, but exist-
ing spaces now reserved for infrequent use would become avail-
able for general use, making the functional impact more dra-
matic than mere addition of 30 spaces.

Those are the last "easy" spaces in the Center, The re-
maining spaces required must either violate one of the earlier
stated guides (by opening gaps onto street frontages, by con-
demning existing businesses, or by location more than 500 feet
from Massachusetts Avenue), or must be gained in the third
dimension by using multi-level structures., Multi-level struc-
tures are advocated, with the space between Muzzey and Waltham
Streets the logical first location for such development.

Parking structures are still strangers in suburbia, but
are unlikely to be so for long., As land costs climb and al-
ternative means of maintaining parking-destination proximity
dwindle, multi-level parking is increasingly used outside of
metropolitan centers. The alternative, acquiring sound con-
mercial properties, in Lexington would be just as costly as
parking structures, perhaps more so, and would damage the com~
pact fabric of the Center which gives it its character and
pedestrian scale,

Between VWaltham and Muzzey Streets, use of a multi-level
structure can provide sufficient parking spaces to meet the
remaining immediate parking needs of the primary zone, and
also allow reduction of the land area covered with parking,
making possible development of landscaped plazas between the
parking and surrounding commercial structures, and also making
possible development of the Muzzey-~Waltham link in the pro-
posed loop road to the advocated standard, twenty feet wide,
with no abutting parking.
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PARKING TO 1975

The development potential of the primary zone of Lexington
Center, beyond the substantial development already programmed
and discussed earlier, is quite limited until the question of
the railroad right-of-way is settled., No matter how the ques-
tion of the railroad is resolved, the major post-1968 oppor-
tunities for commercial development in the Center lie north of
Massachusetts Avenue, Vhether or not the railroad (or some
other form of transit) remains will determine the shape and
extent of such development, so that it would be unwise to in-
vest major public funds or encourage private investment in the
area until the question is settled.

Public land is the key to cdevelopment of the north of
Massachusetts Avenue area, so its planned and controlled de-
velopment can be assured.

Sale of land now used for public parking and for Edison
Way must inevitably precede any major commercial expansion in
the area; funds so realized can help offset costs of the ex-
panded parking made necessary by the commercial growth.

Because of the uncertainty of development in the vicinity
of the railroad, any present plans for the area north of Massa-
chusetts Avenue must be illustrative only. Shown is one of
the possibilities; development around a controlled-environment
mall, adding perhaps 40,000 square feet of commercial space,
and requiring net addition of 140 parking spaces, The parking
solution illustrated, use of a multi-level structure just
north of existing buildings, has advantages of proximity and
possible integration with multi-level mall development, The
same number of spaces could be acquired further north by sur-
face parking expansion to Oakland Street, but at excessive
distance, and with unfortunate visual impact,

FINANCING

Computation of the municipal cost of off-street parking
is far ifrom simple, although the initial capital outlays can
be estinmated with fair accuracy. Public investment in off-
street parking presumably reinforces commercial values, which
in turn are a base for taxes helping to pay for the parking,
but a2 precise relationship between parking and assessments
can't be drawn,

Table P-2 illustrates the direct costs and revenues in-
volved in the next three recommended steps in off-street park-~
ing, but omits indirect revenues. Development of all of these
facilities, with the present meter rates continued, would mean
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TABLE P-2

20-YEAR PARKING COST ANALYSIS

N, OF RR CLARKE~MUZZEY MUZZEY-VALTHAM
(Surface) (Surface) (Structure)
Number of spaces 125 156 180
Per Space Total Per Space Total Per Space Total

Land acquisition $ 16 $.2,000 3 550 $ 85,000 0 0
Development Cost $ 320 $40,000%% $ 160 $25,000 $1, 500 $270,000
Assumed 20-yr bonds $ 336 $42,000 $ 710 $110,000 $1, 500 $270,000
Annual

Principal $ 2,100 $ 5,500 $ 13,000

Int, (Ave.@ 3%) $ 600 $ 1,700 $ 3,900

Maintenance $ 20 $ 2,500 $ 20 $ 3,100 3 20 $ 3,600

Lost taxes¥ $ 100 $ 1,300 0

incone $ 25 $ 3,100 $ 25 $ 3,900 $ 35 $ 6,300

Annual cost - income $ 2,200 $ 7,700 $ 14,200
20-yr gross cost $44,000 $154,000 $284,000
Residual Value

Land @ 100% $ 2,000 $ 85,000 0

Structures @ 50% 3 8,000%% $ 0 $130,000
Net 20-yr cost $ 34,000 $ 69,000 $154,000
Net annual cost per space $ 14 $ 22 $ 43

#0On acquired land @ $40/1000 Agsessed Value.
#*¥Includes 2 crossing gates,



an annual '"subsidy" of about $10,000, over half the antici-
pated tax increment from the new commercial development which
creates the need for the parking program. Also gained, how-
ever, would be space for most of the loop-road system, and
space for landscaped plazas,

These figures allow evaluation of a number of policy al-
ternatives. The direct cost of relocation of 34 parking
spaces along Massachusetts Avenue to allow developnent of a
pedestrian mall can be computed by using the cost of the most
costly spaces to be provided, $43 per space, plus $52 per
meter removed in lost income, or not over $3,200 per year for
the 34 spaces relocated, Assignment of responsibility for
parking in the Clarke Street-Muzzey Street area to private
interests would sacrifice much of the area's potential use-
fulness, and make provision of the loop-road more difficult,
but would "save" $1,200 per year (before considering the ef-
fect of changed zoning requirements upon land values and tax
assessments),

Doubling meter fees would make the parking program more
than self-supporting; fee elimination would almost double
the projected annual "deficit". The demand for shoppers' park-
ing has been found to be insensitive to price variation; the
results of parking meter removal have been uneven in those
communities attempting it, while doubling fees where parking
pressures are great has had negligible effect.

IT the meters (or gates at a garage) will accept any of
a variety ol coins, minimizing the "wrong change' problem,
$0,10 per hour for parking should not be a significant cus-
tomer deterrent. It is vital to the health of Lexington
Center that adequate parking be provided; to secure that park-
ing, it is important that it can be provided without ultimate
cost to the taxpayer; therefore both the parking program and
the higher parking rates it suggests are recommended.

SPECIAL PARKING NEEDS

Quick~turnover parking is required for convenience goods
stores. The “Parking Needs" study estimated a reasonable de-
mand for such spaces amounting to 10% of total parking pro-
vision, or about 110 spaces in the immediate future, 130 by
1975, Forty of these are proposed to be provided on Massa-
chusetts Avenue, forty at the curb on other streets in the
Center, and the remaincer in private lots such as those at
several of the banks,
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TABLE P-3
MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE PARKING

NUMBER OF SPACES

1965 Spaces 1966 Spaces 1975 Spaces
Recom- Recon-
mended Alternate mended Alternate
LOCATION Plan Plan Plan Plan
SOUTH SIDE
Clarke to Muzzey 12 12 12 12 12
Muzzey to Waltham 16 11 11 1l 11
Vialtham to Wallis 12 12 12 12 12
‘Total South 40 35 35 35 35
NORTH SIDE
Meriam to Depot 5 0 5 0 5
Depot to Depot 5 5 5 0 5
Depot to Waltham T 0 7 0 7
Valtham to Edison 11 8 11 0 11
Edison to Grant 6 6 3] o 6
Grant to Town Offices 5 5 5 5 5
Total North 39 24 39 5 39
59 74 40 74

GRAND TOTAL 79
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The present uniform pattern of distribution of conven-
ience-oriented parking spaces would be altered by proposals
for relocation of some curb parking from Massachusetts Avenue.
It can bhe expected that, in time, the pattern of tenure will
also alter, with the convenience goods outlets tending to lo-
cate where there is quick turn-over parking, shoppers' goods
outlets tending to prefer the environment provided by the
pedestrian promenade. This organization of the pattern of
activity should ultimately improve the convenience and use-
fulness of the Center.,

Employees and merchants have the best parking in Lexington,
Jjust as they have in most commercial centers of this size., The
top and most distant portions of any proposed parking struc-
tures and the most distant portions of surface parking lots
should be regulated to permit all day parking, and merchants
ard their employees should be encouraged to use those spaces,
releasing their present '"back-door" spaces for customer use,
especially for quick trips,

The anticipated commercial expansion on the north side
of Massachusetts Avenue is certain to place new pressures on
the present parking north of the railroad, requiring metering
for the first several rows of spaces to insure their best use,

Tourists visiting the Green already have some parking dif-
ficulties. If, as expected, tourist visits triple by 1975,
positive provisions will have to be made for their parking.
For a variety of reasons, it would be desirable for tourist
parking to be near the joining of the historic and commercial
centers, but commercial demand for parking there is likely to
squeeze out tourists at least on Saturdays, Space primarily
designated for tourist use should supplement signs guiding
visitors to the municipal lot off Meriam Street, Should the
railroad right-of-way be abandoned, it could be used to park
perhaps 50 cars, nicely screened, with visitors then being
led past Buckman Tavern to the Green on foot. The post-1975
development of a Bedford Street traffic diversion (see Circu-
lation Plan) may result in creation of an alternate or more
adequate area for tourist parking.

A handful of cars now parik in the Center all day while
their drivers take the train to Boston. By 1975, these auto/
transit users will either have been eliminated or greatly in-
creased in number, Their paxking is "dead", their driver's
contribution to the Center's economy consisting largely of
newspaper purfhases and banking, At the present level this
is no problem because of the small numbers, but a successful
transit operation would create parking demand which cannot
reasonably be handled at the Depot. The location of a transit
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stop or stops near the Center will require careful analysis
when and if such stops are required. Few would use the transit
with Lexington Center as ultimate destination, but many would
want to leave itheir space~consuming cars near the stops, so
location should be outside of the compact Center., Optimal
would be a location, say near Grant Street, where commuter
parking needn't compete for space with Center shopper parking,
but station-Center proximity is good enough that mid-day com-
bined Lexington/Boston shopping trips would be easily serviced,
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RECONSTRUCTION OF
MASSACHUSETTS AVENTUE

Previous reports on Lexington Center have dealt with
Massachusetts Avenue along with other considerations. This
report deals only with Massachusetts Avenue, and is intended
to answer the questions which have been raised concerning the
proposed development of the newly-widened right-of-way,

EXACTLY WHAT IS PROPOSED?

The Lexington Center Steering Committee, the Design Ad-
visory Group, and Economic Development Associates concur on a
plan which would use some of the new right-of-way on Massa-
chusetts Avenue for added street width, the rest for a pedes-
trian promenade on the north side of the Avenue, and for widen-
ing the sidewalk on the south side of the Avenue, Space for
moving vehicles would also be gained by relocation of most of
the parking on the north side of Massachusetts Avenue, and
traffic flow would be smoothed by relocation of some spaces
from the south side,

The intent of this plan is to provide a "front yard" for
Lexington Centexr no less thoughtfully developed than the front
yards of the Town's residents, while at the same time serving
the functional demands placed on the roadway. The intent is
to provide an element of continuity joining the presently di-
vided historic, commercial, and civic components of the Center,
The intent is to develop an environment in Lexington Center ex~
pressive of the kind of community Lexington is, not just "Any-
whereville",

To this end, a landscape element strong enough to be under-
stood at automotive speed is required; a double row of trees
would provide this, running a continuous ribbon of green from
the town offices to the Green, Detail at finer or pedestrian
scale should consistently support the theme of a unique Lexing-
ton, with smaller plantings, benches, even lawns developed in
the spaces between pairs of trees, with variety and individual-
ity in the detail development. This design would give coatinuity
viewed from the auto; contrast, variety and surprise from the
pedestrian side. This is consistent with the scale of the
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historical town center which is being lost as commercial units
get larger and increasingly are designed for the eye of the
autoist, not the pedestrian. By the control of scale in the
public space, historic relevance can be preserved despite pri-
vate changes, and can perhaps influence those private changes
to adopt a more sympathetic scale.

With buildings separated by the widened 100 foot right-of-
way, and reconstruction resulting in lower buildings than in
the past, Massachusetts Avenue will lose some of its sense of
enclosure, and there is a danger that, as in many comnunities,
the dominant visual feature will become the road. The proposed
scheme would restore some of the former semnse of enclosure to
the Avenue, and reduce the travelled way to only that func-
tionally required for traffic. In addition to visually reducing
separation, the proposed plan would put the curbs about 4 pedes-
trian steps closer together to the benefit of both pedestrian
and the motorist, who would thus be delayed less for pedestrian
crossings,

Eventually, the themes of greenery, provision for pedes-
trian comfort, and carefully textured surfaces would extend be-
yond Massachusetts Avenue, tying the Avenue with Depot Square
and the off-street parking areas, In time, the other commercial
centers of the Town should receive complementary design efforts,
as should the development of visual coherence for the whole of
the Town's Massachusetts Avenue-Bedford Street axis.

Decisions on the development of Massachusetts Avenue will ﬁ*ﬁwﬂlé
be made at the March, 1966 town meeting, These reports are de- -
signed to aid in that decision, as have been the numercus public
meetings held to discuss these proposals., As a further aid, an
experimental banning of parking in accordance with the firste

stage recommendations was made.,

The five spaces removed on the south side of Massachusgetts
Avenue provide, in conjunction with the new traffic Signals, a
free right turn at Waltham Street, The value of this change
was immediately evident,

Fourteen spaces removed on the north side of the Avenue
were intended to test three things. Circulation improvement
can be imperfectly tested because pavement markings were un-
changed, and because the ultimate proposal calls for curb re-
location to provide 5 feet of additional width, Despite this
limitation, flow improvement was observed, although not capable
of being statistically proven,

Inconvenience caused customers can fairly well be evaluated

by all who use the Center, so long as they keep in mind that the
ultimate plan calls for improved rear parking, Impact on sales
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can be tested least accurately of all, because of the short
time period, snow, a missing building, and the lack of beauti-
fication designed to put the "plus" into the situation,

1966 Action

_fgriiclg_gg_;g_jQQ_;gﬁﬁ_gpﬁhal Town Meeting calls for an
appropriation for beautification along Massachusetts Avenue at
a total cost of $60,000, of which half should be covered by a
federal grant., This article will provide an opportunity for
explicit public expression on the broad issues involved in
Avenue reconstruction,

The precise location of 1966 public construction depends
upon the speed with which private building changes are made, At
this writing, the most probable opportunity for permanent con-
struction in 1866 lies between Depot Square East and Waltham
Street. Accordingly, it is recommended that in the above por-
tion of Massachusetts Avenue, curbs be relocated to provide 60
feet of travelled way, increasing the space for moving vehicles

from the present 38 feet to 46 feet, A doubla row of trees,
other plant ches, and a carefully designed sldewalk

8 e wounld also-be_constructed along that portion of~the
Avenue if this recommended plan is approved at the town meeting,
These Tunds will also persiit landscaping in front of the Cen-
tral Block if private development makes that feasible,

At this stage, relocation of five spaces from the south
side of the Avenue for traffic improvement is recommended, 2
desirable step irrespective of ultimate action on the north
side. During this same period, it is anticipated that the
largest increments of private building anticipated for the Cen-
ter for many years will be underway, Also being considered
will be recommendations for rezoning, development of parking
north of the railroad, rationalization of parking between
Clarke and Muzzey Streets, initial steps in developing the loop
road system, and other smaller circulation changes, Also being
prepared during this period will be Lexington's long~range fi-
nancial study, which should help place later Center proposals
into a better-articulated town-wide set of guidelines,

Post 19668 Actions

As soon as off-street parking has been improved to allow
it, the parking spaces on the north side of the Avenue in this
same area would be relocated off~street, permitting the portion
of the Avenue used for circulation, previously raised from 38
feet to 46 feet, to be further raised to 49 feet, the width
ultimately required to meet circulation demands; and also_per-
'p;;ting widening the south sidewalk“frﬂm-its—prﬂsenﬁfiﬁiiﬁgi_gg
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14 feet, @gi§_g1ggyglk_midggigg_ﬁégff_gggféglp development of
mall-scale lan Sqgﬂing—aad~£u#nishingah___gggZEﬂEﬂﬁZEEﬁEZEﬁi;
ment on the north gide, and provides surfficient space for tree
planting 'WW,&M%&; diffisult’ by
utility location, so hasn't Leen 11Tustrated; I8 Teasidle

if the effort is made,

Final implementation of this plan for Massachusetts Avenue
involves continuation of the pedestrian promenade to the west
as far as Meriam Street, and to the east as far as the town
offices, Curb parking would be retained on the south side of
Massachusetts Avenue, in front of the Post Office, and on side
streets, Concurrent action will call for further off-street
parking development, dependent upon the pace of commercial de-
velopment, and for beautification efforts elsewhere in the
Center; at Depot Square, and to the rear of commercial struc-
tures,

VIHY SHOULD THIS BE DONE?

Three basic goals were selected to guide the Lexington
Center Plan: it to_th velopment in the
Center of an appropriate symbol to represent this unique commu-
nity, and service for—fesidents, —Every-one-eof—these basic goals
is better served by the recommended development of Massachusetts
Avenue than by its more conventional alternate,

If the Center fails in its function of providing a success-
ful environment for profitable enterprise, it will also fail in
its symbolic and service roles, so fulfillment of this function
is an absolute need., One of the fundamental issues involved is
the question of the appropriate future commercial role of Lexing-
ton Center: in the face of new shopping-center competition,
should it develop towards a reliance on convenience goods sales,
or should the emphasis be on specialty goods? This plan is
predicated on the latter direction.

Lexington Center cannot imitate or directly compete with
highway-oriented shopping centers, whether they be the projected
Burlington colossus, or the Great Road convenience goods complex.
Lexington Center must develop a role of its own, consistent with
its locational and physical characteristics, Economic analyses
and the judgement of a number of businessmen associated with
this study point to a future for Lexington Center as a specialty
center, with a role relative to the Burlington Center analagous
in many ways to the role of Harvard Square relative to Downtown
Boston, or of Andover relative to Lawrence and the North Shore
Center, In each case, the smaller center serves a complementary
function, concentrating on relatively low-volume highly special-
ized goods aimed at a particular, rather than mass, market,
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The alternative, expanding convenience goods sales, could
not support the existing rent structure of Lexington Center,
let alone any higher level., The pattern of access and parking
is not now well-suited for a convenience-goods center, and
future traffic diversions will make the Center even less well-
suited.

To _successfully attract special customers, a special en-
viromment is required, An attractive and distinctive treatment

customers and the_stores which-will_serve them, This judgement

is reinforced by responses of merchants in similar businesses in
the Center today. 1In a recent survey, shopping-goods merchants

favored relocation of parking off Massachusetts Avenue, 12-7,

Service convenience for lLexington residents will be served
by, in this way, encouraging location in Lexington of stores
unique in the area, stores which might not exist anywhere in
the region if the particular environment of Lexington Center
didn't exist, just as some of the enterprises succeeding in
Harvard Sguare couldn't exist anywhere in the region if the
mutual attractiveness of that unique set of businesses weren't
there.

In merchandising as well as in physical terms, this is a
bold proposal: to make Lexington Center serve more than just
Lexington; to make Lexington Center a regional facility come
plementary to Burlington, perhaps the object with Burlington of
dual-destination trips. Residents will be among the greatest
beneficiaries, through baving a distinctive range of merchandise
locally available.

The recommended treatment of the Centexr would give to
Lexington a distinctive symbol representative of the community
for which it stands: verdant, spacious, concerned with visual
amenity, and with bighly specialized economic function, It
would be a symbol of a community which c¢ares emough about excel-
lence to make the extra effort of attaining it.

WHAT WOULD BE THE EFFECT ON TRAFFIC?

The Circulation Plan demonstrates in substantial detail
that the proposed Avenue width, 56 feet, can adequately serve
projected traffic needs for as long as can the conventional
alternative (64 feet with an additional lane of parking), or
until sometime after 1975. Following that, traffic diversion
in addition to Worthen Road will be required if congestion is
to be avoided, no matter which configuration is selected,

=137~



One (but not the only) major purpose in widening the Massa~
chusetts Avenue right-of-way was to gain congestion relief,
Either the proposed plan or its conventional alternative would
serve that purpose well by insuring less congestion by 1975
than exists today, Few centers will be so well-served,

WHAT ARE THE PARKING CONSEQUENCES?

The Parking Plan report points out the need for major ex-
pansion of parking within the central portion of the Center if
the Center isn't to prosper at the periphery and deteriorate
at the core, as many centers have, A net increase of about 290
spaces in required by 1975 to maintain the present floor area
to parking spaces relationship, loss of off-street spaces to
provide the loop road, landscaped areas back of buildings,
traffic improvement, and building sites will probably require
not less than 100 replacement spaces by 1975, or a minimum de-
mand for about 400 additional and replacement spaces, Parking
relocation to make this plan workable would add 35 spaces to
the demand, or less than 10%. The Parking Plan explores means
of providing those spaces: it is entirely feasible for them to
be developed in any of several alternative ways, whether the
railroad right-of-way becomes available or not,

Proximity of parking spaces to stores would inevitably be
reduced by relocation of spaces into off-street facilities,
The consequences of this depend upon the length of shopping
trip services. A few seconds isn't critical to an hour's trip,
but it is to a two-minute trip. Curb parking turnover was re-
corded and analysed on a rainy Saturday, when pressure for con-
venient location is highest, Through the middle of the day,
only about 15% of the curb spaces were held by cars making trips
shorter than 10 minutes, 33% by cars (including the above)
making trips shorter than 20 minutes. For the rest, the degree
of displacement required for the recommended plan should prove
inconsequential, Careful design of meter time limits can in-
sure that equally convenient spaces can be reserved for the
relatively few quick turn-over spaces affected by parking re-
location. In any event, shopping for the specialty goods in
which the Center should concentrate, is certainly less dependent
upon differences of a few seconds in access than upon differ-
ences in visual enviromment,

WHAT WILL THIS PLAN COST?

The net cost of this or any town undertaking, is the an-
nual excess of municipal costs occasioned by it over reventues
accruing as a result of it, The cost side can be fairly well
defined, but the revenue results are highly problematical.
However, order of magnitude estimates can be made to illustrate
the range of probability,
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Two independent cost estimates were prepared for the first
stage work on Massachusetts Avenue, somewhat imprecise because
detailed construction drawings have not been made, These es-
timates were compared by EDA, and a single estimate produced,
using the higher unit prices whenever they differed, These
costs are for beautification, not road construction, and all
should qualify under the federal Urban Beautification Program.
These estimates do not include inevitable road construction
costs, money for which was allocated in the 1965 street widen-
ing appropriation. These are the added costs because of beauti-
fication proposals (Table 1),

These figures are comfortably high for use as budget es-
timates, For example, each tree has been estimated to cost
$400, which allows a fine tree, Smaller trees could be in-
stalled for far less if necessary., Sidewalk paving is esti-
nated to cost $1,10 per square foot, assuming special treatment.
An ordinary walk could be constructed for balf that figure.

These costs come to about $175 per front foot of treatment
in the area with double trees, At that same rate, the entire
Massachusetts Avenue program would cost $220,000, Allowing an-
other $€0,000 for other areas in the Center, a total outlay of
$300,000 is indicated for beautification only. This includes
sidewalks, benches, plantings, supplementary lighting, trash
receptacles, and associatedantilit;gg_gggifzif:ay costs (Table 2).

<i§§;§%gg§g%_gfgig Beautification Program isybeing designed
to aid j projects as this. Preliminary review of this
recomnended plan with federal officials indicates that it will
qualify for aid, Normally, grants will be for 50% of the in-
crease in town expenditures for beauntification ahove the base of
an average of the previous two years' expenditures, Such ex-
penditures have fluctuated widely in Lexington, averaging about
$50,000 per year in recent years, The size of the grant for
Center beautification would depend upon the level of expendi-
tures in other areas of Lexington for shade trees, playground
improvements, and other eligible expenditures. Given the in-
centive of 50% aid, it seems unlikely that future expenditures
for beautification will fail to exceed the average outlays of
this year and last year, the base years, so it seems fair to
assume 50% aid for the entire amount of Center beautification,
or $125,000 over the ten-year period,

Given the example of the first-stage improvements; we be-
lieve that beautification will have broad support in the commu-
nity, and believe it is not unreascnable to expect private finan-
cial support for some of the costs involved., This has been set
at $25,000, well below amounts raised by merchants in other
communities for similar program, This leaves $100,000 in mn~
nicipal costs for the program, or $5,000 per year over a 20-
year amortization,
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TABLE 1

CAPITAL COSTS, 196G CENTER BEAUTIFICATION

(From Depot Sq. East to w. crosswalk at Waltham Street,
and Meriam Street to Depot Square,)

Removal and Demolition $ 1,600
Construction 24,900
Furnishings 7,000
Planting 18,200

$51,700
Fees, contingency (15%) 7,800
TOTAL $59, 500

Estimates by E.D.A,

TABLE 2

CAPITAL COSTS, 1975 BEAUTIFICATION PROGRAM

(Massachusetts Ave, from town offices to the Green,
Depot Sq., off-street parking areas)

EXPENDITURES:
Massachusetts Ave., Stage I $ 60,000
Massachusetts Ave,, Stage II & IIX 150,000
Depot Square, parking areas 806,000
TOTAL $300,000

SOURCES OF INCOME:

Federal grant (50%) $150,000
Private subscription 25,000
Tasx levy 125,000

TOTAL $300,000

Assume municipal cost amortized in 20 years, tax levy cost =
$6,250 per year,
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_ TABLE 3

ANNUAL COSTS, 1975 BEAUTIFICATION PROGRAM

(Massachusetts Ave, from town office to the
Green, Depot Sq., off-street parking areas)

BASED ON 20-YEAR COST AMORTIZATION

Annual Municipal Cost

Parking Relocation $ 3,700

Beautification .
Capital Costs 6,300
Maintenance 5,000

Gross Annual Cost $15,000

Required offsetting assess-
ment increase @ $50/$1000 A.V.
or

If entire increase based on
commercial development, re-
quired floor area ilncrease
(@ $10 per s.f, A.V.,)

Sales increase @ $50/s.f.
floor area

If entire increase hased on
residential development @

. 200 dwellings per year, re-
quired average value increase
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The annual cost of the beautification program will be the
imputed cost of parking relocation (the highest "deficit"” of
new parking, plus lost meter revenues), plus the capital cost
of the improvements, plus maintenance costs (extra snow removal
costs, plant care), These are estimated to total $15,000 per
year over the 20-year period (Table 3), assuming a pay-as-you-go
program,

If this project is to be self-sustaining, it must stimu-
late assessment growth which would not otherwise have occurred.
If the average tax rate over the twenty-year period is estimated
at $50/$1000 assessed valuation, by the middle year of the
twenty~year period assessments would have to have grown $300,000
above what they would otherwise have been for increased tax in-
come to equal municipal costs (before that year added incone
would be less than costs, after that year more than costs), On
an annual basis, this is a growth of $30,000 in assessments
above what would otherwise obtain (assessments increased
$4,400,000 townwide during 1964),

For the entire growth to be based on commercial property,
this would mean adding about $150,000 per year to the sales
level of the Center because of the beautification, This is just
over 1/3 the projected potential rate of growth for the Center.
Given the judgement that the beautification program will maw-
terially boost the Center, it is not unreasonable to attribute
1/3 of its growth to this program. An example of the commer-
cial impact_of beautification is analysed in a current planning
publicationl. Atchison, Kansas, a city of 15,000 population,
invested $300,000 in a landscaped mall, Within a year of open-
ing in late 1963, retail sales had increased 20 percent, ten
new firms had located there, and tax returns already exceeded
costs. Numerous other cases could be cited, though few so
dramatically sharp in returns.

On the other hand, the impact of Centexr beautification will
be town-wide, enhancing property values throughout the commu-
nity. In part because Lexington spends generously on quality
schools, home builders in Lexington can and do successfully aim
for a quality home market, Similarly, a beautiful Center should
help them sell better quality homes than would otherwise be pos-
sible. Conversely, depressed conditions in the Center would
make it harder to sell to a high-price market, causing the
average value of new homes to drop,

If beautification in lLexington Center influences home-~
builders to the extent that the average assessed value of the
homes they build is increased $150 obove what it would otherwise
have been, the difference in taxes on those homes alone (ignoring
the subtler tax impact on existing structures) would cover the
cost of this program,

1Housing and Home Finance Agency, "Profile of a City - Atchison,
Kansas" Urban Renewal Notes, Sept,-Oct, 1963,
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No one can prove whether either or both of these impacts
will be felt, DProbably the greater impact will he on values
outside of the Center, since much of the growth of the Center
is largely assured in any event (and the tax benefit of the
growth has already largely been “"claimed" to offset widening
costs). Our professional judgement, based on improvement pro=-
grams in other communities as well as the spending and assess-
ment growth history of Lexington itself, is that tax returns
attributable to this beautification will easily exceed costs
even within the first decade,

IS THIS WHAT THE TOWN MEETING ASKED FOR?

Vhen the March, 1965 town meeting appropriated $250,000
to widen the Massachusetts Avenue right-of-way, and $13,000 for
planning studies, did it intend results such as are now recom-
mended? Perusal of the materials used to influence that meet-
ing suggests that this was exactly the intent, and that any-
thing less would not be carrying out their directions.

There were two basic intentions in the widening: one to
improve circulatieny—the-other to improve esthetics. The latter
may well have heen the dominant motive, In a statement aévow-
cating the widenirng, the Board of Selectmen were quoted, "The
condition of the structures occupied by the retail tiade, the
circulation pattern around Lexington Center, the inadequate
parking facilities and -- above all -- the undistinguished ap-
%;?Eﬁggngj the shopping-center.do not appropriately reflect

e needs, the_taste-and-the-general affluence of the town's .
population.,. Not only is the widening of Mass. ave. essen-
tial to the improvement of the circulation pattern in the Center
But it provides the long-awaited occasion for redeveloping the
commercial core with the guidance of an overall design cgncept
lending unity and distinction to the business district.™

The lead editorial in the Minute-Man stated "This project
would mean to the town a Massachusetts ave, of equal width
throughout the Center and the removal of a bottle neck which
now snarls traffic and which if allowed to continue in the years
to come would probably mean almost paralysis during pealt hours
of traffic, More important than this is that it would mean the
tearing down of the two oldest and most unattractive business
structures in the Center and their replacement by larger, much
more attractive and considerably more valuable modern business
structures,

1Lexington Minute-Man, March 4, 1965, pg 1 et seq.
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