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2. Introduction, Context, & Purpose 

            The Town of Stow is a small, rural, and affluent community located approximately 21 

miles west of Boston in Middlesex County.  As of 2013, Stow’s population was 6,737 with a 

median household income of $115,714, more than double that of the state of Massachusetts.  The 

Town is majority White (93.2%) with a small Asian (2.9%) and Latino population (2.9%).  

According to Stow’s Master Plan Update in 2010, residents most valued Stow’s “sense of 

community consistent with its rural character.”  The Town has a large quantity of open spaces, 

farms, orchards, and golf courses and several village centers that help define it as a historical New 

England town. 

 
Figure 1 Stow, Massachusetts Location Map 

The Town of Stow is interested in examining the future use of a set of parcels along Great 

Road from the westerly border of the Center School to the easterly edge of Minister’s Pond. On 

the north side of Great Road, the parcels include the Center School, the Hale Middle School, the 

Fire Station, the Town Library, and the Police Station. Beyond these municipal uses, there are two 

institutional uses: The First Parish Church and the Union Church. Mixed among these uses are 

many residential structures, several commercial properties, developable land and extensive 



wetlands. The southerly side of the project would include Russell’s Convenience Store (390 Great 

Road) and the Town Hall parcel on the western end, and moving eastwardly ending with the parcel 

across from the Police Station. The project would extend along Crescent Street to the east and 

north of Minister’s Pond, and include properties on the north side of Crescent Street, west of West 

Acton Road.  

Figures 1 and 2 below shows the Town Center project boundary in red and the 323 Great 

Road parcel boundary in black. The key issues facing the town include the following. 

1. What should be the future of the Fire Station lot? 

2. What should be the future of the Town Library building? 

3. How many parcels are buildable in the area? 

4. Are there opportunities to increase Stow’s affordable housing stock in the area? 

5. Are there opportunities to improve the Susan Lawrence Park area (behind the Town 

Building)? 

6. What uses should be considered for the four acre portion of 323 Great Road, given the 

environmental sensitivity of the adjacent Pond? 

7. What can be done to increase pedestrian safety and walkability, as well as improve traffic 

flow? 

8. Is there an opportunity to create a historic district that benefits the Town, as well as the 

residents? 

         All of the above questions are part of a larger set of issues facing the Town Center. While 

these facilities have served the town well, they are increasingly dated, outmoded and too small to 

serve its steadily growing population.  The growing population and increased activity in the Town 

requires foresight into planning for the future. 

         The Selectboard, the responsible organization for controlling capital investments and 

locations, has already requested ideas, concepts and thoughts from municipal officials and town 

residents with regards to the use of a portion of 323 Great Road. They are being collected and 

analyzed and will be part of the information to be reviewed as part of this project. 

         Given all of the above, the UMass Center for Economic Development (CED) prepared an 

existing conditions report on the Town Center and recommendations for potential use(s) at the 323 

Great Road property. It will be undertaken as part of the Selectboard’s examination of the future 

capital needs of the community.  



The purpose of this study is to prepare a comprehensive report for the future use of the 

Town Center & Minister’s Pond area.  This comprehensive report includes: 

● An existing conditions report on the Town Center and evaluation of the municipal buildings 

and properties based on input gained from departments, boards and committees and a 

community charrette.  

● Evaluation of the 323 Great Road proposals with recommendations to each of the 

proposing boards as to how to strengthen their proposals for a second round of more 

detailed proposals to the Town; and evaluation of revised proposals with recommendations 

for the Selectboard’s consideration. 
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Figure 2 Town Center Boundary Aerial Map 



  
Stow Town Center 

Boundaries

Figure 3  Town Center Boundary Map 



3. Existing Conditions 

e. Site Visits & Photographs 

Five site visits were conducted between August and November 2014 by the CED team. 

Site visits included traversing the Town Center area and 323 Great Road parcel by vehicle and on 

foot.    

Traffic and Pedestrian Walkability 

The CED team observed difficulty in crossing the road in much of the Town Center area. 

Great Road only has a sidewalk on the northern side of the road in most areas.  There is no sidewalk 

on either side of Great Road along the Common, requiring Common Road to act as the sidewalk.  

The side walk is in good condition; however, it is fairly narrow. There are two crosswalks 

connecting the Old Town Hall and the Town Building.  The main intersection has three crosswalks. 

There are four additional crosswalks along Library Hill Road and Crescent Street near the Fire 

Station. Residents, including mothers with strollers were observed crossing Great Road in areas to 

the east of the main intersection.  They were observed crossing in areas with no crosswalks from 

the neighborhoods from the south. One section of the sidewalk located in between the two churches 

known as “the Grove,” pictured below, has a very steep section that makes it difficult for 

wheelchairs and strollers.   

 
Photograph 2 "The Grove" in between the two churches. 

The intersection of Crescent Street and Library Hill Road has two sidewalks, one on the 

north side and one on the east. Students coming from Hale Middle School to the north often walk 

this way to the Library; however, there are no sidewalks on the west side of Library Hill Road and 

none on Hartley Road to the north. Crescent Street only has sidewalks on the north side from Great 

Road to the cemetery 0.2 miles to the east. There are no sidewalks on the majority of Crescent 

Photograph 1  Steep entrance to "The Grove" 
sidewalk. 



Street east of the cemetery. The inconsistency of sidewalks and crosswalks makes it difficult for 

pedestrians to navigate the Town Center.   

 
Photograph 3 Crosswalks between the Library and Fire Station 

In terms of vehicular traffic flow, the main intersection appears to back up quite a distance, 

specifically during rush hour. Common Road was observed as a haphazard parking area and a cut 

through for both cars and pedestrians. The road is narrow and does not adequately meet the needs 

of these uses.  

 
Photograph 5 First Parish Church along Common Road 

323 Great Road Parcel 

This parcel was accessed via the Union Church’s parking lot. The remnants of the former 

house, as well as miscellaneous items were observed on the westernmost highlands. An informal 

trail was identified from the parking lot down to the pond alongside a meadow. A small hut over 

the drinking water well for the former residents was observed halfway down the hill. The trail 

nearly connects all the way back to Great Road in between Union Church and the Police 

Department. Several trees along the water appeared to have been eaten by beavers.  Wetland flags 

Photograph 4 Town Library along Library Hill Road 



were observed within 10 to 20 feet of the water’s edge. Although there is a thin line of trees along 

the edge of Minister’s Pond, the views from the meadow were spectacular.  

 
Photograph 7 Union Church 

 
Photograph 9 Abandoned drums and debris on the  
323 Great Road Parcel 

 
Photograph 11  Western uplands of the  
323 Great Road Parcel 

Photograph 6 Entrance to the 323 Great Road Parcel 

Photograph 8 Debris on the 323 Great Road Parcel 

Photograph 10  Western uplands of the 323 Great Road 
Parcel 



 
Photograph 13 Evidence of a trail on the  
323 Great Road Parcel 

 
Photograph 15 Floating islands in Minister’s Pond 

 
Photograph 17 Beaver damage to trees along shoreline 

Town Buildings/Infrastructure 

 The Town Building and Police Department building appeared to be the newest municipal 

structures and in good condition. The Fire Station and Crescent Street Highway Building were 

observed in poorer conditions.   

The Library is an iconic structure that is loved by Stow residents. Parking for the Library 

appeared to be a major issue, as well as the safety of patrons, adults and children, walking along 

Library Hill Road and Common Road to access the Library. The Town Common in front of the 

Photograph 12 Wetlands marker on the edge of 
Minister’s Pond 

Photograph 14 View of Minister’s Pond 

Photograph 16 View of Minister’s Pond 



Library is small, irregularly shaped, and underutilized. This may be due to the confusion that 

Common Road presents with vehicles travelling and randomly parking on both sides, creating a 

barrier from the Library and Hale Middle School to the common. There is also no sidewalk on the 

north side of Great Road along the Common.  This requires the narrow Common Road to act as 

both a road, parking for the First Parish Church and Library, and a sidewalk. In this busy 

intersection, the lack of a sidewalk here makes pedestrians feel as though there is no buffer between 

the Common and Great Road.  

 
Photograph 19 Town Building 

f. Meetings with town departments & stakeholders 

Interviews with stakeholders were conducted on the afternoon of November 25, 2014 at 

the Town Building.   Several additional interviews were conducted via telephone or email.  The 

persons interviewed and relevant information are discussed below. 

Police Department: Detective Michael Sallese 

 Detective Sallese was interviewed to gain some perspective on the issues related to traffic 

flow, accidents, and ideas for improving transportation in the Town Center.  According to 

Detective Sallese, traffic congestion is worse heading eastbound on Route 117/Great Road in the 

morning commute and heading westbound on 117 in the evening commute.  In the evening, the 

backup begins just east of the Town Center in the vicinity of the Lower Village and Maynard town 

line and causes the back up at the Town Center intersection.  During the hours of 7:00 am to 9:00 

am and 4:00 pm to 6:00 pm, there is a turning restriction leaving Crescent Street onto Route 117.  

This forces vehicles from the north of the Town Center to funnel into the Town Center intersection. 

Additionally, the Center School has a “live drop off” for students that causes vehicles to backup 

westbound on Route 117 and even onto Crescent Street. 

Photograph 18 Old Town Hall 



 A major issue needing attention is the Town Center intersection.  There is confusion of 

where vehicles coming from the north on Library Hill Road should stop at the red light as there 

are no painted lines.  Vehicles do not sort out into proper turning lanes and there is no 

green/protected left hand turn for these vehicles.  Coming from the south on Route 62 into this 

intersection, vehicles sometimes have a protected green right hand turn but not always.  This leads 

to a false sense of safety making the right hand turn and causes accidents.   

Other issues identified by Detective Sallese were the lack of sidewalks on the south side of 

Route 117.  Pedestrians, including students at the Hale Middle School and Center School, cross 

over to the south side of the street for various reasons and do not have a proper sidewalk on the 

narrow road.  Residences from the neighborhood to the south also have no crosswalks to the 

sidewalks on the north side by the Police Station.  These residences are within one mile of the 

Lower Village shops to the east and people often walk to do shopping there.   

Common Way, utilized as a driveway and parking for the First Parish Church and Library, 

is also used by pedestrians, many of whom are young and families heading to the Library.  

Detective Sallese noted that vehicles will use Common Way as a cut through either from Library 

Hill Road or from Route 117 heading west to avoid the intersection. This causes issues as the right 

of way cannot handle the parking, congestion, pedestrians, and speeding cars cutting through.  

Detective Sallese’s recommendations were to put a “Do Not Enter” sign on Common Way 

from Route 117 to prevent vehicles from cutting through.  Another option would be to completely 

block that entrance/exit and create a cul-de-sac so cars could turn around and exit on Library Hill 

Road.  Detective Sallese also recommended painting lane lines on Library Hill Road, adding a 

green left arrow coming south into the intersection, and adjusting the green/protected right turn 

coming from the south.  Sidewalks and crosswalks would also assist in helping pedestrians and 

vehicles navigating throughout the Town Center. 

Conservation and Recreation: Kathy Sferra, Conservation Coordinator and Laura Greenough, 

Recreation Director 

According to Ms. Sferra, the senior population, which is generally defined as 65 years of 

age or older, in Stow declined in the 1990’s, possibly due to taxes, and then doubled between 2000 

and 2010.  Three new 55+ communities were developed in Stow in the past 15 years, one of which 

is located to the south of Minister’s Pond and is expanding in the near future.  Despite having a 

large amount of conserved open space and parks in the town, Stow lacks an accessible natural 



park.  Additionally, the majority of Stow’s parks are on the edge of Town, away from the Town 

Center.  Due to the increase in the senior population, as well as the location of one of the 55+ 

communities in this area, an accessible park with smooth, properly graded trails, and benches 

would be an asset to the community.   

The accessibility component is a must for the Conservation and Recreation Departments.  

In regards to their proposals for an accessible park with or without three affordable housing units 

on the uplands, they believed the potential park should be used for light recreational uses such as 

walking, picnicking, and fishing from the shore.  Ms. Sferra noted that several of the oak trees 

along the shore have been girdled by the beavers and will not recover.  It was suggested that the 

trees could be used for the wood for the benches.  This would also open up the views to the pond.  

Ms. Sferra indicated that moving the proposed housing units to the western edge may be needed 

to avoid conflicts, though this would eliminate the possibility of a perimeter trail.  It is Ms. Sferra’s 

opinion that if affordable housing is constructed on the property, it should be 100% affordable and 

not market rate as the land is being donated by the Town.  

In regards to the potential future use of the Fire Station, Ms. Greenough was interested in 

using the space as Stow’s first ever teen center.  Stow lacks such a resource and this space is in 

close proximity to two of its schools, as well as adjacent to the Library. Both Ms. Sferra and Ms. 

Greenough believed using the Fire Station for storage would be a waste of prime Town Center real 

estate. 

Stow Municipal Affordable Housing Trust Members: Laura Spear and Mike Kopczynski 

 According to Ms. Spear and Mr. Kopczynski, approximately one third of Stow’s land 

already has a conservation restriction. Stow currently has 170 subsidized “affordable” units that 

comprises 7.2% of its housing stock. This is short of the Massachusetts General Law (MGL) 

Chapter 40B provision of 10%.  Communities who have not met this provision are vulnerable to 

affordable housing developers overriding certain aspects of their zoning bylaws and requirements. 

Despite this, Stow currently has approximately six more months of “safe-harbor” protections from 

Chapter 40B proposals as it has been the Department of Housing and Community Development 

(DHCD) benchmark with its Affordable Housing Production Plan.   

 As discussed below in the summary of the proposals (Section 4b), SMAHT is interested in 

constructing between 12 and 16 units of housing in the form of small cottages on the 323 Great 



Road parcel.  An initial analysis by SMAHT indicated that the property could support 

approximately 12 to 16 housing units with a high tech septic system and onsite drinking water 

well.  If 12 to 16 units were constructed, four to six would be affordable for ownership and the rest 

market rate to subsidize the affordable units.  If a subsidy was available, only four units would be 

proposed with each being affordable.  SMAHT believes only four units could be constructed on 

the uplands so any additional units would be constructed further down the hill towards the pond. 

 SMAHT would also be willing to construct a potable well on the property of greater 

capacity than the housing would require.  This excess could provide a water source for other 

facilities in the Town Center.  The Selectboard members reportedly do not want to operate a Town 

well; however, they realize the need for water supply in the Town Center.  SMAHT create a condo 

association that would manage the water supply and sell it off to the Town or other interested 

parties, such as abutters or the nearby churches for fire protection or drinking water.  SMAHT also 

indicated they would be willing to pay a monthly fee to the Union Church of Stow for use of its 

driveway to access the property and to tie into its septic system if needed.  

 Access easements exist from Crescent Street and through the Union Church property.  

Conversations with the Union Church indicates a willingness to deed a 30’ wide strip of land along 

the southwest side of the parking lot in exchange for a triangle piece of land along on the north 

side of the parking lot with the understanding that Union Church reserves the right to use the 

driveway as an exit from the parking lot.  In addition, Union Church noted that their septic system, 

located under the parking lot, is underutilized and they might be interested in a potential agreement 

for the 323 Great Road property to tie into the system. 

First Parish Church: Roy Miller and Liz Moseley 

 Mr. Miller and Ms. Moseley discussed four of First Parish Church’s (FPC’s) interests: 

Common Road/parking, potable water supply, fire protection water supply, and the FPC parsonage 

/ Fitzpatrick parcel.  It was apparent from the interview that FPC has had a history of working with 

the Town of Stow and is interested in continuing in that tradition with the hopes that it benefits 

both parties.  Below is the written summary provided by Mr. Miller. 

Common Road /Parking: “FPC recently completed a major capital improvement project which 

included addition of a Connector Building. Drives and parking areas were paved as part of this 

project.  Although the required number of parking spaces were provided, including a few spaces 

made available for the Randall Library, additional parking would be helpful for both church use 



or for community events.  One possibility is to provide angle parking on FPC property along 

Common Road.” 

Potable Water Supply: “FPC has had shared water with the Town for a long period of time (70+ 

years).  This was initiated when the church well became contaminated by drainage from Great 

Road.  During the past year, an agreement was negotiated between the Town and FPC whereby 

FPC pays for metered water from the Town supply and FPC also provides some offset to the Town 

for capital improvements to the town supply.  Any changes to the Town water supply could 

potentially impact FPC.” 

Fire Protection Water Supply: “During the design/construction of the new Connector Building, 

fire protection sprinklers were considered for the entire FPC complex.  Absent an ‘available water 

source’, the project was impractical as the cost was probative.  FPC has a long term goal of 

protecting this historic site and would have an interest in a Town ‘fire water main’.” 

FPC Parsonage / Fitzpatrick Parcel: “In the early days of New England churches, it was 

customary to provide housing for the clergy in the form of a Parsonage.  Over the years, clergy has 

sought to build home equity outside their current employment.  This left FPC to deal with an 

adjacent parcel and building.  A decade ago, FPC invested in the Parsonage with new windows, 

furnace, kitchen and more, with the intent of offering a rental property.  Rents received, minus 

taxes, barely covered the investment.  As the church grew, the Parsonage was considered for space 

needs.  Limited use for church purposes was made a few years ago.  However, to render the 

building suitable for widespread use (offices, classrooms) would take quite an investment.  The 

Parsonage is not in close proximity to other FPC facilities.  Instead, three years ago we turned 

again to rental use.  Again, a significant investment was made (redecorating, renovating the 

bathroom).  Again, the financial return after taxes was low.” 

“We are now considering strategic options including: Remodel and use for church use 

(unlikely), remodel and use as rental property (questionable), sell the parcel and building (unlikely, 

we want to retain the land), sell and relocate the building (poor market for this), donate and relocate 

the building (affordable housing), demolish the building (associated costs).  Long term, we see the 

value of this property being for campus expansion including added parking.” 



According to FPC, it would cost between $27,000 and $33,000 to relocate the building 

within one mile.  The building has lead paint and a faulty septic system.  Moving the building 

would allow for expansion and parking. 

The FPC is an active and prospering institution right in the heart of the Town Center.  It is 

CED’s understanding that the FPC is and has always been willing to cooperate with the Town of 

Stow in manners regarding the Town Center.  As detailed above, FPC is concerned with Common 

Road and would be interested in hearing ideas to improve the right of way.  Additionally, the Town 

could enter into conversations with FPC regarding the Parsonage building and assist them in 

determining its future.  The FPC appears interested in using some of its eastern lands near the 

Parsonage for parking.  Perhaps the Town could offer FPC water for fire protection, a major 

concern for the parish, in exchange for use of the very eastern boundary of their property that abuts 

the western uplands of the 323 Great Road parcel for affordable housing. 

 

Open Space Committee: Bob Wilber, Chris Rodstrom, and Bill Maxfield & Stow Conservation 

Trust: Dick Perkins, Don Rising, and Susan Crane 

 Both the OSC and SCT believe that this is a pivotal moment to create an accessible Town 

Center park.  This may be the last chance Stow will have to create a connected park in the Town 

Center and located adjacent to the scenic Minister’s Pond.  The 1965 Open Space Plan reportedly 

called for this parcel to be conservation land.  Both organizations believe this land should be a 

Town park with accessible trails and spaces rather than Town conservation land that is not used.  

The Town Center is already well served by affordable housing with the 37 affordable units 

at the Pilot Grove apartments to the north of Crescent Street and 50 affordable units at the 

Plantation Apartments to the south of Great Road and Minister’s Pond. The Plantation Apartments 

for seniors is also scheduled to be expanded. The OSC and SCT believe there are other areas in 

the town, outside of the Town Center that could be used for affordable housing such as properties 

on Red Acre Road and White Pond Road.  It was also suggested that the second floor over 

commercial buildings be used for affordable housing to locate them in close proximity to services 

and amenities.   

 

 

 



Building Inspector: Craig Martin 

 According to Mr. Martin, the Fire Station was built in 1965 on the site of the original Hale 

High School, which had burned down a few years earlier. The building is a masonry structure and 

has settled in some areas, which may be due to the subsurface conditions.  Mr. Martin believed the 

Town would be well served by taking the building down and providing additional parking at this 

site for the Town Center.  

 Mr. Martin believed the Crescent Street Highway barn was built in the 1920’s based on the 

type of block used for the walls. The building is used solely for cold storage, most of which is used 

by the Cemetery Department. A few miscellaneous items, including the Old Fire Truck, MRC 

Trailer are stored in the building and will be moved to the new Fire Station/Community Center in 

2016.  Mr. Martin indicated that he plans to paint the exterior of the building in 2015 and make 

any exterior repairs necessary.  It is Mr. Martin’s opinion that the building should remain as storage 

for Cemetery Department. 

  



g. Review of town documents 

i. Master Plan 

Massachusetts General Law (MGL) Chapter 41 Section 81D requires municipalities to 

establish a Master Plan.  Master Plans are generally created to look 10 to 20 years in the future.  In 

accordance with its forward thinking, the Town of Stow’s Charter, Section 7.7c, which was 

adopted in May of 1991, requires its Master Plan to be updated every five years. “Updating a 

Master Plan provides a community with a formal avenue through which to make regularly 

scheduled assessments of its progress, both in terms of reviewing the effectiveness of development 

decisions and in terms of satisfying the priorities the Town has established for itself” (Stow Master 

Plan Update 2010).  The plan was last updated in the fall of 2010 by the Ciccolo Group, LLC and 

the Stow Master Plan Committee.   

The Master Plan is divided into seven sections: Housing, Economic Development, Natural 

and Cultural Resources, Open Space and Recreation, Public Facilities and Municipal Services, 

Transportation, Zoning & Land Use.  Each area has an individual vision and goals. Below is a 

brief discussion of each section. 

The housing vision is to “reestablish diversity in our community by creating housing stock 

where young, middle-aged, and older residents of all income levels can together share the common 

values that existed in this community many years ago. Workforce housing is also desired in the 

community so those who work here can live near where they work” (p. 19). 

The economic development vision seeks to keep the economy of Stow stable and capable 

of providing the everyday goods and services that residents need through its small businesses, 

independent retail shops, and networks of professionals.  

Protecting land with important vistas, natural areas, and sensitive environmental habitats 

is central to the natural and cultural resource vision.  Increasing arts and cultural opportunities, as 

well as supporting innovative, local, and varied community-based cultural programming. 

The open space vision seeks to utilize zoning and other creative tools to preserve open 

space in Stow. “It is possible to direct development away from the open space parcels we wish to 

preserve by implementing smart growth principles. These principles recommend that you 

concentrate growth where development already exists” (p. 18).  Although the Town Center is not 

specifically mentioned, one major open space goal is to preserve open space in underserved 

quadrants. The Town Center is located within the Northeast Quadrant, pictured below. 



The vision for public facilities and municipal services is to continue with providing services 

in an inexpensive manner.  “Existing needs for infrastructure, services and safety will continue to 

Figure 4 Stow Quadrant Map 



be met without incurring significant new costs. We also envision employing the Pompositticut 

School facilities to meet demands for an intergenerational community center, especially one that 

could provide a variety of useful and desirable services for the growing population of seniors” (p. 

20). This project is already well underway. 

Safety was identified as a main factor in the transportation vision. Increasing other modes 

of transportation beside single occupancy vehicles, shuttle services for seniors, and connecting to 

the Action train station were noted.  The vision seeks to provide more sidewalks and trails for the 

residents of Stow.  

In terms of land use and zoning, “the vision for land use is that today’s proportional mix 

of open space, rural, farmland, and residential use will continue virtually unchanged into the future. 

Stow’s residents appreciate the charm associated with large amounts of green space, forests, and 

natural vistas. These areas will be protected where possible. Zoning, as a tool, should primarily be 

used to emphasize the current characteristics of Stow’s land use patterns and enhance current 

character. Some commercial areas will be improved upon by focusing the zoning to encourage the 

types of development seen as desirable by the residents” (p. 20).  

The Master Plan indicated the Town Center is projected to remain essentially as it is today.  

The vision for the Town Center included exploring additional municipal uses, updating existing 

facilities, providing adequate parking, and generally enhancing the area (p. 22).  Land use, zoning, 

and general priorities are identified below:  

● Explore mixed use overlay districts to allow redevelopment and new development that 
promotes diverse housing stock 

● Revitalize existing commerce 
● Encourage pedestrian-friendly development 
● Reduce roadway congestion 
● Promote a sense of community 
● Assist in the creation of common water and sewage facilities where appropriate 
● Explore creative parking solutions 
● Explore protection of the Town Center through possibilities such as a historic district, 

conservancy overlay district, demolition delay bylaw, or Mass historic inventory 
  



ii. Zoning 

Stow’s zoning has been updated through October 28, 2013.  The zoning district map was 

prepared by Metropolitan Area Planning Council dated May 1, 1995.  The Town Center area is 

mostly zoned Residential District; however, several parcels around Minister’s Pond are zoned 

Recreation/Conservation District.  The western portion of the 323 Great Road parcel, including 

the uplands are zoned residential.  

 
Figure 5 Stow Zoning Map 

 There are two properties with pre-existing, non-conforming uses in the Town Center.  

Russell’s Convenience Store (390 Great Road) and the Concord Fuels gas station (368 Great Road) 

are commercial uses within the residential district. The gas station does have a special permit, 

granted by the Zoning Board of Appeals, because the use has changed/expanded over the years.   

The property at 23 Gleasondale Road is in the residential District (across from two parcels located 

in the Compact Business District) has historically been a pre-existing non-conforming use.  



Although, it currently houses Steppingstones School (preschool), which is an allowed use the in 

the residential district. 

 Additionally, areas surrounding Minister’s Pond and properties to the south of Great Road 

are located within the Town’s Floodplain Overlay District.  The western portion of 323 Great 

Road, including the uplands are not located in this district.  These properties are also located within 

a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Floodplain as indicated by the maps below.  

The FEMA floodplain map indicates approximately 2/3rds of the land area, or approximately 1.75 

acres) of the 323 Great Road parcel are out of the AE Zone: 100 year (1% Annual Chance of 

Flooding) and X Zone: 500 year (0.2% Annual Chance of Flooding) floodplains.   

All development in the district, including structural and non-structural activities, whether 

permitted by right or by special permit must be in compliance with Chapter 131, Section 40 of the 

Massachusetts General Laws and with the following: 

● Section of the Massachusetts State Building Code which addresses floodplain and 

coastal high hazard areas (currently 780 CMR 120.G, "Flood Resistant 

Construction and Construction in Coastal Dunes"); 

● Wetlands Protection Regulations, Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) 

(currently 310 CMR 10.00); 

● Inland Wetlands Restriction, DEP (currently 310 CMR 13.00); 

● Minimum Requirements for the Subsurface Disposal of Sanitary Sewage, DEP 

(currently 310 CMR 15, Title 5) 



 
Figure 6 Stow Floodplain Overlay District Map 



 
Figure 7 FEMA Floodplain Map 

  

The Residential District is intended as a district for typical rural, single-family residential 

and non-commercial uses. The Recreation-Conservation District is intended to protect the public 

health and safety, to protect persons and property against hazards of flood water inundation and 

unsuitable and unhealthy development of unsuitable soils, wetlands, marsh land and water courses; 

to protect the balance of nature, including the habitat for birds, wildlife, and plants essential to the 

survival of man; to conserve and increase the amenities of the Town, natural conditions and open 

spaces for education, recreation, agriculture, and the general welfare. No buildings are allowed 

within 100 feet of a district boundary line.  Below is the Table of Principal Uses in these three 

districts.  Additional requirements and standards are listed within the zoning bylaw. 

  



Table of Principal Uses in the Town Center 

Principal Uses Residential Recreation 
Conservation 

Floodplain 
Overlay

Agriculture Y Y Y

Conservation Y Y Y

Recreation SPA SPP SPA

Single Family Dwelling Y N N

Single Family Dwelling with Accessory Apartment SPP N N

Duplex Dwelling SPP N N

Multi-Family Dwelling SPP N N

Conversion to 2-Family Dwelling SPA N N

Combined Residence/Home Occupation Y N N

Bed & Breakfast Home Y N N

Bed & Breakfast Home or Establishment SPA N N

Boarding House or Rooming House Y N N

Playgrounds SPA N N

Conservation Areas, Farming and Horticulture, Orchards, Nurseries, 
Forests, Tree Farms, Sale of Farm Produce

Y Y Y

Storage of Farm Vehicles Y N N

Accessory Buildings & Uses Y Y SPA

Hammerhead Lots SPP N N

Common Drives Y N N

Child Care Facility Y Y Y

Family Day Care Home Y N N

Private Schools & Colleges, Dance & Music Studios SPA N N

Nursing Homes SPA N N

Day Camps, Overnight Camps, and Camp Sites N SPP N

Municipal Y Y Y

Public Service Corporation Y Y Y

Religious Y Y Y

Educational (Non-Profit) Y Y Y

Wireless Communication Facilities SPP SPP N

Restaurants N SPP SPP

Country Clubs or Other Membership Clubs N SPP SPP

Golf Courses SPP SPP SPP

Ski Areas, Marinas & Boat Landings SPA SPP SPP

Cross Country Ski Areas SPP N N

Veterinary Hospitals, Stables & Kennels, Raising or Breeding of 
Animals for Sale, and Boarding Animals 

SPA N N

Commercial Solar Photovoltaic Renewable Energy Installation SPP SPP N



SPA: Special Permit Authorized by the Board of Appeals

SPP: Special Permit Authorized by the Planning Board

SPS: Special Permit Authorized by the Selectboard  

Table 1 Table of Principal Uses in the Town Center 

  



 

iii. Open Space and Recreation Plan 

The Stow Open Space and Recreation Plan was created in June 2008 with the slogan “Stow: 

Forever Green. Preserving the Stow we Know.”  The plan is an update to the 1997 plan prepared 

by the Town.  According to Ms. Kathy Sferra, the plan is in the process of being updated.  “The 

plan summarizes the progress that the town has made in providing for its open space and recreation 

needs and sets forth goals and specific action items for the next five years. The plan is designed to 

provide a framework for the efforts of various town boards and committees involved in the 

protection Stow’s open lands and to guide municipal partnership efforts with both state and federal 

agencies and nonprofit organizations.”  The plan serves as the Natural Resources and Open Space 

component of the Master Plan discussed above.  As indicated by the Open Space Lands map below, 

the Town currently owns the pond and the land to the south and west, including 323 Great Road. 

The majority of the pond is currently protected Open Space, while the western portion and the 323 

Great Road parcel are not protected. 

 
Figure 8 Stow Open Space Lands Map 



          The plan identified the 323 Great Road parcel as an unprotected parcel of surface and 

groundwater significance scenic significance, and wildlife habitat significance.  However, it was 

not identified as a parcel with historical or cultural significance.  

 
Figure 9 Map of Parcels with Scenic Significance in the Town Center 



 
Figure 10 Map of Parcels with Surface Water & Groundwater Significance in the Town Center 

 
Figure 11 Map of Parcels with Wildlife Habitat Significance in the Town Center 



 
Figure 12 Map of Parcels with Historic & Cultural Significance in the Town Center 

 The plan notes that 62% of Stow residents live in Stow due to its rural character including 

its open space, farms and orchards, and Lake Boon.  Additionally, over half of the residents 

surveyed during the Master Plan process identified “small town community” as the main reason 

they decided to live in Stow.  Preserving its rural nature and providing recreational opportunities 

to its residents is very important to Stow and the Town Center is lacking in these areas.  Ultimately, 

the plan promotes protecting agricultural lands, areas for active and passive recreation, significant 

surface and groundwater resources, scenic vistas, and historical or cultural resources.   



iv. Housing Production Plan 

Karen Sunnarborg Consulting prepared the Housing Production Plan Update for the Town 

of Stow and the Stow Municipal Affordable Housing Trust (SMAHT) in 2011 that builds off of 

the 2002 plan.  “A Housing Production Plan (HPP) is a community's proactive strategy for 

planning and developing affordable housing. The HPP shall contain at a minimum [of] the 

following elements, covering a time period of five years: 1. Comprehensive housing needs 

assessment; 2. Affordable housing goals; and 3. Implementation strategies.”   

One of the main objectives of the HPP is to assist Stow in coming “closer to meeting the 

state’s 10% affordable housing threshold by presenting a proactive housing agenda of town-

sponsored initiatives.”  Stow has made great progress and is currently has 7.16% subsidized.  

Massachusetts Chapter 40B regulations, in municipalities where less than 10% of its housing 

qualifies as affordable under the law, a developer can build more densely than the municipal zoning 

bylaws would permit, allowing more units per acre of land when building a new development, if 

at least 25% of the new units have long-term affordability restrictions.  The Massachusetts 

Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) has approved Stow’s HPP, placing 

Stow in a position to have more control over proposals that do not align with Town goals, bylaws 

or policies – a position often referred to as “safe harbor”.  According to Ms. Laura Spear of 

SMAHT, this gives Stow more control over comprehensive permit applications for approximately 

another six months, unless more progress is made in producing affordable housing. 

Although the HPP identified rental housing as the first priority need in Stow, home 

ownership was identified as the second highest priority.  “Affordable starter housing is still rare in 

Stow as well as affordable opportunities for 

seniors to downsize. This Plan suggests that 

approximately half of the affordable units 

produced as a result of the Town’s housing 

strategies be for homeownership and also 

include additional units for those earning above 

80% of area median income who are still priced 

out of the private housing market. The 

affordable units should include a mix of sizes 

and 10-15% should be targeted to the elderly Photograph 20 Source: HPP, p. 34, 2011. 



and disabled.”  As shown in the figure below from the HPP, in 2000, 91% of Stow’s housing stock 

consisted of single-family detached residences. 

 
Figure 13 Composition of Housing Stock. Source: HPP, p. 17, 2011. 

The Comprehensive Permit Policy adopted by the Selectboard in 2013 states that “since 

our town is a small, low-density community, we prefer affordable housing developments of 50 

units or less, with a density of 3-4 single-family dwellings per acre or 7-10 common-wall units per 

acre. Buildings in an affordable housing development need to meet Stow’s 35 foot height limit. 

They should be designed to a maximum floor area ratio of 0.5 while preserving 30% open land on 

the parcel.”  The Policy also promotes the qualities and attributes of villages.  “A village needs a 

focus, a social amenity to act as its defining feature, such as a community center or recreational 

facility, trail linkages to adjacent open space, or in appropriately zoned areas, a small commercial 

establishment.”  

 

  



 

v. Pedestrian Walkway Study 

The Pedestrian Walkway Study (PWP) was concluded in 2012 by the Pedestrian Walkway 

Planning Subcommittee, which was created by the Planning Board in 2009 to make Stow more 

pedestrian friendly as recommended in the Master Plan. Along with the Master Plan, the study 

considered public opinion by way of a survey. According to the survey, 90% of the people 

interviewed are in favor of sidewalks, 86% are in favor of a continuous sidewalk along Route 

117/Great Road, and 73% would be willing to provide an easement for that matter if necessary.  

The study proposes the building of sidewalks following two phases.  The first has already 

been finished and included the design and 

construction of several walkway segments along 

Route 117 to connect the Upper Common to Old 

Bolton Road.  The image to the left shows the 

recommended sidewalk design standards with a 

four to six foot buffer between the sidewalk and 

the roadway.  The second phase has the objective 

to prioritize a list of future walkway projects to be 

implemented as funds become available.  The 

criteria for the prioritizations are: Potential 

pedestrian volume, Connectivity / key 

destinations, Safety and Ease of implementation.  

According to the PWP, the estimated costs 

for building sidewalks in the areas encompassing 

the Commons and for Great Road totaled $60,000, a per feet cost of $62,50 in 2012 dollars.  This 

is based on the average found in the Town of Sudbury, and the maintenance cost is estimated to 

be $4,200 every 20 years in 2012 dollars. 

The aerial photograph below shows the point-to-point foot traffic patterns at the upper 

Common civic center. Such an area in an important civic center, consisting of the Center and Hale 

school buildings, the Public Library, the Town Hall, and the Town Building.  Primary parking 

facilities are also located at Center School, adjacent to the Town Building, and along Common 

Road near the Public Library.  Facilitating convenient point-to-point foot traffic will increase 

Figure 14 Recommended sidewalk design standard. 
Source: PWP Presentation 2010. 



pedestrian safety in this area, especially for young adults and children who tend to choose a direct 

path to their intended destination.    

 
Figure 15 Point-to-point foot traffic Upper Common civic center. Source: PWP, p. 4, 2012. 

Finally, this plan goes into direct alignment with the Massachusetts Boston Region 

Pedestrian Transportation Plan. This state planning group has identified Great Road in Stow as 

one of the highest priority for walkways in Stow, as the below map shows. The regional vision 

includes priorities to “close gaps in the pedestrian network” and to “prioritize schools, civic and 

commercial sites”.    

 

 

 

 

  



 

vi. Town Center Beautification Plan 1966 

 Maurice & Gary Incorporated, Landscape Architects and Thomas Associates, Community 

Planners created two drawings of the Town Center for the Stow Beautification Program.  The 

images are included in the appendices.  The drawings add new street trees along Crescent Street, 

Library Hill Road, and the western portion of Great Road.  New plantings are also depicted in a 

central island at the intersection of West Acton Road and Crescent Street.  The plan suggests 

relocating the gas station at the main intersection, adding decorative lighting, plantings and 

benches around the Town Green and Library, and adding sidewalks and commercial properties 

south of Great Road on Route 62.   

A nature trail is drawn connecting the schools on the western portion of the Town Center, 

then traveling east around Pilot Grove Hill, then southeast behind the Hillside Cemetery and across 

Crescent Street.  The trail continues along the north and east sides of Minister’s Pond and finally 

across Great Road to the south.     

 The plan has an inset map of a proposed Town Common in the location of the current Town 

Building and Susan Lawrence Park.  An access road leads south to a parking lot just north of the 

“Skating Pond”.  A terrace and amphitheater are located in the central portion of the area.  Three 

additional terraces and benches are depicted just north of the pond.   

Several of these beautification proposals have come to fruition, while others have not.  The 

trail was never realized and may not be possible in some of the locations; however, the Town 

Center still has opportunities for trails and recreation.  The park behind the Town Building current 

receives little use and skating is not allowed on the pond any longer due to liability issues.  The 

one picnic table is also underused according to interviews with municipal employees. 

vii. Town Center Planning Board Special Meeting Minutes 1970 

A Special Meeting was held by the Planning Board on May 27, 1970 to discuss needs and 

problems of the Town Center and promote better communication between the boards and 

committees.  The meeting indicated that there was a need for affordable elderly housing.  Possible 

locations were noted as the Lawrence property, Crescent Street between the Crescent Street Garage 

and Lund’s property, in the lower village, and the Pilot Grove Farm.  Other concerns consisted of 

increasing the size of the Library due to its current space being inadequate.  Parking and sewage 



disposal were noted as major problems. Expansion at the time was not allowed by the zoning 

bylaws.  

The Conservation Commission had no plans for the Town Center except to keep Minister’s 

Pond remain in its present state. Sidewalks were desired on Great Road.  A water system for the 

Town Center using Federal funds was proposed to create a well on Crescent Street; however, this 

would have cost approximately half a million dollars in 1970 dollars.  The Finance Committee 

noted that the tax rate had been in a spiral and that commercial development would be essential to 

stop the spiral.  The Development and Industrial Commission proposed rezoning the property near 

the Post Office to business for professional offices.  The Selectboard strongly opposed commercial 

development in the Town Center and felt that its character should be preserved.  

The Selectboard also noted the need for a sewerage system for the Town Center and stated 

that the need for a new Town Barn for the Highway Department for storage.  Traffic problems, 

including speeding in the school zones led to the request for “Slow Children” signs, flashing lights, 

and crosswalks. In general, the committees promoted beautifying the Town Center and adding 

sidewalks to make it more walkable.  Many of the issues brought up at the special meeting are still 

alive today. 

viii. Crowell History of Stow Regarding Minister’s Pond 

“The Reverend Jonathan Newell, who at one time owned a great deal of land in the lower 

village, later purchased land nearer Stow center. He lived on the place now owned by Clifton 

Fletcher, which according to the map of 1830, was occupied by Dr. Newell's widow. Dr. Newell, 

being of a scientific mind, and having great interest in the town of his choice, made many 

improvements. At this time on the corner lot, opposite Henry H. Warren's, was a very large pond 

of water. This was supplied by a brook, known as "Strong Water Brook," and the pond known as 

"Strong Water Pond." So great was this body of water, that at times it reached to the Center school-

house road (Pilot Grove School). Dr. Newell dug a trench deep enough to turn the course of this 

stream from the north to the south, causing it to flow through a culvert, under the road below Union 

Church, till it joined "Assabet" brook which flows into Assabet river. The land was well drained 

also. For this he received great reward from the Middlesex County Horticultural Society, for the 

greatest achievement in Middlesex County. From that time on, the pond below Union Church, is 

known as "Minister’s Pond." 

  



 

4. Overview of the Town Proposals for 323 Great Road 

 As discussed in the introduction and purpose section, the Selectboard, the responsible 

organization for controlling capital investments and locations, requested ideas, concepts and 

thoughts from municipal officials and town committees with regards to the future use of a portion 

of 323 Great Road.  The site plan of this parcel is depicted below.  The Planning Department 

received five proposals that are evaluated below.  

 

  

Figure 16 Subdivision sketch of the 323 Great Road Parcel 



a. Conservation and Recreation Commissions (2 proposals) 

The Conservation and Recreation Commissions presented two proposals for the future of 

the 323 Great Road parcel.  The two proposals are very similar with one distinguishing difference.  

Both options propose creating an accessible “Minister’s Pond Park” with smooth and sloped trails, 

benches, a gazebo, and an informal playing field in the location of the current meadow.  Access 

would be provided from an easement through the Union Church parking lot.  A parking lot for 

approximately 8 to 10 cars would be created to the north of the Union Church lot.  Warrant Article 

language leading to a 2013 Town Meeting vote of approval to purchase the property, noted the 

potential space for a public water supply well that could yield in the vicinity of 10,000 gallons per 

day (gpd), completely containing the necessary DEP mandated Zone 1 protection radius.  The 

below graphic identifies the potential wellhead locations with 200 foot radius for the water supply 

buffer. 

 
Figure 17 Potential Wellhead Protection Area Map. 



Option 1, as depicted in the drawing below, includes a three unit affordable housing 

building located in the western uplands of the site.  The structure proposed would be 75’ by 30’ 

totaling 4,500 square feet.  Two 1,500 square feet two bedroom and one 1,000 square feet one 

bedroom units are proposed. The building would be constructed on approximately one half acre of 

land that would be subdivided from the remaining park.  The proposal suggest utilizing the septic 

system that still remains from the former six bedroom house.  The units would be permitted under 

Chapter 40B and be developed by SMAHT or from a private developer.  

 
Figure 18 Conservation and Recreation Commission's Option #1 Sketch 



 
Figure 19 Conservation and Recreation Commission's Option #2 Sketch 

b. Stow Conservation Trust (SCT) 

The SCT proposal supports the Conservation and Recreation Commission’s Option #2 for 

recreational and water supply use only.  The SCT strongly believes this area should not be 

developed for housing or any other purpose as the Minister’s Pond area is an important scenic 

resource with aquatic, wetland, and floodplain habitat.  The SCT proposal elaborates with a “nature 

play area” that include play features that allow nature newcomers and youth to engage with the 

wilderness without getting far off the trail or safety.  Several examples are depicted below. 

 



 
Photograph 21 Images of "Nature Play" structures. Source: SCT proposal. 

  



c. Stow Municipal Affordable Housing Trust (SMAHT) 

SMAHT proposes 12 to 16 affordable housing units of cottage or bungalow style housing 

on approximately 2.5 acres of land.  The uplands would be developed with a clustered “community 

housing” development for median income earners homeownership.  The cottage style buildings, 

depicted below, fit in to the character of the Stow.  The development would generate property tax 

revenue for the Town.   The proposal also includes a municipal water supply and open space area 

for active and/or passive recreation.  The design strengthens the established town village feel and 

provides link among existing public buildings.   

 
Figure 20 SMAHT Proposal Design 

 “Housing development on the site could be a mix of privately-owned market-rate and 

affordable homes, with the ratio of each dependent on the amount of subsidizing funds that can be 

obtained from outside sources. The minimum percentage of affordable units would be 25%, if 

outside funding is not available. The affordable units could be made available through a Local 

Initiative Program (LIP) and would be eligible for Stow's Subsidized Housing Inventory (SHI) and 

extend the Town's “safe harbor” status. All the housing will generate property tax revenues to 

offset in part the original purchase price of the land while still providing other compatible 

municipal uses.” 



According to CED’s interview with SMAHT, an initial analysis indicated that the property 

could support approximately 12 to 16 housing units with a high tech septic system and onsite 

drinking water well.  If 12 to 16 units were constructed, four to six would be affordable for 

ownership and the rest market rate to subsidize the affordable units.  If a subsidy were available, 

only four units would be proposed with each being affordable.  SMAHT believes only four units 

could be constructed on the uplands so any additional units would be constructed further down the 

hill towards the pond.  SMAHT would also be willing to construct and manage a well of greater 

capacity than the housing would require to provide a water source for other facilities in the Town 

Center.  Although the SMAHT proposal focuses primarily on the housing aspect, it also seeks to 

cluster the development of smaller homes to conserve a significant amount of the property for less 

intensive public uses including walking trails, a boardwalk, and an informal playing field. 

 
Photograph 22 Example of Cottage/Bungalow units. Source: SMAHT proposal. 

  

Photograph 23 Example of Cottage/Bungalow units. Source: SMAHT proposal. 



d. Open Space Committee (OSC) 

According to the OSC proposal, the 323 Great Road parcel should be owned by the Town 

for general municipal purposes with the improvements, uses and management paid for through 

Town funds including Community Preservation Committee (CPC) funds.  The OSC suggest 

augmenting management and mitigating expenses through volunteer management and the use of 

agreements with local conservation organizations, religious groups or other charitable 

organizations.  The OSC believes this site is a key connector among other Town Center amenities. 

 
Figure 21 OSC Proposal Design 

The proposed uses of this plan are met with the installation of a walking/bike riding loop 

trail entering the property from the Union Church parking lot, from the north via an access road 

where a parking lot will be created, and in between the Police Station and Union Church on Great 

Road.  Additionally, the OSC proposes picnic grounds, passive recreation, informal concert venue 

for music events, fishing; and a public water supply. Some of the improvements include multi-



purpose walking/biking trails, a grass lawn area with picnic tables, benches along the shoreline, 

small parking area off the Crescent Street access road, a gazebo for a seasonal/temporary stage, 

monuments and sculptures, selective thinning/clearing of trees and brush; and a wellhead.  The 

OSC also would like to see the expansion of the Town’s sidewalk network in appropriate locations 

to connect to this area. 

                     
Figure 22 Boardwalk trail over water.           Figure 23 Boardwalk trail to a scenic overlook. 
Source: http://flickrhivemind.net/Tags/siftonbog/Interesting        Source: http://www.visitplymouthnc.com 
              
 

 

 

 

 

  



 

5. Evaluation of the Proposals 

 The five proposals submitted to the Stow Planning Department were reviewed based upon 

ten criteria.  CED also offered recommendations to improve each proposal.  It should be noted that 

this is a very specific and limited parcel totaling only four acres, some of which consists of the 

pond.  This parcel may not be capable of supporting every single criteria or element.  The Town 

will have to determine the appropriate balance of uses for this specific site.  

 
a. Conservation and Recreation Commission’s Proposals (2) 

1. Do they match the Master Plan? 

 These proposals match the Master Plan as both the Master Plan and the proposals promote 

the rural nature of Stow.  Conserving the parcel and opening it up to light recreational uses for the 

public is aligned with the Master Plan’s goals to promote the rural character of Stow.  The Option 

#2 is also suitable as the housing matches the needs of the community, while being appropriately 

scaled for the site. 

2. Do they match the zoning? 

 The western portion of the 323 Great Road parcel, including the uplands are zoned 

residential.  The eastern portion of the parcel, including Minister’s Pond, is zoned 

Conservation/Recreation and are located within the Floodplain Overlay District.  Conservation is 

allowed in all three districts.  Recreation is allowed in the Residential District and Floodplain 

Overlay District by Special Permit Authorized by the Board of Appeals.  The Zoning Bylaw, 

Section 5.1.1.7 states: The Board of Appeals may grant a special permit to allow any use or 

STRUCTURE otherwise permitted in the district overlain by the Floodplain District if it is clearly 

shown that the land intended for said use or structure is included within the Floodplain District 

through mapping error, or that no portion of said proposed new use or structure will be below the 

flood plain elevation as defined in this Bylaw. Where a mapping error is claimed, the petitioner 

claiming the same shall bear the burden of demonstrating that the Floodplain District is incorrect 

as it relates to the land subject to the special permit application.  Recreation is allowed in the 

Conservation/Recreation District by Special Permit Authorized by the Planning Board and by 

Special Permit Authorized by the Board of Appeals in the Residential District and Floodplain 

Overlay District.  The proposal for residential uses on the western portion of the parcel is 



appropriate as it is currently zoned residential and historically has been occupied by a six bedroom 

house.  Conservation or light recreational uses would also be appropriate throughout the property. 

3. Do they match the Open Space and Recreation Plan? 

Both of the Conservation and Recreation Commission’s proposals match the Town’s Open 

Space and Recreation Plan (OSRP), since both the OSRP and the proposals share an overall goal 

to create an opportunity for an accessible Town owned civic space. Even option #1 provides a 

significant amount of space for the creation of an accessible park.  The OSRP seeks to protect 

agricultural lands, active and passive recreation, significant surface and groundwater resources, 

scenic vistas, habitat, and historical or cultural resources.  As shown in the maps located within 

the OSRP section, 323 Great Road parcel is an unprotected parcel of surface and groundwater 

significance scenic significance, and wildlife habitat significance.  The property also has the 

possibility for some active and passive recreation.  However, it was not identified as a parcel with 

historical or cultural significance.  These proposals would protect these attributes and allow for 

appropriate public uses.  

4. Do they match the Housing Production Plan? 

 The Conservation and Recreation Option #1 does match the Housing Production Plan 

(HPP) as it promotes affordable housing, which will increase Stow’s affordable housing stock 

closer to the State’s 10% requirement.  Additionally, this is on Town owned property within an 

area of Stow in close proximity to many amenities and services.  The Option #2 does not match 

the HPP as it does not propose any housing. 

5. Do it match the Pedestrian Walkway Study 

Both proposals match the Pedestrian Walkway study as both plans share the common 

overall goal to create an opportunity for an accessible Town owned civic space, which works hand 

in hand with fostering the walkability for pedestrians.  The proposals also promotes the creation 

of walkable spaces within the Stow center, although mostly for recreational uses as opposed to 

enhancing walkability in general.  The proposed accessible paths would likely be crushed gravel 

that would not put much stress on the natural landscape.  

6. Do they comply with conservation commission guidelines, wetland 

restrictions, endangered species, and other environmental concerns? 



 Both of the Conservation and Recreation Commission proposals are sensitive to the 

environmental needs of the Minister’s Pond area.  The housing in Option #1 and the gazebo are 

located on the upland, well away from the wellhead buffer, as stated in the Town Planning 

Department wellhead map in Section 4 above.  Additionally, the structures are out of the FEMA 

AE Zone: 100 year floodplain (1% Annual Chance of Flooding) and X Zone: 500 year floodplain 

(0.2% Annual Chance of Flooding) floodplain, and Floodplain Overlay District (zoning) noted in 

the maps in Section 3.C.ii.  The below MassGIS map indicates that the Town Center and the 323 

Great Road parcel are not located within an area mapped as Habitat for Rare Wildlife or Species. 

 
Figure 24 Map of Habitat for Rare Wildlife or Species 

7. Do they protect Stow’s character? 

 Both proposals match and protect Stow’s character.  The small affordable housing 

development is properly scaled for the site.  The conservation of this property with its beautiful 

natural elements continues Stow’s rural tradition. 

8. Are there potential issues with abutters or stakeholders? 



 The residential and light recreational uses proposed should not cause many disturbances 

with the abutting churches or residences.  One possibly issue may be parking for the housing versus 

parking for the potential park.  There could be conflicts with access, parking, and property 

boundaries if the site is not designed properly to clearly identify the separation of the community 

housing and the park.  Currently, a perimeter trail is proposed around the affordable housing 

structure.  This may lead to issues.  Additionally, if the Union Church parking lot is used as the 

access road, there are potential conflicts with spillover parking from either the church into the park 

or housing parking lot or vice versa.  Although the Crescent Street access road is a right of way 

for the use of 323 Great Road, it should be determined whether using the ROW for recreation or 

access to a parking area would be “overburdening” the easement.   

9. What are the costs to the Town to implement project? 

Neither proposal included cost estimates. However, it is reasonable to assume that the 

installation of trails, gazebo, and other passive recreation facilities in Option #1 will be less 

expensive than constructing the housing in Option #1.  The Pedestrian Walkway Study indicates 

that the cost to construct sidewalks is $62.50 per feet.  The accessible trails proposed will not be 

of asphalt or concrete construction so will not be as expensive as this figure.  There will also be 

some maintenance costs associated with cleaning the park and maintaining benches and the 

gazebo.  According to the SMAHT proposal, the estimated cost per unit for the cottage houses to 

be produced in the SMAHT proposal is approximately $280,000.  It is presumed that the single 

three family dwelling would be slightly less than this figure per unit. As for the Town`s costs, the 

amount of that cost that would go to Stow`s budget would vary, since SMAHT is considering the 

project to be eligible for the following funding sources: Stow Community Preservation Act Funds, 

MassHousing/New England Fund, MassWorks Infrastructure Program, Mass Affordable Housing 

Trust Fund, Community Based Housing, CEDAC, Federal Home Loan Bank, DHCD First Time 

Home Buyer Program, and Alternative Energy/Green Grants as well as themselves.  It is important 

to note that grants and other funding sources are expected for each proposal that will alter the 

upfront costs for the Town.  

10. What are the benefits to the Town by new tax revenue? 

Here again, the opportunity costs can play an important role with explaining that the Town 

of Stow can gain in terms of tax revenue if the area surrounding Minister’s Pond is to be devoted 



to a Conservation and Recreation area. In case such an area manages to attract visitors, an eco-

tourism industry could bring the Town of Stow revenues arising from related activities like 

hospitality oriented businesses, restaurants, etc.  According to John L. Crompton of Texas A&M 

University’s 2007 research “The Impact of Parks and Open Spaces on Property Values,” evidence 

shows that preserving open space can be a less expensive alternative to development.  “The 

proximate principle states that the market value of properties located proximate to a park or open 

space (POS) are frequently higher than comparable properties located elsewhere. The higher value 

of these properties means that their owners pay higher property taxes. The increment of those taxes 

that is attributable to the POS may be used to retire bonds issued to acquire, develop or renovate 

it. In some cases, the increment is sufficient to fully meet these debt charges” (Crompton, 2007). 

11. CED’s recommendations to improve the proposal 

 The access via an easement through the Union Church parking lot should be detailed with 

wayfinding signage to lead the housing tenants and park attendants to their designated parking.  

The parking for the housing and park should also be distinguished to eliminate possible conflicts. 

The perimeter trail surrounding the housing should also be reconsidered or further evaluated.  

Relocating the housing closer to the western property boundary and moving the trail to the east of 

the building may eliminate any conflicts of uses.  If the Crescent Street access road is used for 

access to the parcel, the easement could be marked for pedestrian use only to relieve the burden of 

extra vehicular traffic.   



 

b.    Stow Municipal Affordable Housing Trust (SMAHT) Proposal 

1. Does it match the Master Plan? 

If SMAHT can fit all of their elements into the 4 acre parcel, their proposal most closely 

matches the Master Plan as it includes both market rate and affordable housing for homeownership, 

recreational uses associated with the beauty of Minister’s Pond, and supplies a water source for 

the Town Center.  Any one of these elements matches the Master Plan.  The question is: Is there 

enough space on the 4 acre parcel to fit each of the elements and in what proportion? And: What 

is the optimal proportion of these elements on this site? 

2. Does it match the zoning? 

 The western portion of the 323 Great Road parcel, including the uplands are zoned 

residential.  The eastern portion of the parcel, including Minister’s Pond, are zoned 

Conservation/Recreation and are located within the Floodplain Overlay District.  Conservation is 

allowed in all three districts.  Recreation is allowed in the Residential District and Floodplain 

Overlay District by Special Permit Authorized by the Board of Appeals.  Recreation is allowed in 

the Conservation/Recreation District by Special Permit Authorized by the Planning Board.  The 

SMAHT proposal for residential uses on the western portion of the parcel is appropriate as it is 

currently zoned residential and historically has been occupied by a six bedroom house.  

Conservation or light recreational uses would also be appropriate in the eastern portion of the 

property. 

3. Does it match the Open Space and Recreation Plan? 

The proposal from the SMAHT partially matches the town’s Open Space and Recreation 

Plan if it can indeed protect a portion of the property for a public park.  This proposal has the 

potential of developing a large majority of the property, eliminating or severely reducing the 

possibility for a park.  The development should be carefully planned regarding stormwater runoff 

and drainage so as not to alter the integrity of Minister’s Pond.  Developing on areas of the property 

not on the uplands should undergo further environmental investigation to reduce negative impacts 

to the pond and surrounding environmental resources.  

4. Does it match the Housing Production Plan? 



 SMAHT’s proposal does match the HPP as it promotes affordable home ownership and 

mixed income housing to meet the needs of young professionals and seniors looking to downsize.  

Additionally, this is on Town owned property within an area of Stow in close proximity to many 

amenities and services.   

5. Does it match the Pedestrian Walkway Study 

The SMAHT proposal matches the Pedestrian Walkway study in the sense that the newly 

built housing units could indeed facilitate access to parcel 323, as well as fostering the walkability 

for pedestrians, considering that the building of those housing units shall include a complete 

driveway to connect the units with the sidewalk and the street.  

6. Does it comply with conservation commission guidelines, wetland 

restrictions, endangered species, and other environmental concerns? 

SMAHT’s proposal identifies an area of approximately 2.5 acres on the western portion of 

the parcel for the 12 to 16 housing units.  The exact boundaries are not defined on the plan; 

however, they appear to be mostly on the uplands, away from the wellhead buffer, as stated in the 

Town Planning Department wellhead map in Section 4 above. There is a possibility that this is not 

large enough to support all 12 to 16 units on the uplands and the housing would encroach on the 

AE Zone: 100 year floodplain (1% Annual Chance of Flooding) and Floodplain Overlay Zoning 

District noted in the maps in Section 3.C.ii.  The housing would not be permitted by Stow zoning 

in the Floodplain Overlay District. 

7. Does it protect Stow’s character? 

 SMAHT’s proposal mostly matches and protects Stow’s character.  The types of homes 

proposed are quaint New England cottages.  The design of the housing should be appropriate to 

the historical and regional context. The clustered density of the housing proposed is not exactly in 

line with Stow’s historical large lot residence; however, it would allow for the conservation of the 

eastern portion of this property.   

8. Are there potential issues with abutters or stakeholders? 

 The residential and light recreational uses proposed should not cause many disturbances 

with the abutting churches or residences.  One possible issue may be parking for the housing versus 

parking for the potential park. There could be conflicts with access, parking, and property 

boundaries if the site is not designed properly to clearly identify the separation of the community 



housing and the park.  Additionally, if the Union Church parking lot is used as the access road, 

there are potential conflicts with spillover parking from either the church into the park or housing 

parking lot or vice versa. 

9. What are the costs to the Town to implement project? 

The estimated cost per unit for the houses to be produced is approximately $280,000, with 

the total cost varying according to the total units to be built. As for the Town`s costs, the amount 

of that cost that would go to Stow`s budget would vary, since SMAHT is considering the project 

to be eligible for the following funding sources: Stow Community Preservation Act Funds, 

MassHousing/New England Fund, MassWorks Infrastructure Program, Mass Affordable Housing 

Trust Fund, Community Based Housing, CEDAC, Federal Home Loan Bank, DHCD First Time 

Home Buyer Program, and Alternative Energy/Green Grants as well as SMAHT. 

10. What are the benefits to the Town by new tax revenue? 

According to the most up to date taxation rate from Stow, which is set at $19.98 

per thousand, plus the Unit prices that SMAHT is proposing to establish for their units ($135,000 

for one bedroom units and $156,000 for two bedrooms units), the Town of Stow should collect 

$2,697.3 for the one bedroom unit and $3,126.87 for the two bedrooms unit every year.  The total 

tax revenue for the Town of Stow would vary according to the total of units built as well as their 

respective configuration (with one or two bedrooms). A fiscal impact analysis is be required to 

determine if the costs outweigh the benefits.  A fiscal impact analysis is a projection of the direct, 

current and public costs and revenues associated with a development to the local jurisdiction. 

11. CED’s recommendations to improve the proposal 

 SMAHTs initial proposal is very optimistic.  It proposes 12 to 16 housing units, light 

recreational uses, and a wellhead.  The proposals narrative and design are less detailed than the 

Conservation and Recreation Commission’s proposals.  Details regarding the exact location of the 

well with the 200 foot buffer need to be generated, as well as details regarding ownership and the 

potential permitting cost of needing a public water supply.  Additionally, the exact sizes and 

locations of the housing units would need to be determined and mapped out with current zoning 

setbacks, floodplain boundaries, and the 200 foot wellhead buffer in mind.  SMAHT should map 

out the development with individual private wells for each structure. Since SMAHT is proposing 

individual, detached cottage homes, it is likely that the 12 to 16 units would not all fit on the 



uplands.  During CED’s interview with SMAHT, SMAHT stated they believe only four units could 

be constructed on the uplands so any additional units would be constructed further down the hill 

towards the pond.   

Even with clustering the homes, much of the developable land may be needed to construct 

this number of units, eliminating or severely reducing the possibility for a park.  SMAHT should 

lay out the various options/number of housing units based on the availability of subsidies as 

separate plans to make the proposals distinct and clear.  These options should be honest in the 

possibility of a park, as well as the types of activities and location of trails and entrances with the 

housing development. A fiscal impact analysis is be required to determine if the costs outweigh 

the benefits. 

 The access via an easement through the Union Church parking lot should be detailed with 

wayfinding signage to lead the housing tenants and park attendants to their designated parking.  If 

the access is to be through the Crescent Street access road, an evaluation of the current demands 

on the narrow road should be conducted to determine if the increased traffic flow would cause a 

detriment to the area.  The parking for the housing and park should also be distinguished to 

eliminate possible conflicts. Revisiting the discussion with Union Church regarding deeded access 

and agreement to tie into septic system is also recommended.   

Possible funding for affordable housing can be sought out through the State’s Additional 

Funding for Housing Preservation and Stabilization Trust Fund, which has $3 million to provide 

a flexible method for funding affordable housing for low-income families and individuals in the 

Commonwealth. 

  



c. Stow Conservation Trust Proposal 

1. Does it match the Master Plan? 

 The SCT proposal matches the Master Plan as it promotes the rural nature of Stow.  The 

Master Plan projected the Town Center to remain essentially as it is today.  Conserving this central 

parcel is align with the Master Plan. 

2. Does it match the zoning? 

The western portion of the 323 Great Road parcel, including the uplands are zoned 

residential.  The eastern portion of the parcel, including Minister’s Pond, are zoned 

Conservation/Recreation and are located within the Floodplain Overlay District.  Conservation is 

allowed in all three districts.  Recreation is allowed in the Residential District and Floodplain 

Overlay District by Special Permit Authorized by the Board of Appeals.  Recreation is allowed in 

the Conservation/Recreation District by Special Permit Authorized by the Planning Board.  The 

SCT proposal for extending the conservation and recreation uses to the western portion of the 

parcel is appropriate. 

3. Does it match the Open Space and Recreation Plan? 

The proposal from the SCT matches the town’s Open Space and Recreation Plan, since 

both share an overall goal to create an opportunity for an accessible Town owned civic space. The 

Open Space and Recreation Plan seeks to protect agricultural lands, active and passive recreation, 

significant surface and groundwater resources, scenic vistas, habitat, and historical or cultural 

resources.  As shown in the maps located within the OSRP section, 323 Great Road parcel is an 

unprotected parcel of surface and groundwater significance scenic significance, and wildlife 

habitat significance.  The property also has the possibility for some active and passive recreation.  

However, it was not identified as a parcel with historical or cultural significance.  The SCT 

proposal would protect these attributes and allow for appropriate public uses.   

4. Does it match the Housing Production Plan? 

 The SCT proposal does not match the HPP as it does not propose affordable housing on a 

Town owned property within an area of Stow in close proximity to many amenities and services.   

5. Does it match the Pedestrian Walkway Study 

The SCT proposal does partially match the Pedestrian Walkway Study in the sense that it 

also promotes the creation of walkable spaces within the Stow center, although mostly for 



recreational uses as opposed to enhancing walkability in general.  The SCT’s proposed accessible 

paths would likely be crushed gravel that would not put much stress on the natural landscape.  

6. Does it comply with conservation commission guidelines, wetland 

restrictions, endangered species, and other environmental concerns? 

 The SCT proposal is sensitive to the environmental needs of the Minister’s Pond area.  

Since no permanent structures are proposed, there are minimal concerns with environmental 

guidelines.  

7. Does it protect Stow’s character? 

 The SCT proposal matches and protects Stow’s character.  The conservation of this 

property with beautiful natural elements continues Stow’s rural tradition. 

8. Are there potential issues with abutters or stakeholders? 

 The light recreational uses proposed should not cause disturbances with the abutting 

churches or residences.     

9. What are the costs to the Town to implement project? 

The SCT proposal did not include cost estimates in their document. However, it is 

reasonable to assume that the installation of trails, gazebo, and other passive recreation facilities 

will be less expensive than constructing housing.  The Pedestrian Walkway Study indicates that 

the cost to construct sidewalks is $62.50 per feet.  The accessible trails proposed will not be of 

asphalt or concrete construction so will not be as expensive as this figure.  There will also be some 

maintenance costs associated with cleaning the park and maintaining benches and the gazebo.   

10. What are the benefits to the Town by new tax revenue? 

Despite the lack of numbers to give body to a more detailed estimation on how the Town 

of Stow could profit from the SCT proposal, it is not unusual that the properties that abut and/or 

are located in the vicinities of environments with landscapes of such nature tend to undergo a 

process of positive price valuation. That could result in an increase of the tax revenues that the 

Town of Stow could collect based on the properties` prices. 

11. CED’s recommendations to improve the proposal 

Since the SCT proposal essentially seconds the Conservation and Recreation 

Commission’s Option #2, the SCT should work with the Conservation and Recreation 



Commissions to build one Ministers Park plan.  As stated above, the access via an easement 

through the Union Church parking lot should be detailed with wayfinding signage to lead the 

housing tenants and park attendants to their designated parking.  The parking for the housing and 

park should also be distinguished to eliminate possible conflicts. A fiscal impact analysis is be 

required to determine if the costs outweigh the benefits. 

 

  



 

d. Open Space Committee Proposal 

1. Does it match the Master Plan? 

 The OSC proposal matches the Master Plan as it promotes the rural nature of Stow.  The 

Master Plan projected the Town Center to remain essentially as it is today.  Conserving this central 

parcel is align with the Master Plan. 

2. Does it match the zoning? 

The western portion of the 323 Great Road parcel, including the uplands are zoned 

residential.  The eastern portion of the parcel, including Minister’s Pond, are zoned 

Conservation/Recreation and are located within the Floodplain Overlay District.  Conservation is 

allowed in all three districts.  Recreation is allowed in the Residential District and Floodplain 

Overlay District by Special Permit Authorized by the Board of Appeals.  Recreation is allowed in 

the Conservation/Recreation District by Special Permit Authorized by the Planning Board.  The 

OSC proposal for extending the conservation and recreation uses to the western portion of the 

parcel is appropriate. 

3. Does it match the Open Space and Recreation Plan? 

The proposal from the Open Space Committee’s matches the town’s Open Space and 

Recreation Plan, since both share an overall goal to create an opportunity for an accessible Town 

owned civic space. The Open Space and Recreation Plan seeks to protect agricultural lands, active 

and passive recreation, significant surface and groundwater resources, scenic vistas, habitat, and 

historical or cultural resources.  As shown in the maps located within the OSRP section, 323 Great 

Road parcel is an unprotected parcel of surface and groundwater significance scenic significance, 

and wildlife habitat significance.  The property also has the possibility for some active and passive 

recreation.  However, it was not identified as a parcel with historical or cultural significance.   

4. Does it match the Housing Production Plan? 

 The OSC proposal does not match the HPP as it does not propose affordable housing on a 

Town owned property within an area of Stow in close proximity to many amenities and services.   

5. Does it match the Pedestrian Walkway Study 

The OSC proposal does match the Pedestrian Walkway study as both plans share the 

common overall goal to create an opportunity for an accessible Town owned civic space, which 



works hand in hand with fostering the walkability for pedestrians.  The OSC proposal also 

promotes the creation of walkable spaces within the Stow center, although mostly for recreational 

uses as opposed to enhancing walkability in general.  The OSC’s proposed accessible paths would 

likely be crushed gravel that would not put much stress on the natural landscape.  

6. Does it comply with conservation commission guidelines, wetland 

restrictions, endangered species, and other environmental concerns? 

 The OSC proposal is sensitive to the environmental needs of the Minister’s Pond area.  The 

gazebo is located on the upland, well away from the wellhead buffer, as stated in the Town 

Planning Department wellhead map in Section 4 above.  Additionally, it is out of the AE Zone: 

100 year floodplain (1% Annual Chance of Flooding) and Floodplain Overlay Zoning District 

noted in the maps in Section 3.C.ii.  The Town Center and the 323 Great Road parcel are not 

located within an area mapped as Habitat for Rare Wildlife or Species. 

7. Does it protect Stow’s character? 

 The OSC proposal matches and protects Stow’s character.  The conservation of this 

property with beautiful natural elements continues Stow’s rural tradition. 

8. Are there potential issues with abutters or stakeholders? 

 The light recreational uses proposed should not cause disturbances with the abutting 

churches or residences.  The gazebo is proposed for use as an informal concert venue and music 

events.  It is presumed that these events would be early evening or weekend type events that 

shouldn’t disturb the peace of the area; however, loud amplification would be not be recommended 

for this area.  The proposed parking is located at the south end of the Crescent Street access road, 

which is only 15 feet wide.  This could cause some nuisance for the residential neighbors and 

businesses.    

9. What are the costs to the Town to implement project? 

The OSC proposal did not include cost estimates in their document. However, it is 

reasonable to assume that the installation of trails, gazebo, and other passive recreation facilities 

will be less expensive than constructing housing.  The Pedestrian Walkway Study indicates that 

the cost to construct sidewalks is $62.50 per feet.  The accessible trails proposed will not be of 

asphalt or concrete construction so will not be as expensive as this figure.  There will also be some 

maintenance costs associated with cleaning the park and maintaining benches and the gazebo.   



10. What are the benefits to the Town by new tax revenue? 

Here again, due to the lack of numbers it is hard to come up with a more detailed estimation 

on how the Town of Stow could profit from the OSC proposal. Nevertheless, it is reasonable to 

assume that the abutting properties as well as those located in the vicinities of Stow Town Center 

will experience a process of positive price valuation, which would result in an increase of the tax 

revenues that the Town of Stow could collect based on the properties` values. 

11. CED’s recommendations to improve the proposal 

 Since the OSC proposal is very similar to the Conservation and Recreation Commission’s 

Option #2 and SCT proposal and shares the same values, the OSC should work with the 

Conservation and Recreation Commissions and SCT to build one Ministers Park plan.  The access 

via the Crescent Street access road should be further investigated.  An evaluation of the current 

demands on the narrow road should be conducted to determine if the increased traffic flow would 

cause a detriment to the area. A fiscal impact analysis is be required to determine if the costs 

outweigh the benefits.  

 Lastly, the OSC proposal indicated that much of the maintenance could be conducted 

through volunteer agreements with local conservation organizations, religious groups or other 

charitable organizations.  The OSC should identify these exact organizations that may be willing 

to assist in the maintenance and craft the volunteer agreements that would convince the Town that 

the work would actually be performed and the organizations could be relied upon.  Without this, 

it is likely that the Town would bear the cost burden of maintaining the park.    



6. Public Forum 

On October 29, 2014, the CED team held a Town Center Planning Forum at the Stow Town 

Hall from 7:00 to 9:00 PM.  Residents of Stow and members of the committees who submitted 

proposals for the 323 Great Road parcel were invited to participate. A memo was sent by the Stow 

Planning Department to the residents in the Town Center area.  The 25 participants included eight 

members of the Stow Conservation Trust, the members of the Stow Open Space Committee, three 

members of the Stow Conservation Commission, two members of the Stow Municipal Affordable 

Housing Trust, one member of the Stow Recreation Department, two planning board members, 

and a member of the Selectboard. 

         The workshop began with a short presentation of the Town Center Study and an overview 

of the 323 Great Road proposals.  The participants were then split into four groups for a breakout 

exercise that include a “SWOT” analysis of both the Town Center and each of the 323 Great Road 

proposals.  A SWOT analysis is a structured planning exercise used to evaluate the Strengths, 

Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats associated with a project or area.  Analysis of the results 

are listed below. 
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 The forum began with a short presentation of the Town Center Study and an overview of 

the 323 Great Road proposals.  The participants were then split into four groups for a breakout 

exercise that include a “SWOT” analysis of both the Town Center and each of the 323 Great Road 

proposals.  A SWOT analysis is a structured planning exercise used to evaluate the Strengths, 
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are listed below. 

 



Team 1 SWOT Analysis: 

 
Team 1 – Five most important actions: 

I. Designate a conservation restriction on the property.  
II. Conduct a land use design competition. 

III. The water supply should be preserved. 
IV. Access to the parcel and traffic mitigation should be explore and planned. 
V. An integrated plan for the Town Center should be created. 

  

Strengths:                                                                 
 (1) The parcel and Town Center are beautiful. 
 (2) 323 Great Rd is a potential water source.  
 323 Great Rd is a unique central space. 
 The parcel is in good shape. 

Weaknesses:                                                           
 (1) Access to the central parcel may be 

difficult.  
 (2) The site may be too small for housing.  
 There may be issues with traffic flow and 

Parking. 
 Visibility Opportunities:                                                            

 (1) The parcel could be a park and hold 
community events.  

 (2) 323 Great Rd is a potential water source. 
 (3) The parcel could be used for affordable 

housing  
 The Fire Station site could be used for 

housing. 

Threats:                                                                 
 (1) A permanent change may be a threat to 

the parcel and pond.  
 (2) Housing may negative impact the land.  



Team 2 SWOT Analysis: 
 

 
Team 2 – Five most important actions: 

I. The Town should figure out what is needed to develop the water supply.  Does it need a 
treatment building?  Will it be used for potable water or fire suppression? 

II. The Town should determine if the parcel is going to be permanently preserved, for what 
uses, and determine what steps are needed to preserve it. 

III. The Town should undertake a view shed study. 
IV. The Town should study mobility options between Town buildings and 323 Great Road. 
V. The Town should evaluate storm water impacts on the parcel. 

 
 
 
 

Opportunities:                                                            
  (1) Opening up Minister’s Pond to public 

access and view is a major opportunity. 
 The condition of the pond could be improved. 
 Pop-up market (farmers, spring fest, culture) 
 The parcel could be used as a water supply 

for the Town Center. 
 A community park could tie together the 

Town Center. 
 A small park could allow for small steps to 

exploring nature for people new to the 
outdoors. 

Strengths:                                                                 
 (1) The parcel has a strong character 

including history, architecture, and iconic 
views of Stow and the churches.  

 (2) Minister’s Pond and the view from the 
intersection at Crescent St. and Pilot Grove 
farm are a strength. 

 (3) The Town Center is defined by separating 
shopping and commercial activities out of the 
center. 

 The market value of the parcel is a strength. 
 Affordable housing at Pilot Grove would find 

the open space useful. 
 Walking trails and access to site is a potential 

strength. 
 A Spring festival could be held at the pond. 

Weaknesses:                                                              
 (1) The parcel is inaccessible and needs 

public access. 
 (2) Traffic and lack of parking in the Town 

Center are weaknesses. 
 Increasing the amount of low income 

housing in the Town Center would be a 
weakness. It should be spread out more 
throughout the town.  

 There are no parks in the Town Center. 
 The parcel is fairly hidden. 
 The pond is shallow with silt and has a 

choked off water flow. 
 High amount of impervious area with 

affordable housing would be a weakness 
 Affordable housing may not fit with 

recreation. 
 Possibly conflicts with abutters could be a 

weakness.

Threats:                                                                  
 (1) Losing rural character of center 
 (2) Become lost / obscured as town asset – 

don’t get to utilize asset / opportunity 
 Do nothing – become overgrown with 

invasive plants 
 Development that increases traffic 

 



 
Team 3 SWOT Analysis: 
 

 
Team 3 – Five most important actions: 

I. The Town should designate and protect the 323 Great Road parcel for use as a 
community park with trails. 

II. The Town should create a plan for a community park at the 323 Great Road parcel. 
III. The Town should develop funding sources for the redevelopment of 323 Great Road 

parcel such as Community Preservation Act (CPA) grants. 
IV. The Town should create a unified circulation plan addressing pedestrian and vehicular 

traffic patterns for the 323 Great Road parcel and Town Center. 
V. The Town should create an endowment for ongoing stewardship of a community park. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Opportunities:                                                            
 There is an opportunity to create a unified 

Town Center. 
 The Town could create an attractive public 

access to pond. 
 The parcel could be a community and youth 

gathering place with its proximity to schools. 
 It is a potential site for a public water source. 
 The aspects of pond are unique and provide 

opportunity for nature education. 

Strengths:                                                                 
 (1) The parcel is in the Town Center. 
 The parcel is very beautiful. 
 The parcel is in close proximity with Town 

buildings and services. 
 The current appearance and character of the 

area is good. 

Weaknesses:                                                              
 The Town Center is not very walkable. 
 There are no obvious parking options. 
 Public access to the parcel is a weakness. 
 The parcel site configuration is not ideal for 

housing. 
 If the parcel is used for housing it will seem 

less welcoming for the public. 

Threats:                                                                  
  (1) This may be one of last chances for 

public access to Minister’s Pond. 
 Unauthorized access to the parcel would be a 

threat. 
 Without planning, the Town Center could 

grow haphazardly rather than in a unified 
way. 
 



Team 4 SWOT Analysis: 

 
Team 4 – Five most important actions: 

I. The Town should connect the sidewalk on Crescent Street to the Pilot Grove Apartments. 
II. The Town should create a Park and/or Housing Master Plan for the 323 Great Road 

parcel. 
III. The Town should conduct a traffic study. 

Opportunities:                                                            
  Changing uses is an opportunity to plan 

across the larger area. 
 The parcel could be recreation for the Pilot 

Grove apartments. 
 Opportunity to continue the HPP and extend 

safe harbor. 
 The traffic pattern needs to be reconfigured. 
 Town center water supply is an opportunity. 
 It could be a walker-friendly parcel. 
 Expand active recreation with fields. 
 There are church-related opportunities in the 

meadow. 
 The parcel could be cleaned up and the pond 

properly managed.  
 More Town Center parking is an opportunity. 
 More natural school access could be used for 

field trips. 
 The parcel could host a farmers market. 

Strengths:                                                                 
 (1) The parcel is still undeveloped. 
 (2) There are opportunities from multiple use 

changes in this area. 
 (3) The parcel is conveniently located in the 

center of Town. 
 (4) The parcel is in close proximity to public 

institutions including the Library, Police & 
Fire Stations, Town Hall and churches. 

 The pond and parcel are very beautiful. 
 The parcel has access to Great Rd. and 

Crescent St. 
 The area is safe. 
 The parcel has varied topography. 
 The ponds edge is stable. 
 The parcel is included in many plans from 

town organizations. 
 The parcel has a walkable scale. 

Weaknesses:                                                              
 (1) There is challenging access from Great 

Road and the right of way from Crescent 
Street is limited. 

 The pond is ecologically sensitive and 
recreation may have a negative impact. 

Threats:                                                                  
 (1) Access to the parcel from 117 is 

challenging and the right of way from 
Crescent Street is limited. 

 The pond is ecologically sensitive and 
recreation may be a threat. 

 



IV. The Town should create a Master Plan for the Town Center. 
V. The Town should analyze the opportunities for the current Fire Station and Crescent 

Street Highway Building. 
VI. The Town should consider a Library collaboration program. 

VII. The Town should create renderings and a design plan for the 323 Great Road parcel.



ALL TEAM’S STRENGHTS: 

 
 

 An analysis of the strengths pointed out by the four different tables during building of the 

SWOT charts reveals that there is a consensus on the aesthetic character of the area surrounding 

Minister’s Pond within the Town Center. Another aspect that appeared in all mentions relates to 

the prime location of the 323 Great Road parcel, due to its adjacency to the Minister’s Pond, as 

well as to other major civil services such as the two schools, the Library, the Police and Fire 

Stations, the Town Hall, and Town Building.  

 The participants also highlighted the rural character of the area with its connectedness with 

other parts of Stow, be it by walking or driving. According to participants, the architecture is an 

important element for ensuring that the rural character of Stow is maintained. 

  



ALL TEAM’S WEAKNESSES: 

 
 Housing was identified as one of the main weaknesses that were cited by the participants 

of the forum.  As previously noted, the forum participants were heavily weighted towards 

conservation issues.  Most participants were not necessarily against affordable housing but saw 

building any substantial structures on the 323 Great Road parcel as a weakness.  Affordable 

housing could be constructed just outside the Town Center, or even possibly on the Crescent 

Street Highway Building property. 

 Issues like elevated car traffic, as well as accessibility [or lack of] to the Minister’s Pond 

were also considered to be weaknesses.  Many participants noted how difficult it can be to even 

view the water from the pond from Crescent Street or Great Road.  Walkability and accessibility 

of the area were also identified as weaknesses.  Participants indicated the need for more 

sidewalks and/or trails connecting the Town Center.  Specifically, it was noted that there are no 

sidewalks to the north of the pond on Crescent Street up to West Acton Road where the large 

affordable housing “Pilot Grove” development is located. 

  



ALL TEAM’S OPPORTUNITIES: 

 
 

 Participants mentioned the chance to create a unified town center.  It was strongly noted 

that this might be Stow’s last chance to establish a public-oriented use for the Minister’s Pond.  

Participants wished to take advantage of the natural elements and recreational potential of the area.  

Access was mentioned often.  The use of 323 Great Road for more public uses also creates 

opportunities for hosting events like farmer`s markets, festivals and other community events. 

Although the area may be suitable as a park, the possibility for creating a place for affordable 

housing in this prime location was also considered as an opportunity. 

 



ALL TEAM’S THREATS:

 
 Most of the threats that were mentioned by the participants relate to future possibilities that 

work against the aforementioned strengths related to the current and traditional rural character of 

Stow.  The dangers of new developments that do not follow a clear pattern of integration between 

Town Center and the other surrounding area were also noted.  

 Other threats stated relate to the environmental properties of the Minister’s Pond, whose 

ecosystem is fragile and requires careful management. Here again, the risks of unplanned 

development were often brought by the participants as something to be avoided. Problems with 

access to the pond, as well as unauthorized access, were mentioned as threatening. 

 
 
 
 

  



ALL TEAM’S MOST IMPORTANT ACTIONS: 

 



 Finally, a compilation of the four groups’ recommendations for actions show that there is 

a strong desire to continue planning activities for the Town Center and for the future uses of 323 

Great Road.   Plan, create, develop, and design were mentioned frequently.  A strong emphasis on 

“community” indicates that whatever the future may be for 323 Great Road, input from the 

residents of Stow and the ability of its residents to connect with the property is important.  The 

integration of the 323 Great Road property with the rest of the Town Center through a more 

comprehensive network of sidewalks/trails was recommended. Lastly, participants recommended 

using traffic calming measures to enhance the Town Center as a more pedestrian friendly 

environment. 

 
 

 

  



 

7. Storage Needs Survey 

In order to better understand the population’s needs regarding alternatives for potential 

uses of the old Fire Station building, as well as the Crescent Street Highway Building next to the 

cemetery, we asked for the planning department of Stow to spread a quick survey to the key 

stakeholders. The survey consisted of four straight to the point questions to be textually answered 

and are listed below: 

1. Where do you currently store items related to your department?  (e.g. vehicles, trailers, 

equipment, files, etc.) 

2. Do you believe you have sufficient storage space for current and future needs? 

3. If the Fire-Station was converted into a storage building, would your department like to 

make use of that space? 

4. Do you think using the Fire-Station and the Crescent St. Highway buildings as storage is 

the best use for those buildings? 

The survey was sent by the Stow Planning Department to stakeholders whose interests are 

directly involved with the future use of those spaces in Stow Town Center.  The outreach included 

48 addresses representing the following:  Accountant, Agricultural Commission, Assessors 

Department, Building Department, Cemetery Department, Council on Aging, Community 

Preservation Committee, Conservation Commission, Police Department, Fire Department, 

Finance Committee, Selectboard, Board of Health, Highway Department, IT, Library, Recreation 

Department, Stow TV, Town Administrator, Town Clerk, Treasurer, Town Nurse, and Veterans 

Agent. 

Fourteen surveys were collected in total.  The respondents are not identifiable except for if 

they chose to include personal marks onto their answers.  In the analysis of the results, it is possible 

to see that the majority of respondents are currently experiencing problems with lack of storage 

space, and different ideas as alternative uses for the two aforementioned buildings. 

  



 1. Where do you currently store items related to your department?  (e.g. vehicles, trailers, 

equipment, files, etc.) 

Text Response 

·    Old Town Hall, Stow Community park barn, Pine Bluff storage shed 

·    Election equipment - Town Building attic and maintenance shed at Center 

·    Our office file cabinets and in the vault 

·    Office, Flagg Hill Garage 

·    In my tiny attic office 

·    Town Building attic, my office, and some election equipment is in the maintenance 

building at Center School 

·    The only items requiring storage are my files and they are all kept in my office 

·    On site in building 

·    In our office or in the vault 

·    Closets, desks and wherever we can 

·    Town Building 3rd Floor attic space, Lower Level - Pump Room, Back Hallways, 

etc.  Highway Department Yard, Crescent St. Highway building, Pompo School 

·    Office closets, vault (sparingly), ugly bankers' boxes in our office 

·                   In the closet area next to our office/TV station. 

·               Maintenance Building is at Brookside Cemetery, off of Box Mill Road. The garage 

is 16x32 with two storage addition 1at 10x12 and the other at 8x10; equaling a total of 712 

sq. ft. The other storage area is two garage bays at the Crescent Street Garage. The garage 

bays are 24x28 totaling 672 square feet. 



  The question above shows that all the stakeholders that responded do need (and make use 

of) space for storing different types of objects ranging from items that can be as small as office 

material to as big as raw material for grave yard maintenance. 

It is possible to find that there are users in need of more adequate spaces for storage, 

considering answers such as: 

● “wherever we can” 

● “ugly bankers' boxes” 

●  “in my tiny attic office” 

2.  Do you believe you have sufficient storage space for current and future needs? 

Text Response 

·    No 

·    Yes 

·    No 

·    Yes 

·    Yes 

·    Yes 

·    I do 

·    No 

·    No, we haven't had sufficient space since I started working here! 

·    No 

·    NO! 

·    No. I can foresee space shortage in the next 5 years. 

·                   We could use more 



·               NO. The Cemetery Committee will be looking to expand our maintenance and our 

storage areas. 

  

Based on the answers from the question number two, it is possible to determine a potential 

demand for storage space ongoing right now, as well as having in mind for future necessities. 

 

 3.  If the Fire-Station was converted into a storage building, would your department like to make 

use of that space? 

Text Response 

·    Yes 

·    no. 

·    Possibly 

·    No pressing need 

·    most likely 



·    No 

·    No 

·    Yes 

·    Yes possibly for older documents that we are required to keep forever. 

·    Not if we go to Pompo as well. 

·    No 

·    Yes! 

·       Most items we store are regularly needed.  It would not be practical to go over to the 

fire station to find some of the items. 

·       NO. 

         The answers from the question number three show that the option for using the current 

building of the old Fire Station as a storage space is not necessarily a priority, since more than fifty 

percent of the respondents said no to using that place as a storage. However, it could be of some 

help for that matter. 



 

4.  Do you think using the Fire-Station and the Crescent St. Highway buildings as storage is the 

best use for those buildings? 

Text Response 

·    Fire station would make a great teen center 

·    NO the fire station lot should be parking for town center. 

·    Don't know--what are other options? 

·    No 

·    Depends upon the current needs? Did anyone think of recreation there? It’s near 

fields and the garage would make a great indoor gaming area. Like basketball, Ping-Pong, 

table tennis, foosball and so much more 

·    The Fire Station should be torn down and a parking lot created. The old Fire 

Station/Highway Bldg. near cemetery is ok for storage. 



·    From a cost/benefit perspective, I do not think it would be cost efficient or effective 

to retain operational use of the existing station with the accompanying loss of the use of 

that space for needed parking. 

·    No 

·    Don't have an opinion really, but highway garage seems an unlikely storage bldg. 

·    Unless the Library uses it as an annex and parking options. 

·    No 

·    Yes if the building doesn't need lots of costly renovation. 

·       It seems like there must be better ways to use these large buildings or areas. 

·       Yes; We are lacking in adequate storage space now. 

  

         The answers for the fourth question shed light to future uses of the buildings located on 

Crescent Street Highway and the Fire-Station. Most respondents are not in favor of turning these 

buildings into storage spaces, or are conditionally willing to do so – due to other issues like 

cost/benefit. Some respondents even suggested other options for use like a teen recreation center, 

as well as turning the Fire-Station in a parking lot while the Crescent St. Highway Building being 

a better suit for storage. 

 

  



8. Conclusions & Recommendations 

The Town Storage Survey revealed that while there is a demand for storage space by the 

Town Departments, the majority of respondents did not feel that the Fire Station building should 

be used for storage (47% yes, 40% maybe, and 13% no).  With several large items, such as the Old 

Fire Truck, moving to the new Fire Station facility in the near future, more space may open up in 

the Crescent Street Highway barn for other Town Departments to use.   

The Town of Stow is in an exciting position to plan a vital area of their Town Center.  

Currently, the five proposals submitted to the Town for the future of the 323 Great Road parcel 

consist of conserving a portion or the entirety of the parcel for light recreational uses and the 

affordable housing.  Each proposal has been summarized above, including each’s strengths and 

weaknesses.  Recommendations have been made to improve each proposal for more detailed and 

substantial second round proposals.  Once each organization builds upon their original proposal, 

the Town will be in a good position to decide the future of the parcel.   

CED recommends the Town enter into conservations with FPC to determine if they can 

work together to potentially expand the 323 Great Road parcel further west onto the undeveloped 

eastern portion of the undeveloped portion of the FPC property.   The Town could offer FPC water 

for fire protection, a major concern for the parish, in exchange for use of the very eastern boundary 

of their property that abuts the western uplands of the 323 Great Road parcel for affordable 

housing.  This could relieve some of the space concerns in regards to balancing the housing and 

conservation uses for the site.   
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Appendix A: Case Studies 
 

 CED analyzed several case studies of towns in Eastern Massachusetts with similar 

characteristics as Stow.  These towns are of similar size and character and have ponds in the center 

of their towns.  Additionally, several of these towns of also completed Master Plans for their Town 

Centers.  The purpose of these case studies was to get a sense of what has been done in unique 

areas such as Stow’s Town Center with small, rural, New England character. 

 

Sudbury, MA: The town of Sudbury, Massachusetts served as an inspiration for the Stow 

Walkway Subcommittee in the preparation of their final report, taking to consideration the cost 

structure and maintenance requirements found in that case. The example from Sudbury states that 

a walkway can last up to 20 years without significant resurfacing. [Report of the Sudbury Walkway 

Committee, Feb. 2000, Section 6.3 ("Sudbury Report").] 

 

Tyngsborough, MA: The town of Tyngsborough, 

Massachusetts has created a walking path along Town-

owned portion of Flint Pond.  Such work was 

performed by the local Conservation Commission, and 

can be used as an example for Stow in its management 

of Minister’s Pond to and for the population. The 

picture on the right shows a resident enjoying the 

conservation of Tyngsborough’s Flint’s Pond.   

 According to the Tyngsborough Town Center Master Plan, the new walking paths and 

access must comply with ADA and AAB standards, and among the positive impacts of mixing 

green spaces with walkability initiatives, the document argues that “Green space may serve as an 

impetus for traffic calming measures on Kendall Road to ensure public safety when crossing 

between the two areas.” 

  



                                       

Concord, MA: Concord, Massachusetts is seeking to 

promote open space enhancements and 

networks/connectivity, particularly along the river, 

brooks and ponds.  The picture to the right shows a 

bridge built in harmony with the natural landscape, 

allowing the public to better appreciate the natural 

environment without stressing Walden Pond. 

 

Sherborn, MA: Sherborn, Massachusetts has extensive guidelines for sidewalk designs for its 

town center. It is also studying deepening Channing Pond to provide more water for fire 

prevention, and a better habitat for aquatic animals. The General Master Plan from 2001 has a 

section dedicated to the Town Center, in which among other priority recommendations it is stated 

that: to Achieve a balance between vehicle, pedestrian, and bike traffic, it is important to (i) 

Support additional sidewalks and bike paths; (ii) Encourage non-vehicular links (trails and 

sidewalks); and (iii) Support traffic-calming road design. Also, in order to assure good water 

quality and proper wastewater systems for businesses the things to do are: (i) Determine Town 

Center water supply and wastewater needs; (ii) Encourage private sector solutions and 

public/private partnerships; and (iii) Provide public services if necessary. All under the umbrella 

of Encouragement of sustainable development principles in new and redevelopment projects. 

 
Photograph 26 Recreational uses taking place at Channing Pond in Sherborn, MA. 

Dover, MA: The Dover Master Plan of 2004 has a section dedicated to Circulation where they 

conclude suggesting the establishment of a connected system of paths/sidewalks in and around the 

Town Center to promote pedestrian access to and from Town offices, recreational facilities and 

schools, as well as the commercial services available in the Town Center. These measures also 

include (i) evaluating the need for bike paths/lanes in Dover to encourage bicycle traffic and to 



reduce risks to the numerous bicyclists that ride in and through Town; and (ii) encouraging safe, 

sensitive and coordinated avenues for recreational and other pedestrians, joggers, bicyclists, and 

equestrians within the development of new subdivisions. 

 

                                                                

 






