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I. Executive Summary

Overview: The Town of Belmont is seeking opportunities to increase commercial
development to mitigate its current overreliance on residential property taxes. To
support this effort, our team of Harvard Kennedy School and Graduate School of Design
students engaged with residents and other key stakeholders to begin shaping a vision for
the Brighton Street Corridor (“the Corridor”), an area in Belmont that the Town has
identified as a potential candidate for redevelopment.

Research Focus: We examined how Belmont could incorporate local values, needs,
and priorities in planning for potential commercial redevelopment in the Corridor.
Specifically, we explored: (1) resident preferences for amenities, (2) resident vision for
the Corridor, (3) feasibility from developer and property owner perspectives, and (4)
stakeholder communication and engagement preferences and best practices.

Methodology: To address these research questions, we sought to incorporate a broad
range of perspectives and information, employing a mixed-methods research design
combining quantitative and qualitative approaches. Our methodology consisted of four
components: (1) analysis of survey and spatial data, (2) resident engagement via focus
groups, interviews, and a survey, (3) interviews with developers and property owners,
and (4) interviews with stakeholders from peer cities.

Key Findings:

- Residents most commonly desire dining, family-friendly experiences, grocers,
and health services. This is consistent across residents from precincts 1 & 8, those
outside of precincts 1 & 8, and Hill Estates residents.

- Residents envision a lively center with curb appeal, ideally built with familiar
materials and styles. They are open to modest height increases if executed
correctly.

- Residents are most concerned with traffic, road safety, affordability/equity, and
environmental impacts.

- Private entities (e.g., developers and property owners) describe an
implementable vision plan outlining strategies for transit, zoning, and other
critical factors as an important condition influencing the viability of first-mover
redevelopment.

- Stakeholders want to be engaged transparently and iteratively about Belmont’s

development plans through a combination of in-person and digital channels,
ensuring they feel heard throughout the process.
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Through our engagements with residents, developers, property owners, and
representatives from neighboring municipalities, we have identified key areas of
similarity and convergence that can guide next steps. The findings highlight ongoing
tensions between competing priorities, including resident concerns, feasibility
considerations, and long-term corridor goals.

Areas of Agreement Areas of Disagreement
Shared desires and priorities: - Number of buildable floors
- Consistent communication and allowed: Residents prefer a max. of
engagement about future Town 4 floors to preserve Town character
plans, and to provide direct input while private entities seek a min. of
- Transit-oriented development 5 floors for feasibility
- Walkability and bikeability to - Residential setbacks: Residents
amenities prefer setbacks from the property
-> Smaller setbacks at commercial line on housing to allow for an
corridors for street-accessible active and light-filled streetscape
storefronts - Parking minimums: Residents
- Greenery and social spaces advocate for adequate parking
while private entities note that
Shared concerns: parking minimums may impact
- Safety for pedestrians and bikers at fea51b1.hty )
major intersections - Incl}1s10nary zoning percentage:
> Flood prevention Residents want to see more
inclusionary zoning, while private
entities state that 10% is
reasonable, while 15-20% may be
too steep

The following transmittal memo details the research methodology and summarizes key
findings across the four research questions.
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II. Background & Research Questions

The Town of Belmont’s 2022 Financial Organization Structure Review identified over-
dependence on residential property taxes as a key structural deficit driver. The report
recommended increasing commercial development to support financial health and
reduce the tax burden on residents.

The Town sees the Brighton Street Corridor as a potential candidate for commercial
development and hopes to continue incorporating local values, needs, and priorities in a
potential Brighton Street plan. To advance this effort, the Town of Belmont partnered
with our team to engage residents and stakeholders in shaping a vision for the Corridor.

We focused the research and analysis around the following overarching question:
How can Belmont incorporate local values, needs, and priorities in
planning for potential commercial redevelopment?

To address this guiding question, we examined four sub-questions:

1) Amenities: What types of non-residential amenities and services are residents
interested in seeing along Brighton St. Corridor?

2) Resident Vision: What vision do residents have for the future of the Brighton St.
Corridor?

3) Private Sector: What would make this project attractive (or not) for developers?
For property owners?

4) Communication: How should Belmont communicate the project and its impacts
to Town Meeting Members and residents?
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II1. Methodology

To explore these research questions and incorporate a wide variety of perspectives, we
pursued four methods: data analysis, resident engagement, interviews with developers
and property owners (“private sector”), and interviews with peer city stakeholders.

Method Description

Data analysis | Analysis of previously administered survey responses and a spatial
amenity map to gauge initial resident sentiment and the current
regional landscape of amenities

Resident Engagement with 104 Belmont residents through focus groups,
engagement interviews, and a survey to understand vision, preferences, and
concerns for the Brighton Street Corridor

Private Sector | Interviews with 14 private stakeholders, which included developers
Interviews and property owners, to determine interest and feasibility
considerations for commercial redevelopment

Peer City Interviews with 3 stakeholders from peer cities, Cambridge and
Stakeholder Watertown, to understand development priorities, processes, and
Interviews considerations

(1) Data Analysis

We analyzed responses from an existing survey that the Town of Belmont had
administered on the Brighton Street Corridor before our involvement. This survey,
which had received 137 resident responses, provided initial insight into resident
sentiment regarding the Corridor and potential development, as well as preferences for
particular amenities (See Appendix A for key results).

We also developed and analyzed a spatial map of amenities that exist within a
15-minute drive and walk radius from the Brighton Street Corridor using
OpenStreetMaps data. The amenities included in our analysis were those that residents
expressed they wanted through our engagement with them. This map was developed
into a public, interactive dashboard that the Town can use in the future (See Appendix B
for link to dashboard and more details).
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(2) Resident Engagement

We employed a multi-pronged approach utilizing focus groups, interviews, and a survey
to gather a wide variety of resident perspectives. Across these 3 methods of resident
engagement, we sought to understand their vision for the Brighton Street Corridor,
including the desired look and feel, most wanted and useful amenities in the area, and
any concerns they have around developing in the area (See Appendix C for focus
groups and interview protocol).

FOCUS GROUPS

We facilitated four focus groups in person, where we spoke with 19 residents. Three
of these focus groups consisted of Town Meeting Members from precincts 1 & 8, which
are the precincts that directly touch the Corridor. From these Town Meeting Members,
we aimed to hear the perspectives of the residents they represent. The final focus group
consisted of several residents who lived outside of precincts 1 & 8 to ensure other
Belmont perspectives were captured.

FOCUS GROUP (N) DATE
Precinct 1 & 8 (N=3) October 28th
Precinct 1 & 8 (N=7) November 7th
Precinct 1 & 8 (N=5) November 10th

Other Residents (N=4) November 13th

Design: Participants were recruited through email invitations, which captured
information on focus group interest/availability, as well as key demographic
characteristics to ensure diversity in participant backgrounds and opinions (See Figures
1, 2, and 3). Focus groups were structured around a standard set of questions (See
Appendix C) and a mix of activities, including a facilitated “sticky-note” brainstorm on
desired amenities (See Figure 4), a visual collage exercise to elicit preferences for
desired styles and architecture (See Figure 5), and a guided Q&A discussion.

6-10 years
10.5%

1-5 years
10.5%

11-20 years

15.8%

20+ years

63.2%

55-64

47.4%

Figure 1. Focus Group Participants’ Figure 2. Focus Group Participants’
Ages Years of Residence in Belmont
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Number of Participants
Y

5 6 8 9 10 N/A

Figure 3. Focus Group Participants’ Level of Support for Brighton Street
Corridor Overlay Zoning Proposal to Increase Commercial Development
(Survey Question: On a scale from "very against' to 'very supportive,' where do you
currently stand on the idea of adopting a Brighton Street Corridor Overlay zoning

proposal aimed at increasing commercial development?)

Figure 4. Focus Group ‘Most Figure 5. Focus Group ‘Vision
Desired Amenities’ Activity Collage’ Activity

INTERVIEWS
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We conducted virtual one-on-one interviews with 3 residents to hear from voices
and perspectives not captured in the focus groups.

Design: Participants were recruited through email invitations, which captured
information on focus group interest/availability, as well as key demographic
characteristics to ensure diversity in participant backgrounds and opinions. Interviews
were structured around a standard set of questions (See Appendix C ).

11-20
33.3%

20+ years
66.7%

Figure 6. Interviewees’ Ages Figure 7. Interviewees’ Years of
Residence in Belmont

Number of Participants

4 8 10

On a scale from 'very against' to ‘very supportive' (0-10)

Figure 8. Interviewees’ Level of Support for Brighton Street Corridor
Overlay Zoning Proposal to Increase Commercial Development (Survey
Question: On a scale from 'very against' to 'very supportive,’ where do you currently
stand on the idea of adopting a Brighton Street Corridor Overlay zoning proposal
aimed at increasing commercial development?)

SURVEY
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We administered an online Qualtrics survey specifically targeting Hill Estates
residents, who live directly within the Brighton Street Corridor. As the Hill Estates
apartments are the only naturally occurring affordable housing in the area, and because
these residents are likely to be the most impacted by the redevelopment, it was
important to ensure direct engagement with this group. This survey was distributed via
email from the Hill Estates Property Manager and received 82 respondents (See
Appendix D for full set of questions and analysis of responses).

(3) Developer & Property Owner Interviews

We interviewed 11 developers who operate in the greater Boston area, as well as 4
property owners who own property in the Brighton Street Corridor. In these
interviews, the focus was on understanding feasibility constraints around large-scale
development, factors of importance during the site evaluation process, incentives to
make redevelopment viable, and effective strategies for stakeholder engagement (See
Appendix E for interview protocol).

(4) Peer City Interviews

We interviewed 3 representatives from the neighboring cities of Cambridge (to the
east) and Watertown (to the south). They represented perspectives from zoning,
development, planning, and design. These interviews provided insight into nearby
development, lessons learned from development projects in their municipality,
including evaluation of externalities and communication of their plan to constituencies,
and preferences around communication and collaboration with Belmont (See Appendix
F for interview protocol).

10
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V. Detailed Findings

The following findings structured as mapped to the four research sub-questions:

1)
2)
3)

4)

Amenities: What types of non-residential amenities and services are residents
interested in seeing along Brighton St. Corridor?

Resident Vision: What vision do residents have for the future of the Brighton St.
Corridor?

Private Sector: What would make this project attractive (or not) for developers?
For property owners?

Communication: How should Belmont communicate the project and its impacts
to Town Meeting Members and residents?

(1) Residents’ Preferred Amenities

Key Insights

->

Resident focus groups and Hill Estates survey respondents mainly agree on the
preferred amenities in the area, choosing places to eat, gather, and shop (See
Figures 9 and 10).

Residents express a preference for local businesses, but understand the
importance of a balance between local and chain businesses, given the stability
that chains offer.

Residents express a desire for third spaces, or community gathering places
outside of their home or work, where they can socialize and meet other residents.
There is a gap in the amenities residents would like to have in Belmont, requiring
them to travel outside of the Town to access them.

Key Data

Number of Mentions (N=23)

Family-friendly restaurant or brew pub
Exploratorium or indoor play/laser tag space
Local retail

Movie theater, live music, or comedy venue
Small grocery, convenience store, or bodega
Doctor’s office or health service
Community or event space

Industrial and offices

Farmer’s market or craft market

Lodging and travel

Coffee shop, café, or bakery

Childcare, preschool, or children’s store

Dog park or dog day care

Marker space or art studio

Ice cream or bubble tea shop

[ Third Space
- Non-Third Space

11
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Figure 9. Preferred Amenities Mentioned in Resident Focus Groups

Weighted Average Scoring (N=68)

Coffee shop, café, or bakery with outdoor seating 105
Small grocery, convenience store, or bodega
Family-friendly restaurant or brew pub/bar
Doctor’s office or health service

Childcare, preschool, or children’s store
Farmer’s market or craft market

Maker space or art studio

Movie theater, live music, or comedy venue

Community or event space

Dog park or dog day care ¥ Third Space

Non-Third S
Ice cream or bubble tea shop I Non-Third Space

Local retail

Exploratorium orindoor play/laser tag space

Figure 10. Preferred Amenities Ranked in Hill Estates Survey (Survey
Question: Please rank the top 3 amenities and/or experiences you would most like to
see along Brighton Street in the future (10-15 years from now)?)

(2) Residents’ Vision and Concerns

Key Insights

- Residents prefer familiar, warm architecture (e.g., brick), active sidewalks and
upper-level setbacks, and greenery and natural features.

- The majority express openness to a building height of up to 4 stories.

- Residents want sufficient parking and a variety of transportation modes in the
area.

- Residents are most concerned with traffic and congestion in the area, as well as
the safety of pedestrians and bikers.

- Other concerns residents express include the loss of housing affordability, the
lack of clarity around the impact on tax revenue, and flooding and contamination
in the area.

Key Data
Residents express their preferences across look and feel, building height, parking, and

mobility and safety, with look and feel being the most mentioned aspect. The following
details their preferences in order from most to least mentioned:

12
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Design Element

Details

Look & Feel

e Sense of Place: Nearly all residents desire a cohesive destination
that fits Belmont’s small-town character.

e Street-level Activation: Residents state preference for active
sidewalks with street-accessible storefronts.

e Familiar Architecture and Materials: Residents express mixed
preferences between modern and traditional design but show strong
support for brick and other warm, approachable materials.

e Integration of Nature: Residents value “organic” or “green”
elements in the community, including greenery, natural materials,
and features that create opportunities for people to gather.

“I'm a fan of brickwork—I think it’s a lovely part of this area.”
“The idea of spaces with greenery and twinkly lights where people could
spill out is appealing.”
“I like areas that are welcoming, where you can walk the sidewalks, and
egress out of the shop is easy to do.”

Building Height

e Residents predominantly supported a building height limit of four
stories. A few emphasized added height for rooftop HVAC
accommodation.

e Residents favor setbacks, especially of upper levels, to prevent tall
buildings from feeling “oppressive.”

e Several residents acknowledge economically viable height limits will
be determined by developers.

“Realistically, you wouldn’t go higher than four stories—that is the level
people will tolerate.”

Parking

e Residents express interest in seeing sufficient parking with any
development that occurs.

e Putting parking in the back is a popular way of supporting curb
appeal.

“We have to think about parking over there because there isn’t any street
parking.”
“If we don’t include parking, it will be a challenge to find a retail that
would survive solely on the bike path.”

Mobility & Safety

e Residents support diversity in modes of transportation.

e 8 focus group participants mentioned walkability to amenities -
and Hill Estate respondents desire bikeability.

e Ensuring safety at the intersection and around busy traffic was a
core priority (70% of Hill Estates respondents rate this concern as
very or somewhat concerning).

“Accommodate biking, walking, and driving.”

13
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Residents also express concerns about redevelopment in the area, particularly regarding
traffic, affordability and equity of housing and amenities, financial impacts of
development on the Town, and environmental concerns. The following details their
concerns from most to least mentioned:

Concern Details

Traffic e More traffic and congestion is the top concern for focus groups
and Hill Estates respondents (86% rate this concern as very or
somewhat concerning) .

e Some suggest multimodal transit or transit-oriented
development as a tool for alleviation.

e Some suggest it was not resolvable, but created opportunity.

“(The road) can’t handle the traffic and is bumpy with potholes.”

Affordability & e 78% of Hill Estates respondents say they are somewhat or very

Equity concerned about the loss of affordable or family housing.

e 6 comments in focus groups mention affordability of housing
(particularly Hill Estates) and amenities.

“This area (Hill Estates) includes voices that are underrepresented in our
community.”

Financial impacts e Many recognize the importance of generating tax revenue.

Some express an interest in revenue driving decision-making.

e Some hold reservations that increased population or traffic could
burden public services further.

“When we talk about revenue, we are really talking about preserving
schools, keeping seniors in Town, and letting people stay in homes.”

Environmental e Residents expressed concerns about flooding in the area and a
desire for adjustments to mitigate the risks.

e Concerns were raised regarding environmental contamination
from Pure Coat.

e 55% of Hill Estates survey respondents rate this concern as very or
somewhat concerning.

“The Pure Coat site raises issues of environmental contamination.”
“French Construction elevated their site above the floodplain.”

14
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Using the above resident input, Able.City generated the following renderings to visualize
what select areas of the corridor might look like (See Figures 11-13).
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Figure 13. Before & After Rendering of Brighton Street and Hamilton Road, going west
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(3) Developers’ and Property Owners’ Considerations for

Redevelopment Feasibility

Key Insights

SITE: How the Surroundings Shape the Site

->

Developers share that fragmented ownership across different parcels limits
redevelopment feasibility. They note that site control or a clear distribution
strategy are important pre-conditions to committing to a project - and that this
fragmentation might increase coordination costs.

Developers share the small sizes of the parcels and encumbrances on key
properties, including the MBTA property, limit flexibility in site planning and
phasing.

Developers perceive the site as competing with other active and more established
districts nearby, which could potentially divert market demand and investor
attraction toward alternatives that are lower in risk.

While the area is currently undervalued compared to adjacent neighborhoods,
developers see long-term appreciation potential here, especially given the site’s
proximity to Alewife and the more established districts.

INFRASTRUCTURE: Transit-oriented Development Improves Feasibility

-

Developers identify limited road capacity, traffic congestion, and difficult site
access as major deterrents, affecting construction logistics and reducing the kinds
of uses that could succeed.

Developers note parking development is expensive due to poor soils, which
makes below-grade solutions less viable.

Developers express concern that parking requirements may constrain density,
unless there are alternative mobility strategies.

Developers see mobility as a powerful asset: the bike path, walkability potential,
and proximity to the commuter rail could improve feasibility.

MARKET: Aligning Uses with Demand

-

Developers agree that housing is the anchor use that makes the most sense in
Belmont - and that everything else, including retail, hospitality, and office space
depends on increasing residential density. They note that ground-floor retail can
work, if enough residents support sufficient density.

Developers report the market for lab and office space is currently “weak,” and
these uses need larger assembled parcels than the Belmont site currently offers.
They also note hospitality could work in a targeted way, with sufficiently strong
access and institutional capital. Ultimately, they share that feasibility depends on
height and density.

16
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FEASIBILITY: Establishing a Clear Path Forward

->

Developers consistently state that low-density projects do not “pencil out” given
the high cost of land and construction in the Greater Boston area. To make
financials work, they note a minimum height of 5 stories as an important
condition influencing feasibility.

While financial incentives are welcome, process certainty is the most critical
feasibility factor for developers. They view lengthy, uncertain permitting
timelines as a major financial risk that drives capital away.

Developers highlight that feasibility of housing is heavily impacted by parking
requirements. Developers note that underground parking is not feasible due to
poor soil conditions and high water tables, while structured parking is
prohibitively expensive. Consequently, they view parking minimums as a barrier
to feasible development.

Developers agree that the "highest and best use" for the site is currently
residential. The market for life sciences and office space is described as
"cratering" or "weak," meaning feasibility relies almost entirely on housing or
niche commercial uses like extended-stay hotels.

POLICY INCENTIVES: Desired Solutions to Support Redevelopment

->

Private entities strongly prefer "by-right" zoning that is clear and predictable,
often referencing Cambridge as a model to emulate. They advocate for a
regulatory framework that minimizes discretionary reviews which can be
hijacked by political opposition.

To bridge the gap between high costs and achievable rents, developers suggest
policy tools such as TIFs (Tax Increment Financing), utility discounts, and
density bonuses in exchange for community benefits.

A key policy request is the reduction of parking minimums. Developers argue that
market demand supports lower ratios, which would directly improve project
affordability and design.

Private actors argue that a developer-led rezoning process is too adversarial and
risky, and that having the Town establish a master plan and set the guardrails
and vision might give investors the confidence to participate.

17
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(4) Considerations for Communication

Key Insights
-  Resident and private sector stakeholders, along with peer cities, emphasize the
importance of multi-channel communication (both digital and in-person) to
ensure information is as accessible as possible (See Figure 14).
¢ Digital strategies noted include QR codes, text notifications, hybrid
meetings, social media, and online surveys.
¢ In-person engagement methods noted include multi-stakeholder working
groups, mailers, charettes, and walking tours.
-  Residents state they prefer to receive information at popular public events in
Belmont, such as farmers' markets, soccer games, and Town day.

-  Stakeholders express a preference for consistent, iterative engagement, rather
than reactive or one-off engagement.

4 Cambridge notes they did this for their Alewife Quadrangle Zoning project
via an iterative and multi-step process consisting of multi-stakeholder
working groups, focus groups, and tabling, and a public presentation
before a proposal or plan is officially developed.

-  Developers express a desire to have opportunities to provide direct input on their
needs.

Key Data

Email or online

0,
updates 30%

Flyers or posters

in Hill Estates 27%

Mailers or printed
newsletters

In-person meetings
at Hill Estates

Text message updates

Through the property
manager
or housing office

Tables or booths at
community events
(e.g., farmers market,
Town Day)

Figure 14. Preferred Method of Outreach in Hill Estates survey (Survey
Question: What is the best way for the Town to share updates or get your feedback
about this project? Please select all that apply.)

18
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Appendix

Appendix A: Town of Belmont Survey Analysis
Q. What goals should the Town embrace related to the Brighton project area? Check all
that apply.

Do not support any of these goals

Accessible to residents of all ages and abilities
Generate more tax revenue

Bring in visitors from outside Belmont

Improve existing properties

Provide more housing options

Create a more active and welcoming district

Support local businesses and property owners
Promote sustainable/green development and land uses

Bicycle, pedestrian friendliness and better connections

Improve the public realm

Create public spaces in the Center

Prioritize having a variety of businesses to support trip chaining
Promote placemaking

Add a commuter rail whistle stop

Other

0.00% 20.00% 40.00% 60.00% 80.00%
Percentage of Respondents

Q. How would you characterize your level of support for the following possible
changes for the project area? [More retail offerings.]

20
15
3
=}
=
=}
=]
& 10
8
B
i
E
E s
Z
0

N/A Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly
Oppose  Oppose Support  Support
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Q. How would you characterize your level of support for the following possible
changes for the project area? [More restaurants and entertainment. ]

Number of respondents

15

10

Strongly Oppose Neutral Somewhat Support Strongly Support

Q. How would you characterize your level of support for the following possible

Number of respondents

changes for the project area? [More mixed-use buildings.]

12

10

N/A Strongly ~ Somewhat  Neutral Somewhat  Strongly
Oppose Oppose Support Support
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Q. How would you characterize your level of support for the following possible
changes for the project area? [Moderate upzoning to allow some additional density
(changing the allowed zoning to allow more building area).]

12

10

Number of respondents

N/A Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly
Oppose Oppose Support Support

Q. How would you characterize your level of support for the following possible
changes for the project area? [More significant upzone to allow greater density and

mix of uses.]
10
8
g
b= 6
g
2
2
B 4
2
£
z
2
0
N/A Strongly  Somewhat  Neutral  Somewhat  Strongly
Oppose Oppose Support Support
Appendix B: Amenity Map
Link to dashboard here

Note: Built on R using OpenStreetMaps data (as of November 24, 2025)
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Appendix C: Resident focus group and interview protocol

1.

Tell us about a recent fun experience you enjoyed in public in Belmont. It can be
at a park, restaurant, or any other location open to the public.
ACTIVITY (COLLAGE): Participants assemble a collage of their long-term vision
for the Brighton Street Corridor—think 10, 15 years in the future. Facilitators ask
questions about why people are choosing to include the images they select, and
communicate that participants can sketch or write notes on the collage as needed.
a. When you imagine the Brighton Street Corridor 10 or 20 years from now,
what do you hope it feels like as a place to live, work or visit?
i.  Please give your top 3 desired adjectives that come to mind when
picturing an ideal Brighton Street area: e.g. modern, cozy, rustic.
b. What construction materials are you most interested in seeing (e.g. brick
facade)?

c. How many stories would you like buildings to be?

. ACTIVITY (STICKY NOTES): What types of new day-to-day amenities and stores

would you like to see at Brighton Street in the long-term? (Especially think if
there are any that you currently leave Belmont to use).

a. Do you have any strong preference between chain amenities, local
businesses, or some mix of the two in Belmont?

b. How about for your older neighbors? Younger neighbors? Families? What
are you hearing from different community members, especially renters or
others who are not as civically engaged?

Beyond the amenities and stores you need day-to-day, what experiences, cultural
offerings, or other types of establishments would make the Brighton Street
Corridor a unique destination?

a. Examples: art gallery, escape room, axe throwing, small movie theater,
music venue, “paint and sip”-concept creative workshop, pool hall, arcade,
smash room, internet cafe, pickleball brewery

When you think about nearby towns (ex. Arlington, Cambridge, Lexington), what
amenities do they have that you wish the Brighton Street Corridor (or Belmont)
did?

What values should guide new development in Belmont?

What are your top concerns related to a possible Brighton Street redevelopment?

a. What would you most like to see from the Town to mitigate those
concerns?

b. Top traffic concerns specifically, and how they could be mitigated?

c. What other concerns come to mind when you consider the perspectives
and things you’ve heard from other Belmont residents? Especially renters
and other people who are not as civically engaged.

27
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8. What would transparent and inclusive communication about this project from
the Town look like to you?

Appendix D: Hill Estates survey questions & results
Q: As a reminder, The Town of Belmont is exploring possible updates to the Brighton
Street Corridor (the area near Hill Estates and the Community Path) that could
include new shops, restaurants, small businesses, housing, or community spaces. No
decisions have been made. Overall, how do you feel about new multifamily and retail
development in or near your neighborhood?

Strongly opposed Somewhat hesitant Neutral / unsure Somewhat positive Very positive

24% 13% 26%

Q: Please rank the top 3 amenities and/or experiences you would most like to see along
Brighton Street in the future (10-15 years from now)? Please click and drag the options
on the left to a box on the right.

Weighted Average Rating (N=68)

Coffee shop, café, or bakery with outdoor seating 105
Small grocery, convenience store, or bodega

Family-friendly restaurant or brew pub

Doctor’s office or health service (dentist, therapist, etc.)

Childcare, preschool, or children’s store

Farmer’s market or craft market

Maker space or art studio (e.g., fabric, yarn, creative workshops)

Movie theater, live music, or comedy venue

Community or event space (e.g., meeting rooms, dance/fitness studio)
Dog park or dog day care

Ice cream or bubble tea shop

Local retail (clothing, art, or office supplies)

Exploratorium or indoor play/laser tag space

28
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Rank 1 Rank 2 Rank 3 Not Ranked
Coffe shep et o ke, o
Small grocery, convenience store, or bodega 29% 22% 9% 40% 68
Family-friendly restaurant or brew pub 13% 19% 15% 53% 68
Doctorsoffc st ence - T o
Childcare, preschool, or children’s store  [RE&4 7% 3% 85% 68
Farmer’s market or craft market —[RESZINCPA L3 85% 68
(e.g. fabric.h\;l:rk:,rcizg'fi?/: \rnlaor:ks;tr:j:;) B £ Bk 68
Movie theater, live music, or comedy venue F§A¥EA 7% 87% 68
(e.g., meeting rc():gnr?sr? tlij:ri\tgec/);i:r:’:sgtsstzz%g) 1%3% (0% S22 68
Dog park or dog day care  [&34 3%1% 93% 68
Ice cream or bubble tea shop |34 w4 90% 68
Local retail (clothing, art, or office supplies) [EFA 574 91% 68
Exploratorium or indoor play/laser tag space 3%1% 96% 68

Q: Some people might have concerns about potential development in the Brighton
corridor. Please rate the following concerns from 1 (not at all concerning) to 5 (very
concerning).

- Very concerning Somewhat concerning Neither concerning nor unconcerning Somewhat not concerning [lll Not at all concerning

26% 6% 2% [JIEH ¢
e e

More traffic or congestion

Loss of affordable or family housing

Pedestrian, cyclist, or train-crossing safety

Poor communication or lack of input from the Town
Losing small or local businesses _

Environmental issues (flooding, wetlands, contamination) 15% 82

Impact on neighborhood feel or sense of community

Too much development / “too urban” feel

Building height or design that doesn’t fit Belmont’s character % 10% 82

Q: What is the best way for the Town to share updates or get your feedback about this
project? Please select all that apply.
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(30%)

15
14
18%
(18%) (17%)
7
(9%)
Email or online Flyers or posters  Mailers or printed In-person Text message Through the Tables or booths at
updates in Hill Estates newsletters meetings at updates property manager community events
Hill Estates or housing office (e.g., farmers

market, Town Day)
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Q: (Optional) Please share any other thoughts or input you have here.

Mobility/Safety
Traffic

Other
Aesthetics/Amenities
Affordability
Environmental

Economics

Appendix E: Questions used in Private Sector Interviews
Developers:
1. Contextual Question: What has been your involvement in development near
Belmont, or Boston as a whole?
2. Developer Perception
a. Intoday’s climate, and looking ten years down the road, what kinds of
development opportunities do you see as most viable to encourage
commercial growth on Brighton Street?
b. What aspects of the towns that you've worked in’s current development
process or policies make projects easier or harder to pursue?
3. Developer Priorities
a. When evaluating whether to invest in a site like Brighton Street, what are
the biggest factors that influence your decision?
b. How do you typically engage with residents or local businesses during a
project, and what works well (or doesn’t) in those interactions?
c. If Belmont wanted to make Brighton Street a more attractive place to
invest, what concrete actions or changes would make the biggest
difference?

Property Owners:
1. Contextual Question: How do you currently use or manage your property on
Brighton Street, and what are your long-term goals for it?
2. Resident Perception
a. What challenges or barriers would you anticipate facing if you wanted to
redevelop or improve your property?
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b. What do you think would make Brighton Street a more attractive or
successful commercial area for you and for the community?

c. How do you feel about the idea of larger-scale redevelopment along
Brighton Street?

Resident Priorities

a. What could the Town do to make it easier or more appealing for you to
invest in your property or partner in redevelopment?

b. Are there specific Town processes or regulations that feel confusing or
restrictive?

c. How could the Town better communicate opportunities or support to
property owners?

Appendix F: Questions used in Peer City Interviews

1.

Can you briefly describe [the project or area in the community that might be
comparable to Belmont’s Brighton Street area]? Namely: What were the goals of
your project? What were some of the key challenges and opportunities your town
faced in getting the project started?
a. Cambridge: Massachusetts Avenue and Cambridge Street
b. Watertown:Watertown-Cambridge Greenway and Commercial Corridor
Guidance
What strategies helped make your city a “destination” for both residents and
visitors?
a. Prompts: public spaces, events, anchor tenants, walkability improvements,
arts/cultural programming, branding efforts
From your experience, what factors make a project like this attractive to
developers? What makes such projects attractive (or not) to property owners or
small businesses?
How did you balance local character and economic development goals? How did
you ensure new amenities complemented existing businesses and community
identity?
How did your community communicate about the project (its goals, benefits, and
potential impacts) to residents?
a. What messages or channels were most effective (e.g., social media,
mailers, pop-up events, public meetings)?
b. How did you address skepticism or opposition?

. How did you maintain engagement and transparency throughout the process?

Any best practices for fostering trust or enthusiasm?
Is there anything I didn’t ask about that you want to share? What else should
Belmont be considering in this early stage about its Brighton Street Corridor?
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https://www.cambridgeday.com/2025/10/23/rezoning-for-two-major-cambridge-corridors-draws-recommendation-from-planning-board/
https://www.cambridgema.gov/CDD/Transportation/projects/completedprojects/watertowncambridgegreenway
https://content.civicplus.com/api/assets/2cc856d0-b79f-4f22-a37c-9ed05b3e59cf
https://content.civicplus.com/api/assets/2cc856d0-b79f-4f22-a37c-9ed05b3e59cf
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