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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCT1ON

1.1 Background

The concept of a planned unit development (PUD) is a very
unique approach to land devel¢ nent by American standards. Un-
like many other countries throughout history, most Americans
have an ironclad notion of what an ideal.development should be:
it consists of single family homes on individually owned lots
set apart from other "less desirable" uses such as apartments,
commercial developments and industries. Essentially, the
single family, 2-car, cat and dog suburb has become a haven
towards which many families flock. Once established, they re-
sist any development which might be considered a threat to their

newly adopted lifestyle.

Many communities have managed this pattern of land use
quite successfully for many years. But in other more rapidly
growing areas, the onslaught of single family residential de-
velopment has not worked very well, It has burdened municipal
finances, created overcrowded schools, consumed large areas of
open space and in general disrupted the existing character of
a community. Particularly in communities outside of major
cities, the population and housing growth escalating since the
1950's has induced many towns to seck alternative forms of de-
velopment:

"On the urban fringe, where the postwar

housing boom continued unabated, some
planners and developers became disenchanted









velopments within an entire land use plan can help ensure their

proper location and integration within a community.

Despite this wide acceptance and rather successful use
of PUD in many areas of the country, its application in Rhode
Island communities has been fairly limited to date. This is
not to say the PUD concept has been ignored within the state.
On the contrary, over one-third of Rhode Islands thirty-nine
cities and towns have adopted PUD provisions within their
zoning ordinances. Rather, it is the successful application
of the PUD ordinances which has not yet been exhibited; few
PUD developments have been proposed and those which have becen
developed are not good examples of the concept. The explana-
tion for this may be multifaceted. Currently, there is no
state enabling legislation authorizing this type of develop-
ment. Although this has not been an obstacle in other states,
it may be a limiting factor in a small state. The difficulties
may also be attributable to less public acceptance of the con-
cept, unconducive market forces, and perhaps, ineffective ord-

inances.

1.2. Objectives and Organization of the Study

The objectives of this study are twofold. First is to
clarify some of the issues concerning the PUD concept and to
present information on more successful experiences with its
application. The second purpose is to examine PUD use in
Rhode Island communities, to identify factors which may be
limiting its acceptance, and to suggest measures which may

be taken to overcome these obstacles. For the purpose of









The third chapter deals with the application of thesec
concepts. A review of the experiences of the above mentioned
communities is presented to help identify elements which con-
tribute to its success and acceptance. In addition, research
on the PUD ordinance is included, again with elements that

have been found to be most successful.

The fourth chapter focuses on PUD use in Rhode Island.
Although not as widely used as in some areas, there are a
numper of communities which have incorporated the concept
within their zoning ordinances. A review of the varying
ordinance types and requirements is made along with an analy-

sis of factors which may be responsible for its limited use.

Finally, the fifth chapter includes a summary of the PUD
concept, experiences with Rhode Island PUD ordinances and de-
velopments and suggests recommendations for furthering the

successful application of the PUD in Rhode Island.

Information for this paper was obtained from literature
on planned unit developments, which although limited, is
fairly comprehensive. Research on thde Island experiences
was not only obtained from a review of the state's zoning
ordinances, but from numerous interviews with both state and
local planning officials, developers and others involved or

concerned with the PUD issue.






CHAPTER TWO
ORIGINS AND ISSUES OF PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

2.1 Emergence of the Planned Unit Development Concept

As did much of American life, housing underwent a drama-
tic change following World War II. Both the enormous demand
for housing in the 1950s and the expansion of our nation's
highway system in the 1960s led to the widely discussed phen-
omenon known as urban sprawl. With easier access to urban
centers of employment, single family suburbs became the pop-
ular place to live. To keep pace with the ensuing housing
demand, a perfusion of cookie-cutter subdivisions and homo-
geneous housing developments appeared across the suburban
landscape. One only need to drive along the New Jersey Turn-
pike or the Long Island Expressway to witness a prolific ex-

ample of this phenomenon.

Although perhaps the easiest way of controlling land de-
velopment, traditional zoning and subdivision oftentimes
yielded undesirable results. These sprawling single family
subdivisions were built with no phasing controls, no provi-
sion for open space and with little regard for aesthetic or
design qualities of the development or preservation of the
community's character.

This chapter will review the emergence and development

of the PUD concept. Issues leading to its growing use will

be discussed along with an examination of PUD features which















2.3a The PUD Qrdinance

The PUD ordinance, like zoning and subdivision codes, is
a method for regulating the development of land. While the
essential element of the latter is that they are designed to
be self-administering, therefore having detailed standards
and minimal need for exercise of judgement, the PUD ordinance
does the opposite. It is intended to provide both a higher
level of flexibility in the design process, and an increase
in both the level and type of municipal'input in the admini-
strative process. The key element of the PUD approval pro-
cedure is a negotiation process enabling the developer and

municipality to settle on a plan meeting the needs of both.

There are several elements of PUD regulations which dis-
tinguish it from traditional controls. First, the PUD ordin-
ance combines the administrative controls of both subdivision
and zoning codes within one approval process and by one auth-
ority. As such, it encompasses both use, bulk and location
elements found in zoning codes with site planning control
(measures for streets, sidewalks, utilities) in subdivision
regulations. Because it is intended to provide flexibility,

these provisions are generally less detailed.

Second, and of key significance, is the development of
a parcel as a single entity. Rather than subdividing a par-
cel into individual lots and building on each separately, the
development is planned and approved as one contiguous parcel.

This eliminates many dimensional requirements found in zoning

14












As mentioned, the nature of a particular PUD is often
dependent on the provisions and restrictions of the PUD ord-
inance. While some have liberal policies regarding density
standards and mixed uses, others use a more conservative
approach to regulating these features. The diversity of PUD
ordinance features, particularly its permitted uses, results
in a variety of potential types of developments. As men-
tioned, not all towns allow increased densities or encourage
housing variety. Furthermore, the ability to combine land

uses within the development is not a feature of all ordinances.

These variations result in four basic types of develop-
ments which are summarized in Table 2.1. Three would be
variations of planned unit residential developments (PURD)
with varying densities and housing types. The first type
would maintain density levels of the existing zoning and
would be limited to single family housing in cluster arrange-
ments. The second type would also maintain density levels of
existing zoning but would include both single family and
multi-family dwellings within the site. The third variation
of a PURD would combine the varied dwelling types of the
second type but would also increase density levels. The
fourth type not only combines residential types and densi-
ties, but would include nonresidential uses as well. This
last version could perhaps be considered most similar to the

original conception of the planned unit development.

18



TABLE 2.1

CLASSIFICATION OF PUD TYPES

Features of the PUD Type

Developed as one {(Mixture| Increased| Mixture
parcel with clus- of Density of
tered housing and |Housing Uses
open space Types

Type 1 X

Type 2 X X

Type 3 X X X

Type 4 X X X X

Source: Robert W. Burchell, Planned Unit Development,

New Communities American Style,

p. 8.

It is important to remember that the four types of PUDs,

although each having different design characteristics,

contain the essential elements of the PUD concept.

all

First,

they are designed as an entity and approved through a PUD

negotiation process,

zoning codes. Secondly,

not through standard subdivision or

they contain amenities not normally

found in standard developments such as open space provisions,

landscaping and buffer strips,

creative site design.

2.4 Legal Issues

recreational facilities and

Research and publication of a report by the American

Society of Planning Officials on flexible zoning techniques

made this summary statement on the legality of PUD:

19






A more recent survey by Tomioka in 1984 found the PUD concept

being used in thirty-seven states across the country.7

In fact, PUD activity was found most frequent in two
states without special enabling legislation for PUD, Cali-
fornia and Maryland. 1In California, court cases challenging
the validity of PUD as being contradictory to the uniformity
clause of zoning enabling legislation was rejected by the

California Court of Appeals in Orinda Homeowners Committee

v. Board of Supervisors, 11 Ccal. App. 34 768. In response

to the argument that the PUD conflicted with Section 65852
of the code requiring uniformity for each use of land
throughout each zone, the court said the following:

"We hold that a residential planned unit develop-

ment (a cluster development) does not conflict

with Section 65852 merely by reason of the fact

that the units are not uniform, that is, they are not
all single family dwellings and perhaps the multi-

family units differ among themselves."”

This decision would seem to indicate that special en-
abling legislation for PUD is not necessary if the court uses
a broad interpretation of the zoning enabling act. In states
such as Rhode Island, however, where the interpretations of
courts are often more conservative, validity of PUD without

enabling legislation is uncertain should it ever be challenged.

Beyond this fundamental question, there is differing
opinions on the constitutionality of mixing uses within one
parcel and the ability to use floating zones to implement the
ordinance. Both concepts represent, in many ways, the anti-

thesis of original zoning concepts, as laid out in Euclid

21



v. Ambler Realty Co., 277 U.S. 365 (1926). Some progressive
courts have supported mixed use developments, stating that
the arguments of the Euclid case need to be interpreted

more broadly given the radical changes in our society.

The same justification is given for use of floating
zones. It is argued that rapidly growing communities may
not always know in advance the best possible locations
for all uses -~ therefore greater zoning flexibility is
needed. One of the leading cases upholding use of float-
ing zones rejected the argument that floating zones vio-
lated property owners vested interest rights because of
their inability to know where the floating zone would
"sink". In supporting a floating zone for location of
multi-family uses, the New York Court of Appeals recognized
the need for zoning to change in response to a community's

best interests, Rodgers v. Village of Tarrytown, 302 N.Y.

115, 96 N.E. 24 731, (1951).

"While stability and regularity are undoubtedly
essential to the operation of zoning plans,
zoning is by no means static. Changed or chang-
ing conditions call for changed plans, and per-
sons who own property in a particular zone or use
district enjoy no eternally vested right to that
classification if the public interest demands
otherwise."

Citing this case, use of floating zones was later up-

held in Maryland, Huff v. Zoning Board of Appeals, 214 Md.

48, 133 A2d 83 (1957) and in Pennsylvania 3 years later in Eves

22



V. Zoning Board, 401 Pa. 211, 164 A. 24 7 (1960).

The third issue is the ability of a municipality to en-
gage in a negotiation process with a developer. Critics
argue that this is a form of contract or conditional zoning
which is illegal in many states. Despite this concern, the
Supreme Court of Pennsylvania in one of the leading cases

validating PUD regulations, supported use of negotiation,

Cheney v. Village #2 at New Hope, Inc., 429 Pa. 626, 241

A. 24 81 (1968).

"One of the most attractive features of planned
unit development is its flexibility; the chance
for the builder and the municipality to sit down
together and tailor a development to meet the
specific needs of the community and the require-
ments of the land on which it is to be built."

Questions arise, however, concerning the ability of a
town to approve one project but reject another without a
clearly stated justification in the ordinance. To avoid
this potential problem, some ordinances clearly specify
grounds for approval. The model act addressed some of these
issues by imposing detailed procedural requirements which
treat the approval process as adjudications rather than legi-
slative rulemaking. In so doing, the process is subject to

much closexr judicial scrutiny.

The last issue of concern is the relationship of PUD
regulations to a community's comprehensive plan. As a
floating zone, the location of a PUD is not known until it

is proposed on a particular site. This obviously can lead
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community to properly implement or administer their ordinance.

Many communities are concerned with the legal issues

surrounding the PUD process. Because the controls used in

regulation of a PUD differ considerably from standard re-

quirements, there are some guestions concerning the proper

procedural requirements or legality of an ordinance. Iron-

ically,

the publication of a Model Act seemed to calm many

of these fears, although few states have incorporated its

provisions within their enabling legislation.

Chapter 2 ~ Footnotes

4 Michael J.Meshenberg, "The Administration of Flexible

Zoning Techniques,”"™ PAS Report 318 (Chicago: American
Society of Planning Officials), p. 20

Several unsuccessful attempts have been made to revise the

Rhode Island zoning enabling legislation to include
provisions for PUD regulations among many other changes.
Such proposed revisions are currently before the state
assembly again; the approval of the bill is uncertain.

Frank S. So, et al, "Planned Unit Development Ordinances",

PAS Report 219 (Chicago: American Society of Planning
Officials), p. 47

Seishiro Tomioka and Ellen Miller Tomioka, Planned Unit

Development: Design and Regional Impact, (New York:

John Wiley & Sons, 1984), p. 139

Frank S. So, et al, p. 48
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bility of a site to commercial and employment centers can
contribute to its appeal. Close proximity to major access
routes are a prime drawing card for working couples, parti-
cularly if combined with a rural setting. Accessibility

may be particularly important to potential residents who may

be used to such conveniences in urban environments.

3.2b Housing Unit Layout

Correlated with an aesthetic natural environment is the
layout and orientation of the housing units themselves. It
is important to remember that the advantages offered by the
PUD process is flexibility; the better designs use maximum
advantage of this tool. Such features as curvilinear roads,
clustering of units within natural settings, view maximi-
zation and southern orientation can create a much more

attractive development.

For towns interested in preserving their rural character
and residents seeking aesthetic living environments, better

layout design can be very important.

3.2c Architectural Design

Creative architectural design of the development can be
a key factor in its success. Mundane, repetitive designs
may replicate urban developments and be insensitive to the
surrounding community. On the other hand, creative designs
which complement the neighborhood can create a more attract-

ive development. As a result, the aesthetic objectives of
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3.2fFf Homeowner's Association

Perhaps one of the most critical and controversial issues
related to the long-term success of a PUD is the function of
the howeowner's association (HOA). Often required by the PUD
ordinance, the homeowner's association is comprised of manda-
tory membership by all residents. Their duties depend on the
type of development and amount of open space. For the most
part, however, the HOA is responsible for the ownership and

maintenance of all open areas and recreational facilities.

The potential problems resulting from the lack of re-
sponsibility of the HOA are clear. Residents would suffer
from lack of maintenance, and the surrounding community would
be plagued with a poorly kept neighborhood and lowering of

housing value.

Aware of this potential problem, the ULI Model Act laid
out strict guidelines for the creation and functioning of a
HOA. The establishment of a HOA by the developer is required
with provisions for municipal takeover of maintenance responsi-
bilities should the HOA fail to do so. The cost of any muni-
cipal expenditures would be passed onto residents through a

tax assessment or tax lien.

A successful PUD, therefore, must also have a well-
functioning HOA to oversee the long-term maintenance of all
facilities within its ownership. Often this responsibility
is contracted to a management service or a subsidiary of the

18

development firm. In this way, potential conflicts can be
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121p54., p. 10.

L3y1,4d., p. 11.

l4Seishiro Tomioka and Ellen Miller Tomioka, Planned Unit
Developments (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1985) p.148

1I;Moore, p. 81

l6cne Tominka Planned Unit Developments, Chapter 2 and Moore,
PUDs in Practice, Chapter 5.

l 7romioka, p. 12 B

181pid., p. 166

19y hael . Meshenberqg, "The Administration of Flexible
Zoning Techniques", Planning Advisory Service Report
No. 318, (Chicago: American Society of Planning
Officials, 1976), p. 24.

20couthern Burlington Co. NAACP v. Twp. of Mount Laurel. 67

N.J. 151, 336 A. 24 713.

2155, Mosena and Bangs, "Planned Unit Development Ordinances"
)5 p. 57.

‘Ibid., . 57,
23 bi P

See Tomioka, chapter 7 and Moore, pp. 15-28
24see So, Mosena and Bangs, pp. 22-24
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only is the development climate not conducive, but public
acceptance of the PUD concept may not be as widespread as in

other areas.

Examination of this issue will therefore be threefolid.
First will be a review of the PUD ordinances which curvently
exist in the states, as well as a discussion of the differant
techniques employed. The second part will present inform=:
tion on the experiences of communities which have had PUD
proposals. The last section will focus on the inactivity
of PUD use in Rhode Island and discuss factors which may be

responsible for this situation.

4.1 g9@915£§32_9f PUD Ordinances in Rhode Island:

Types and Reqpiréﬁentq_

For the purpose of this study, the zoning ordinances of
all thirty-nine cities and towns were reviewed to identify
those having PUD provisions within their codes. This task
was complicated by the fact that these provisions often
appear in varying sections of the zoning codes under an array
of headings. However, following an examination of each ord-
inance, ten communities were selected for this project. The
PUD provisions in these towns were determined to be suffi-

cient enough to warrant their analysis.

Names assigned to PUD developments vary from one commu
nity to the next. Some cannot really be considered PUDs in
the truest sense of the concont, liowever, they all repre-

sent a departure from traditional land use control, and in-
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For the most part, this flexibility is provided in all
ten ordinances that were reviewed. Generally, a separate
set of development standards for planned unit developments
are incorporated within the PUD ordinance. The extent of
these standards vary; however, they usually include minimum

height and bulk requirements.

There are three exceptions to this situation. East
Greenwich uses the underlying zoning dimensional requirements
for PUD projects. The development standards in North Sﬁith—
field are not clearly stated. In East Providence, normal
standards are followed but may be waived by request to the

City Council.

Variety in Housing Type

All ten communities either specifically encourage or permit
a variety of housing types within PUDs. The Town of Warren is
the only community which limits housing types to townhouses

and condominiums.

There is some question as to whether the encouragement
of housing variety actually influences the PUD product. It
is felt that developers will respond more to market needs than
community desires. The comment of one consultant was that
"while the ordinance can permit and encourage variety, only
the market and the developer determine if something new is

tried."25
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Homeowner's Association (HOA)

The role of the homeowner's association has been dis-
cussed earlier in this report. With potentially significant
amounts of open space and recreational facilities in a PUD,

a well-functioning HOA can be essential. It is often suggested
that a PUD ordinance can help to make this possible with re-

quirements for HOA organization and management.

Johnston is the only town which reqﬁires open space area
to be deeded to a private association. Most other ordinances
leave ownership of open space by an HOA optional or allow
such areas to be deeded to the town. Three communities --
East Greenwich, North Smithfield and Westerly actually re-
quire that portions of the open space be conveyed to the town

for recreational purposes.

Coventry, East Providence and Johnston contain specific
provisions within their PUD ordinances for town maintenance
of open space should the private association fail to do so.
The Town of Bristol makes no clear mention of open space

ownership or responsibilities.

Timing of Development

For very large projects that may have significant impacts
on town services, it is advisable to require construction in
stages. In this way, a town can control development so ex-
cessive demands are not placed on municipal facilities. This

is often considered a real advantage of PUD over traditional
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penses. Experiences such as occured in Westerly with the
last PUD proposal are not encouraging to others considering

a PUD option.

This is not to negate the desires of small town resi-
dents to resist growth or express these opinions publicly.
Certainly, a community should be able to determine its char-
acter. Tt is this mentality, however, which has perhaps in-

fluenced potential development proposals or PUD approvals.

It is possible that some of the negative attitudes
toward the PUD concept have been influenced by the lack of
innovative examples of the PUD concept. Planned unit devel-
opments which have been constructed have not used the full
potential of the concept. Many resemble typical apartment or
condominium complexes. Perhaps i1f more creative examples of

the PUD were visible, public endorsement would be greater.

In addition to the mentality of some of the communities,
the absence of infrastructure to support intensive develop-
ment is another factor unconducive to PUD use. Only one of
the ten communities, East Providence, has municipal sewers
and water servicing the entire city. Ironically, it is also
the only town with very limited amounts of available land.

The other nine towns have only limited water and sewer capa-
city. Such restrictions create limitations on the location
of large developments and also the extent to whicﬁ cluster-
ing can be used if on-site sewage disposal is required. An

example of this situation can be found in the Town of East
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no PUD activity in the midwest. Reasons cited for this in-
activity were often similar to those mentioned in Rhode
Island. Consider, for example, this quote from the planning

commission of Hendricks County, Indiana:

"Public acceptance of the (PUD) project by the
community has been a problem. There is friction
between the developer and residents of the project ...
the question we had was whether the developer had too

much flexibility under PUD approval. This conflict
showed us that we had difficulty understanding the
overall PUD concept ..." 31

Perhaps a better way to view the environment for PUD use
is that certain development criteria must already exist for
the adoption of the concept. In other words, widespread use
of the PUD concept will not occur unless a positive develop-
ment climate is in place. Such factors would be the oppo-
site of those existing in Rhode Island: public acceptance
of high density developments, sophisticated planning boards
having the assistance of professional staff and higher land
costs conducive to higher density developments. Repeating

the opinion of a consultant in regard to encouraging housing

variety, "only the market and the developer determine if
. . - w 32
something new 1s tried.
Chapter 4 - Footnotes

25 colleen Grogan Moore, PUDs in Practice, (Washington: Urban
Land Institute, 1985) p- 15.

26 1¢ is possible that current problems with the wastewater
treatment facility is limiting the scale of PUD projects.

27 Robert W. Burchel, ed., Frontiers of Planned Unit Develop-
ment: A Synthesisﬂof Expert Opinion (New Brunswick:
Center for Urban Policy Research, 1973) p. 30
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into municipal ordinances. Even though few states adopted
PUD legislation, the presence of the act helped to foster

the concept and eliminate many legal concerns.

The rapid growth in the housing market and increased
public acceptance of attached housing also contributed to
increased PUD activity. Particularly in suburban metropol-
itan areas, the demand for housing made large scale housing
projects economically feasible. Reduced construction costs
of the PUD attracted many developers to utilize this concept.
More recently, the growing second home market and rising popu-
larity of condominiums has changed the use of PUD. Many of
these developments are now being located in resort-oriented
communities where a higher level of amenities attract vaca-

tioners and retirees.

The concept of the PUD is distinguishable from tradi-
tional land use controls in several ways. First, the ordinance
itself removes much of the rigidness of zoning and subdivi-
sion codes in order to encourage innovative land use and crea-
tive design. In return for this greater flexibility, the muni-
cipality has much greater input in the approval process. The
proposal is reviewed to determine its positive contribution to
the community and its potential adverse impacts. These ele-
ments are negotiated with the developer to develop a final
plan suitable to both parties. Unlike many subdivision ordin-
ances, aesthetic and environmental features can be requested

in a negotiating process with the developer.
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In addition to these "ioecgyative" factors, the lack of
positive inducements to PUD growth has hindered its use.
Neither population growth, land availability, opeun space
limitation: or land costs have reached the point where PUD

has become economically feasible or necessary,

Given this situation, the question may be asked whether
it i=s poseible to bring about changes to create an environ-
ment more conducive to planned unit developmeat activity.
This issue is addressed in the following section.

5.2 Recommendations for More Effective Use
of PUD Concept in Rhode Island

As has been discussed earlier in this paper, the concept
of planned nnit developmwments has been adopted and used suc-
cessfully in many parts of the country. Enthusi..tice com-
ments from planning commissions in states such as Maryland,

California and New Jersey attest to its popularity.34

Rhode Tsland falls among the category of states which
have had less positive experiences. While many of the fac-
tors attributed to this phenomenon are difficult to alter,
for example, public acceptance, there are some measures which
can be taken to improve this situation. These changes need

to bhe made at both the state and local level.

Before these recommendations are made, it is important
to emphasize the need for a desire to increase PUD activity.
If a community prefers only to make the PUD alternative
available to developers, without necessarily encouraging its

use, then the present policies need not be changed. Some

86



town and planning officials interviewed seem to prefer a
"laissez-faire" attitude towards development which left

these decisions to market determinations.

However, should there be a desire to promote the use of
planned unit developments, the following measures should be

considered. They are intended to create an environment more

conducive to the effective use of PUD.

1. Adoption of statewide PUD enabling legislation

Authorization of PUD use at the state level will
not only "legalize"” its adoption at the local
level, but give the state an opportunity to en-
courage the concept. In particular, this effort
may induce more communities to adopt PUD ordinances
or may eliminate the fears of court challenges
questioning the validity of existing ordinances.
Both may spur increased awareness and popularity

of the concept.

Current legislation before the General
Assembly (84-S 424) entitled "An Act Relating to
Zoning" includes such authorization. The pro-
visions for "planned developments", as they are
referred to, are very limited but at least set
the groundwork for validity of the concept. It
should, therefore, be actively supported by all

‘municipalities.
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2. Cooxdination of Local Planning Assistance
Efforts at the state level

As mentioned in Chapter 3, the adoption of PUD ordin-
ances in many small communities has been strongly influenced
by local assistance planners provided by the state. The lo-
cal assistance planner works on a part-time basis, providing
zoning and planning advice to towns not having professional
planning staff. Although not directly involved in policy-
making, these planners can encourage suqh concepts as PUD to
their communities. Six of the ten communities studied used

the services of local assistance planners.

At the present time, there is no coordinated effort or
active communication in regard to PUD policies among local
assistance planners, It is basically up to each planner to
guide their community's planning efforts as they so choose.
Furthermore, there seems to be little communication among

the planners concerning their efforts.

A more active, coordinated effort to promote PUD use by
local assistance planners could foster its effective use and

application.

3. Stronger Local Efforts to Promote Effective Use

Local policies are perhaps the most influential in guid-
ing PUD use. Efforts should be made not only to encourage
planned unit development but to ensure that the ordinance is

not misused. This can be accomplished in two ways:

First, PUD ordinances should be carefully reviewed by
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