
  
The location of this meeting is accessible and reasonable accommodations will be provided to persons 
with disabilities who require assistance. If you need a reasonable accommodation, please contact the city 
of Newton’s ADA Coordinator, Jini Fairley, at least two business days in advance of the meeting: 
jfairley@newtonma.gov or (617) 796-1253. The city’s TTY/TDD direct line is: 617-796-1089. For the 
Telecommunications Relay Service (TRS), please dial 711. 

Zoning & Planning Committee Agenda 
 

City of Newton 
In City Council 

 

Monday, June 23, 2025 
 
 

7:00 pm  
Room 204 
 
The Zoning and Planning Committee will hold this meeting as a hybrid meeting 
on Monday, June 23, 2025 at 7:00 PM that the public may access in-person or 
virtually via Zoom. To attend this meeting via Zoom use this link: 
https://newtonma-gov.zoom.us/j/81939349265 or call 1-646-558-8656 and use 
the following Meeting ID: 819 3934 9265. 
 

 

Items Scheduled for Discussion: 
 
#44-24 Reques�ng re-evalua�on and possible amendments to Inclusionary Zoning 

Ordinance 
COUNCILORS DANBERG, ALBRIGHT, KALIS, WRIGHT, OLIVER, MALAKIE, LIPOF, 
AND LUCAS reques�ng a discussion with the Planning and Development 
Department and the Newton Housing Partnership about the City's Inclusionary 
Zoning Ordinance and possible amendments to the ordinance to include 4-6 
units, including raising the requirements for the number of affordable units in 
large developments. 
 

#45-24 Discussion and Possible Amendment to Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance to 
include Training 
COUNCILORS DANBERG, BIXBY, MALAKIE, DOWNS, AND WRIGHT reques�ng 
discussion and possible amendment to require that developers and property 
managers provide training for their employees regarding bias toward residents of 
the IZ units and how to mi�gate this bias. 
 

#181-24 Request for discussion and possible amendments to remove or reduce parking 
minimums for commercial uses in commercial centers 
COUNCILORS ALBRIGHT, DANBERG, KRINTZMAN, AND LEARY requesting 
discussion and possible amendments to Newton's zoning ordinance to remove or 

mailto:jfairley@newtonma.gov
https://newtonma-gov.zoom.us/j/81939349265
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reduce the parking minimums for first-floor commercial uses in commercial 
centers.  

 
#181-25 Reappointment of Harvey Schorr to the Newton Historical Commission 

HER HONOR THE MAYOR reappointing Harvey Schorr, 106 Bellevue Street, 
Newton as a member of the Newton Historical Commission for a term of office 
set to expire on June 21, 2028. (60 Days: 08/15/2025) 

 
Respectfully Submitted,  
R. Lisle Baker, Chair 



Preserving the Past   Planning for the Future 

DATE: June 18, 2025 

TO: Councilor R. Lisle Baker, Chairman of the Zoning and Planning Committee 
Members of the Zoning and Planning Committee 

FROM: Barney Heath, Director of Planning & Development  
Jen Caira, Deputy Director of Planning & Development 
Lara Kritzer, Director of Housing and Community Development 
Katie Whewell, Chief Planner 
Shaylyn Davis-Iannaco, Housing Program Manager 

SUBJECT: Inclusionary Zoning Reevaluation/Proposed Changes 

As is required by section 5.11.13 of Newton’s Inclusionary Zoning ordinance, the City must conduct a 
reevaluation of the inclusionary zoning program no more than every 5 years. The last such 
reevaluation was finalized in August 2019.  

During the summer of 2024, Planning staff engaged with RKG Associates to begin the work of 
reevaluating the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance. Through interviews with the Newton Fair and 
Affordable Housing Partnership (Partnership), Zoning and Planning Committee (ZAP), and Planning 
staff, as well as members of the development community and advocates for affordable housing, RKG 
Associates sought to make recommendations on the following items:  

1. Assessment of Housing Development Policy Effectiveness
2. Assessment of Resident Support Effectiveness
3. Process Review
4. Goals and Vision
5. Model Update

RKG Associates compiled their recommendations into two tables, attached to this memo. They made 
the following recommendations: 

I. Eliminate the two-tier system of affordability
II. Adjust percentage of affordable units required under a single tiered system
III. Leave the area median income (AMI) threshold at an average of 65% of AMI for rental

projects
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IV. Keep the minimum unit threshold for inclusionary zoning applicability at 7 units and allow 
a by-right cash in-lieu payment option from 7-19 units. 

V. Modify the current “round-up” rule (which requires the provision of a full unit at .45)  to 
allow for a by-right partial in-lieu cash payment. 

VI. Remove from consideration the idea of requiring the provision of ‘resident services” for 
project cost feasibility reasons. 

VII. Remove supportive services agreement requirement from section 5.11.10 (Extremely Low-
Income option) 

VIII. Keep  the total development cost (TDC)  in-lieu cash standard at $650,000 and revisit 
calculation in 3 years 

IX. Provide a concrete definition of “unusual net benefit” in section 5.11.6 (Off-Site 
Development option) 

X. Remove the second requirement under section 5.11.9, the Public Funding Limitation  
XI. Replace the cash payment-in-lieu calculation under section 5.11.11, Elder Housing with 

Services, with the standards set forth in 5.11.5 (Cash Payment Option) 

The Partnership has met with RKG Associates three times over the last seven months to discuss and 
come to a consensus on the recommendations put forth. Attached, you will find the memo with the 
Partnership’s response to RKG’s recommendations.   
 
Planning staff, informed by their experience implementing the IZ ordinance for the past five years, 
also offer their recommendations on proposed changes to the current ordinance. 
 

I. Elimination of the two-tier systems of affordability from the Current Inclusionary Zoning 
Ordinance 

Applicable citations:  
o 5.11.2.G. Definitions 
o 5.11.4. Mandatory Provision of Inclusionary Units 
o 5.11.8. Inclusionary Housing Plans and Covenants 

Current Ordinance Requirements: 
5.11.2.G. Definitions. Currently, the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance includes the following definition:  

“Inclusionary Unit(s)” means any dwelling unit that meets the provisions of Section 5.11.4. 
1. “Tier 1 Unit(s),” means any Inclusionary Unit affordable to households with annual 

gross incomes at or below 80% AMI, and where applicable, affordable to 
households with annual gross incomes at or below 50% AMI. 

2. “Tier 2 Unit(s),” also known as “Middle-Income Unit(s),” means any Inclusionary 
Unit affordable to households with annual gross incomes great than 80% of AMI, 
but at or below 110% of AMI. 

 
5.11.4. Mandatory Provision of Inclusionary Units. Currently, the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance 
includes the following definition:  

A. Inclusionary Unit Tiers. Inclusionary Units are divided into two tiers based on their level of 
affordability. Tier 1 represents units affordable to households with annual gross incomes 
at or below 50% of AMI and units affordable to households with annual gross incomes at 
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or below 80% of AMI; and Tier 2 represents Middle-Income units affordable to households 
with annual gross incomes greater than 80% of AMI, but at or below 110% of AMI. 

 
5.11.8. Inclusionary Housing Plans and Covenants. The Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance includes the 
following:  

 
5.11.8.C. An Affirmative Fair Housing Marketing and Resident Selection Plan (AFHMP) for all 
Inclusionary Units, including Tier 2 Middle-Income Units, which, at a minimum, meets the 
requirements set out in the Comprehensive Permit Guidelines of the DHCD, Section III, 
Affirmative Fair Housing Marketing and Resident Selection Plan, as in effect December 2014 as 
the same may be amended from time to time 
 
5.11.8.F. Agreement by the applicant that all inclusionary units, including those affordable to 
households earning greater than 80% but less than or equal to 110% of AMI must be subject 
to an Affordable Housing Deed Restriction with the City, and in most cases, a Regulatory 
Agreement between the City, DHCD (or relevant subsidizing agency) and the developer. The 
developer must execute and record these affordable housing covenants in the Registry of 
Deeds for the Southern District of Middlesex County as the senior interest in title for each 
Inclusionary Unit and which must endure for the life of residential development… 

 
Recommendations 
 RKG Associates has recommended removing Tier 2 for all projects, and as such, has suggested 

simplifying the definition of an Inclusionary Unit to: “Inclusionary Unit(s)” means any deed-
restricted housing unit priced to be affordable to households with annual gross incomes at or 
below 80% of AMI. 

o RKG Associates also recommends removing references to Tier 2 throughout the 
Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance, including sections 5.11.4 and 5.11.8.  

 The Partnership agrees with removing Tier 2 for rental housing projects but would like to see 
the current system retained for homeownership projects. 

 Planning Staff agree with the retaining a two-pronged affordability approach: 
o Rental housing: One affordable tier, at an average of 65% of AMI, to match the 

suggested definition of an Inclusionary Unit from RKG Associates. 
o Ownership: Retain the two-tier system, with the “Affordable Tier” remaining at 80% of 

AMI and the “Middle-Income Tier” remaining at 110% of AMI.  

 
II. Keep a graduated IZ Percentage Formula Based on Project Size 

Applicable citation:  
o 5.11.4. Mandatory Provision of Inclusionary Units 

Current Ordinance Requirements: 
5.11.4. Mandatory Provision of Inclusionary Units. The Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance currently 
requires inclusionary units based on the following tables for rental and ownership projects:  
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Tier 1 units for rental projects must be affordable at an average of 65% of AMI 

 
Recommendations on Rental Housing Projects  
 RKG Associates has recommended the following:  

o For rental projects between 7 and 20 units, the requirement should remain 15% 
affordable at an average of 65% of AMI. 

o For rental projects between 21 and 99 units, the affordability requirement should be 
adjusted to 17% at an average of 65% of AMI.  

o For rental projects over 100 units, adjust the affordability requirement to 18.5% at an 
average of 65% of AMI.   

 Planning Staff agree with RKG Associates’ recommendations  
 The Partnership suggests the recommendation for all rental housing projects, regardless of 

size, be 17.5%.  

To illustrate the differences in each proposal, here is each demonstrated with a 100-unit rental 
project:  

Under current Inclusionary Zoning requirements:  
 100*0.15= 15 units at an average of 65% of AMI 
 100*0.05= 5 units at 110% of AMI 

Practically speaking, this would require 20 total inclusionary units, broken 
down as follows: 7 units at 50% of AMI, 7 units at 80% of AMI, 1 unit at 65% of 
AMI, and 5 units at 110% of AMI.  

  
 Under RKG Associates’ recommendations:  
  100*0.185= 18.5 units at an average of 65% of AMI 

Practically speaking, this would require 18 total inclusionary units, broken 
down as follows: 9 units at 50% of AMI, 9 units at 80% of AMI, and a cash 
payment of $325,0001 

 
 Under the Partnership’s recommendations: 
  100*0.175= 17.5 units at an average of 65% of AMI 

Practically speaking, this would require 17 total inclusionary units, broken 
down as follows: 8 units at 50% of AMI, 8 units at 80% of AMI, 1 unit at 65% of 
AMI, and a cash payment of $325,0002 

 
Recommendations on Homeownership Projects  
 RKG Associates has recommended the following:  

o For homeownership projects between 7 and 16 units, the requirement should remain 
15% affordable at 80% of AMI. 

 
1 Please see recommendations V and VIII 
2 Please see recommendations V and VIII 
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o For homeownership projects between 17 and 20 units, adjust the affordability 
requirement to 12% at 80% of AMI.  

o For homeownership projects between 21 and 99 units, adjust the affordability 
requirement to 16.5% at 80% of AMI. 

o For homeownership projects over 100 units, adjust the affordability requirement to 
18% at 80% of AMI.   

 The Partnership recommends retaining a 2-tiered system of affordability for homeownership 
projects but has not yet discussed what percentage of affordability makes sense.  

 Planning Staff agree with the Partnership.  

To illustrate the differences in each proposal, here is each demonstrated with a 100-unit 
homeownership project:  

Under current Inclusionary Zoning requirements:  
 100*0.10= 10 units at 80% of AMI 
 100*0.10= 10 units at 110% of AMI 

Practically speaking, this would require 20 total inclusionary units, broken 
down as follows: 10 units at 80% of AMI and 10 units at 110% of AMI.  

  
 Under RKG Associates’ recommendations: 
  100*0.18= 18 units at 80% of AMI 

Practically speaking, this would require 18 total inclusionary units, all restricted 
at 80% of AMI.  

 
III. Leave the Area Median Income (AMI) threshold at an average of 65% of AMI for rental 

projects 

Applicable citation:  
o 5.11.4. Mandatory Provision of Inclusionary Units 

Current Ordinance Requirements: 
5.11.4.B.4. Mandatory Provision of Inclusionary Units. Rental Project Requirements. The percentage 
requirements for applicable rental developments are based on the following table and provisions:  

a. For rental Inclusionary Housing Projects with 7-9 residential dwelling units, where only one 
rental inclusionary unit is required at Tier 1, the inclusionary unit shall be priced for a household 
income limit at not more than 80% of AMI.  
b. For rental Inclusionary Housing Projects with 10 or more residential dwelling units, where two 
or more rental Inclusionary Units are required at Tier 1, the AMI used for establishing rent and 
income limits for these Inclusionary Units must average no more than 65% of AMI. Alternatively, 
at least 50% of such units may be priced for households having incomes at 50% of AMI and the 
remaining Inclusionary Units may be priced for households at 80% of AMI. 

 
Recommendations 
 RKG Associates has recommended leaving the level of affordability requirement a 65% of 

AMI. 
 The Partnership and Planning Staff agree with this recommendation.  
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Current Ordinance Requirements 
5.11.11.I. Alternative Compliance. The applicant may choose to comply with their inclusionary zoning 
requirement through a cash payment to the City. The total cash payment for projects of this type is 
based on the average cost of providing long-term care for an elderly individual over a 10-year period, 
as well as the average total development costs per unit in Newton, calculated by the Newton Housing 
Partnership and approved by the Director of Planning and Development. The average long-term care 
cost is based on the Boston area average hourly rate of a home health aide providing three hours per 
day of care per year as determined by the annual Genworth Cost of Care Survey. Planning staff will 
review the Cost of Care Survey annually to modify the average cost as necessary. The total cash 
payment is determined by utilizing the following calculation: 

 

Recommendation 
 RKG Associates recommend replacing the payment-in-lieu standards stated in 5.11.11 with 

the TDC per bed.  
 Planning Staff agree with RKG Associates’ recommendation 
 The Partnership has not yet come to a consensus on this issue but intend to report their 

recommendations to ZAP after their June 24 meeting.  

To illustrate the difference, here are the cash payment options demonstrated with a 150-bed elder 
housing project:  

Under current Inclusionary Zoning requirements:  
 150*0.05= 7.5 beds required 
  Option A: Provide 8 beds on-site, restricted at 80% of AMI 

Option B: Payment-in-lieu of $8,160,000 (($650,000+ ($40/hr * 3hrs/day * 365 
days/yr * 10 yrs)*7.5) based on:  

1. TDC set at $650,000 
2. $40.00 per hour hourly care (based on 2024 estimates by Genworth and 

Care Scout) 
3. 3 hours per day of daily care 
4. 365 days per year 
5. Over a 10-year period 
6. 7.5 beds 

Under RKG Associates’ recommendations:  
 150*0.05 = 7.5 beds required 
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Option A: Provide 7 beds on-site at 80% of AMI and a cash payment of 
$325,000 
Option B: Provide a payment-in-lieu of $4,875,000 based on the following 
calculation: 7.5 * $650,000 

 

Next Steps 
 
The Planning staff recommend that a public hearing be requested for the second ZAP meeting in 
September. Planning staff will provide a full redlined version of an amended ordinance in advance of 
the public hearing. 
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PREPARED  BY  RKG  ASSOC IATES

C I T Y  OF  NEWTON

I N C L U S I O N A R Y  Z O N I N G  A N A L Y S I S
J U N E  2 0 2 5
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H U D  I N C O M E  A N D  R E N T

2

1P 2P 3P 4P

50% AMI $57,100 $65,300 $73,450 $81,600

65% AMI $67,750 $77,428 $87,107 $96,785

80% AMI $91,200 $104,200 $117,250 $130,250

110% AMI $114,653 $131,032 $147,411 $163,790

Source: FY 2024 Income Limits Documentation System -- Summary for Newton city, Massachusetts

Studio 1BR 2BR 3BR 4BR

50% AMI $1,428 $1,633 $1,836 $2,040 $2,204

65% AMI $1,694 $1,936 $2,178 $2,420 $2,613

80% AMI $2,280 $2,605 $2,931 $3,256 $3,518

110% AMI $2,866 $3,276 $3,685 $4,095 $4,422

Income thresholds by household size

Max affordable rent by bedroom size

Tier 1 Range 

Tier 1 Range 

#44-24 and 45-24

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/il/il2024/2024summary.odn?STATES=25.0&INPUTNAME=METRO14460MM1120*2501745560%2BNewton+city&statelist=&stname=Massachusetts&wherefrom=&statefp=25&year=2024&ne_flag=&selection_type=county&incpath=&data=2024&SubmitButton=View+County+Calculations


Interest rates, construction costs, energy, electrification and other regulations
Rising Costs

Length of process, cost of compliance, inconsistent implementation of 
regulations, clarity of policy requirements, renegotiating terms

Approval Process

Asking for more without offering relief somewhere else
Lower AMI

Smaller projects are disproportionally impacted. Difficult to predict and manage 
which services to provide. Unrealistic to have onsite support at all projects. What do 
you do about existing developments? Outside support would be a big piece to 
solving this puzzle

Resident Services

I N T E R V I E W S  S U M M A R Y
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Does the definition of “Inclusionary Unit” need to be adjusted?
• Current definition identifies Tier 1 (50% - 80% AMI) and Tier 2 (80% - 110% AMI). 
• Recommendation to eliminate Tier 2 from the policy to reflect priority for units at 80% or below.

Recommended language
• “Inclusionary Unit(s)” means any deed-restricted housing unit priced to be affordable to 

households with annual gross incomes at or below 80% of AMI.

5 . 1 1 . 2 .  D E F I N I T I O N S
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Units

Tier 1

Tier 2

7-20 21-99 100+

Set 
Aside AMI

Set 
Aside AMI

Set 
Aside AMI

Newton

5 . 1 1 . 4 .  C O M P A R I S O N  O F  C U R R E N T  I Z  R E Q U I R E M E N T S

15% 65% 15% 65% 15% 65%

5% 110%2.5% 110%

Units

Tier 1

Tier 2

Boston

7+ 4+ 10+ or 
10,000+ SF 6+ 18+ 6+

Set 
Aside AMI

Set 
Aside AMI

Set 
Aside AMI

Set 
Aside AMI

Set 
Aside AMI

Set 
Aside AMI

17% 60%

3% 30%

15% 50%

N/A N/A

20% 80%

Cambridge

20% 80%

Arlington

15% 80%

5% 50%

12.5% 80%

Waltham NeedhamBrookline

Notes Vouchers provided 
for 30% AMI

LIHTC projects 
funded by housing 

trust (< 80%)
N/A N/A N/A

Cash payment 
option from 4-19 
units using value 

gap and FMRs

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

N/A N/A
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Does Newton’s current IZ calibration (two tiers) need to be adjusted?
• Is having a two-tiered system still relevant?
• Retaining two-tiers is less important than establishing an effective implementable IZ

Recommendation
• Remove second tier and adjust set aside to capture comparable housing contribution value

5 . 1 1 . 4 .  T W O - T I E R  C A L I B R A T I O N

6

Unit Count Current Policy IRR Equivalent
7-20 units 15% at 65% AMI 15% at 65% AMI

21-99 units
(50-unit project example)

15% at 65% AMI (7.5 IZ units)
2.50% at 110% AMI (1.25 IZ unit) 17% at 65% AMI (8.5 IZ units)

100+ units
(100-unit project example)

15% at 65% AMI (15 IZ units)
5% at 110% AMI (5 IZ units) 18.5% at 65% AMI (18 IZ units)

Current policy and IRR equivalent approach yielded the same rates of return (Table above reflects 50-unit project = 14.02% IRR 
and a 100-unit project = 13.89% IRR)
Internal Rate of Return (IRR) – A real estate metric that estimates the financial performance of a potential real estate 
investment over time. A higher percent indicates the property will provide a greater return for the investor.
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Does Newton’s current IZ calibration (two tiers) need to be adjusted?
• Is having a two-tiered system still relevant?
• Retaining two-tiers is less important than establishing an effective implementable IZ

Recommendation
• Remove second tier and adjust set aside to capture comparable housing contribution value

5 . 1 1 . 4 .  T W O - T I E R  C A L I B R A T I O N  ( O W N E R S H I P )
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Unit Count Current Policy Value Equivalent
7-16 units 15% at 80% AMI 15% at 80% AMI

17-20 units
(20-unit project example)

10% at 80% AMI (2 IZ units)
5% at 110% AMI (1 IZ unit) 12% at 80% AMI (2.2 IZ units)

21-99 units
(50-unit project example)

10% at 80% AMI (5 IZ units)
7.5% at 110% AMI (4 IZ unit) 16.5% at 80% AMI (8.25 IZ units)

100+ units
(100-unit project example)

10% at 80% AMI (10 IZ units)
10% at 110% AMI (10 IZ units) 18% at 80% AMI (18 IZ units)

Current policy and value equivalent approach yielded the same or comparable rates of return (Table above reflects 20-unit 
project = 41.73% IRR, 50-unit project = 33.80% IRR, and a 100-unit project = 30.98% IRR)
Internal Rate of Return (IRR) – A real estate metric that estimates the financial performance of a potential real estate 
investment over time. A higher percent indicates the property will provide a greater return for the investor.
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What are implications of lowering the IZ threshold from its existing 65% to a lower AMI?
• Adjusting the AMI threshold by 5% (to 60%) reduces the IRR by 30 basis points and reduces ROC 

by 8 basis points
• Lowering the set aside requirement will further reduce financial feasibility 
• Analysis shows market viability is a challenge in every subarea except the VCODs

• Rising construction costs
• Additional regulation compliance costs (e.g., electrification)

Recommendation
• Leave the AMI threshold (averaging 65% of AMI) as is
• Lowering the AMI threshold creates challenges to deliver half of the units at 50% AMI and half of 

the units at 80% AMI

5 . 1 1 . 4 .  L O W E R I N G  T H E  A M I  T H R E S H O L D
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Target Return
IRR 12.50%-15.00%

ROC 6.50%-7.00%
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IRR Set Aside ROC Set Aside
0% 10% 15% 20% 25% 0% 10% 15% 20% 25%

30% 18.33% 14.08% 12.06% 11.34% 9.28% 30% 7.67% 6.48% 5.98% 5.82% 5.48%
40% 18.33% 14.50% 12.66% 12.11% 10.25% 40% 7.67% 6.59% 6.13% 6.00% 5.69%
50% 18.33% 14.90% 13.26% 12.86% 11.17% 50% 7.67% 6.69% 6.27% 6.18% 5.91%
60% 18.33% 15.30% 13.83% 13.58% 12.06% 60% 7.67% 6.80% 6.42% 6.37% 6.12%
65% 18.33% 15.50% 14.12% 13.94% 12.50% 65% 7.67% 6.85% 6.49% 6.46% 6.23%
70% 18.33% 15.70% 14.40% 14.29% 12.92% 70% 7.67% 6.91% 6.56% 6.55% 6.34%
80% 18.33% 16.08% 14.95% 14.98% 13.75% 80% 7.67% 7.01% 6.71% 6.73% 6.55%

Financial returns for a 25-unit project:

Financial returns for a 100-unit project:

5 . 1 1 . 4 .  L O W E R I N G  T H E  A M I  T H R E S H O L D
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IRR Set Aside ROC Set Aside
0% 10% 15% 20% 25% 0% 10% 15% 20% 25%

30% 18.34% 14.89% 13.07% 10.94% 8.76% 30% 7.67% 6.70% 6.23% 5.73% 5.26%
40% 18.34% 15.23% 13.61% 11.73% 9.83% 40% 7.67% 6.79% 6.37% 5.91% 5.49%
50% 18.34% 15.56% 14.14% 12.48% 10.86% 50% 7.67% 6.88% 6.51% 6.09% 5.71%
60% 18.34% 15.89% 14.66% 13.22% 11.84% 60% 7.67% 6.97% 6.64% 6.27% 5.94%
65% 18.34% 16.06% 14.92% 13.58% 12.32% 65% 7.67% 7.01% 6.71% 6.36% 6.05%
70% 18.34% 16.22% 15.17% 13.93% 12.78% 70% 7.67% 7.06% 6.78% 6.45% 6.16%
80% 18.34% 16.54% 15.68% 14.63% 13.69% 80% 7.67% 7.15% 6.91% 6.63% 6.39%

A
M

I

A
M

I
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Comparison of Policy Options 
Fixed Value Value Gap Round Up

What are the implications of lowering the minimum unit threshold?
• Under current policy, we do not advise going below seven units
• If you want to get to less than seven units, then two changes should happen, 1) switch the current policy 

to partial payments for any fractional units, and 2) change the fee in lieu calculation from the current 
fixed cost approach to value gap approach
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Round Up Partial Unit Payment Rule

Comparison of current round up policy vs partial unit payment

65% AMI

17.5% set aside

• ‘Round up’ reflects the current policy math where a fraction of a full IZ unit, greater than 0.44, is 
rounded up to the nearest whole number (e.g., 1.45 IZ calculation = 2 IZ units)

• This approach creates gaps in financial returns 
• Developers are more likely to skip over the ‘gaps’ to maximize returns

• Changing the policy to a ‘Partial unit payment rule’ creates a more even distribution
• Creates an opportunity to capture more funds that could be allocated to the housing trust 

5 . 1 1 . 4 .  P A R T I A L  U N I T  P A Y M E N T  R U L E
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Is the bonus section effective?
• Page 4 Section C

• 2:1 ratio for a 1- or 2-bedroom IZ unit
• 3:1 ratio for a 3-bedroom IZ unit

• RKG ran feasibility model to understand the financial performance of a small project (15-unit) 
and mid-size project (75-unit)

• Financial feasibility for both projects perform worse than with no bonus scenario
• Requires 3:1 for 1- or 2-bedroom scenario to become revenue neutral
• Requires 5:1 for a 3-bedroom scenario to become revenue neutral

Recommendation
• We recommend no change to the bonus section

• Analysis based on current market conditions. Those can change where the policy will become viable
• Those ratios may create greater challenges to garner approval given the substantial change in project size, 

particularly for projects under 25-units

5 . 1 1 . 4 .  M A N D A T O R Y  P R O V I S I O N  O F  I Z  U N I T S
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Recommendation
• No change to TDC, revisit approach in three years
• Expand fee in lieu for projects 10 – 19 units (currently only available from 7 – 9 units)
• Gain an income stream for Housing Trust and reduce overall ordinance complexity for small projects

Approach Wood-Frame Podium

Current TDC $650,000 $650,000

Construction Cost $400,000 $550,000

Value Gap $380,000 $380,000

Units Percentage Payment Payment Value

7 70% $650,000

8 80% $650,000

9 90% $650,000

10 - 19 15% of total units $650,000

#44-24 and 45-24
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Example Project: 10-unit rental development
• 15% at Tier 1 = 0.15 x 10-units = 1.5 units

• Current policy (round up) = 2 units
• Partial unit payment approach = 1.5 units

• Updated TDC = $650,000
• Current policy: 2 units x $650,000 = $1,300,000
• Partial unit payment approach = 1.5 units x $650,000 = $975,000

Financial Feasibility
Approach Units Delivered Cash Payment IRR
Round up 2 $0 13.06%

Round up + fee in lieu 0 $1,300,000 10.08%

Partial payment 1 $325,000 13.86%

Partial payment + fee in lieu 0 $975,000 11.62%

#44-24 and 45-24
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Comparison to nearby communities:

• Brookline
• Formula based on market valuation of project and a prescribed ‘Contribution Factor’
• Required payment will vary based upon project size and market valuation of housing component
• No fixed in-lieu value

• Boston
• Zone A = $380,000
• Zone B/C = $200,000

• Somerville
• Partial unit payment for rental ranges from $210,439 to $830,347
• In-lieu fee for rental ranges from $526,099 to $2,075,868
• Partial unit payment for ownership ranges from $168,351 to $664,278
• In-lieu fee for ownership ranges from $420,678 to $1,660,694
• Price point varies by location and bedroom count

#44-24 and 45-24



Does the off-site development section need to be revised?
• Unusual net benefits is not defined anywhere in the ordinance

• Ad hoc definitions during approval process can be inefficient and inconsistent
• Creates uncertainty and unpredictability = risk

Recommendation
• If leaving requirement for “unusual net benefit”, then provide a concrete definition
• Areas to be defined for unusual net benefit (one of these options)

• Higher set aside percentage (e.g., 25% increase)
• Lower target AMI threshold (e.g., lower to 50% of AMI on average)
• Larger cash contribution to trust fund (e.g., 10% larger than standard calculation)

• We recommend to include a formulaic approach that balances the housing goals of the City and the 
benefit you are providing the developer to do offsite

5 . 1 1 . 6 .  O F F - S I T E  D E V E L O P M E N T
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Do we need to revise the design and construction 
requirements?

• Current language is redundant and overlapping
• Square footage set aside language unclear
• Financial impact of unit set-aside and square 

footage set aside generally neutral, can vary based 
on location

Recommendation
• 5.11.7 - Section C - Rewrite unit size specifications 
• Add the following language:

• 1. Inclusionary units must be the same size or 
larger than onsite market rate units of the same 
bedroom count

• 2. For projects that provide a percentage of square 
footage set aside, the total square footage of 
inclusionary units must be equal or greater than 
the set aside requirements multiplied by the 
project’s total square footage

5 . 1 1 . 7 .  D E S I G N  A N D  C O N S T R U C T I O N
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Current language:
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Do we need to adjust the requirements of the Inclusionary Housing Plan and Covenant?
Put more onus on the developer (i.e. resident services plan)?

• Current approach is comprehensive but can be burdensome on the process. The following 
recommendations to modify language of this section.

Recommendation

5 . 1 1 . 8 .  I Z  H O U S I N G  P L A N  A N D  C O V E N A N T
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Section Recommendation(s)
A, B, D, G, H, I No change

C
Remove “including Tier 2 Middle Income units”.

Subsection 4: Remove “and DHCD’s”

E Remove “and all Tier 2 units must be consistent, 
where applicable, with the requirements of”.

F
Remove “including those affordable to households 
earning greater than 80% but less than or equal to 
110% of AMI”

#44-24 and 45-24



Does the public funding limitation need to be reviewed?

5 . 1 1 . 9 .  P U B L I C  F U N D I N G  L I M I T A T I O N
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Current Policy Recommendation(s)
Those that represent a greater number of 
affordable units than are otherwise required 
by this subsection and not receiving 
additional market rate units according to 
Section 5.11.4.C

No change

Those that are lower than the maximum 
eligible income limit for some or all 
inclusionary units by at least 10 percentage 
points below that stipulated in Sec. 5.11.4

Remove requirement of providing 10% 
below, the way its written is unclear (e.g., 
100% vs 110%?)

Those that exceed regulatory requirements in 
providing for persons having disabilities No change

Add provision that a minimum of 40% of all 
units are income-controlled for households 
earning at or below an average AMI of 60%

#44-24 and 45-24



How do we address the resident services issues?
• The concept of onsite resident services is nebulous 

• Full-time staff member vs part-time vs partnership arrangement 
• Which services to offer? Needs vary
• Require services for 2 IZ units?

• Consensus from the real estate industry
• Smaller projects (less than 30 units) will be disproportionally impacted
• Challenging to regulate the concept given the need will vary
• Will require city oversight (cost) to ensure compliance

• Conversation with HHS concludes they cannot provide an onsite service for IZ developments
• Annual cost of $65,000 - $70,000 = employee salary without benefits
• Most of their work is referrals

Recommendation
• Focus on leveraging current City infrastructure (e.g., HHS)

• In coordination with the City, require landlords to post signage with information
• Providers/nonprofits to work with City coordinator to avoid service duplication and establish protocols

• HHS willing to achieve stronger partnerships and coordinate with property managers

5 . 1 1 . 1 0 .  R E S I D E N T  S E R V I C E S
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Is the ELI compliance worth preserving? 
• Our financial analysis showed applying the current 

ELI compliance creates a greater financial return by 
~100 basis points

• Less total set aside in contrast to standard IZ 
compliance 

• 21-99 units = 12.5% ELI, 17.5% standard IZ
• 100+ units = 15% ELI vs 20% standard IZ

Recommendation
• Leave the compliance standing as is 

• Pending adjustments to the 110% AMI tier

• Remove services agreement section from ordinance
• Advertise the program

• Some developers are unaware it is written in the 
current ordinance

5 . 1 1 . 1 0 .  E X T R E M E L Y  L O W - I N C O M E  ( E L I )  C O M P L I A N C E
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Units

Tier 1

Tier 2

21-99 100+

Set 
Aside AMI

Set 
Aside AMI

Newton

2.5% 30%

Tier 3 2.5% 110%

7.5% 65% 5% 65%

5% 30%

5% 110%

50-unit project
Standard IZ ELI Compliance

IRR ROC IRR ROC

14.13% 6.94% 15.08% 7.19%

#44-24 and 45-24



How do we restructure the Elder Housing with Services?
• Higher rental rates per bedroom create expensive payments in lieu options
• High land cost per unit when adjusted to market expectations

• More expensive construction costs ($330/SF) and land value per unit ($335k) impacts sensitivity most when accommodating 
for affordability

• Concern about bed delivery based on a specific level of services when additional services are required

Recommendation
• Remove medical costs calculation

• Current approach is arbitrary and creates financial challenges

5 . 1 1 . 1 1 .  E L D E R  H O U S I N G  W I T H  S E R V I C E S
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A
M

I

IRR Set Aside ROC Set Aside
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 0% 5% 10% 15% 20%

30% 15.00% 9.93% 7.82% 1.68% -4.61% 30% 5.99% 5.69% 4.26% 3.16% 2.39%
40% 15.00% 10.11% 8.09% 2.28% -3.52% 40% 5.99% 5.72% 4.31% 3.25% 2.50%
50% 15.00% 10.29% 8.35% 2.85% -2.50% 50% 5.99% 5.76% 4.37% 3.34% 2.62%
60% 15.00% 10.47% 8.62% 3.40% -1.55% 60% 5.99% 5.80% 4.43% 3.43% 2.73%
65% 15.00% 10.56% 8.75% 3.68% -1.09% 65% 5.99% 5.82% 4.45% 3.48% 2.78%
70% 15.00% 10.65% 8.88% 3.94% -0.65% 70% 5.99% 5.84% 4.48% 3.52% 2.84%
80% 15.00% 10.82% 9.14% 4.47% 0.20% 80% 5.99% 5.87% 4.54% 3.61% 2.95%

A
M

I
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: June 19, 2025 
TO: Councilor R. Lisle Baker, Chair, Zoning & Planning Committee 

Members of the Zoning & Planning Committee  

FROM: Barney Heath, Director, Department of Planning and Development  
Jennifer Caira, Deputy Director Department of Planning and Development 
Zachery LeMel, Chief of Long Range Planning 
Nora Masler, Planning Associate 

RE:  #181-24 Request for discussion and possible amendments to remove or reduce parking 
minimums for commercial uses in commercial centers 
COUNCILORS Albright, Danberg, Krintzman, and Leary requesting discussion and possible 
amendments to Newton's zoning ordinance to remove or reduce the parking minimums for 
first-floor commercial uses in commercial centers.  

MEETING: June 23, 2025 

CC: City Council 
Planning Board 
Jonathan Yeo, Chief Operating Officer 

Introduction 

Most businesses trying to locate or expand operations in Newton are located in existing commercial 
buildings. In existing buildings, Newton’s zoning ordinance calculates the parking requirement based on 
the difference between the parking requirement for the existing use and for the proposed use. This 
leads to an arbitrary requirement based upon what was in the space previously and does not relate to 
the actual number of onsite parking spaces, if any, that exist. Some parking requirements, such as 
restaurants, are also based upon the number of seats and staff. This is challenging for staff to implement 
but also prohibits successful restaurants from adding tables or staff.  

In Newton’s village centers most of the buildings were built prior to zoning requirements for parking and 
prior to widespread automobile use. The current requirements place the burden of parking 
requirements on individual businesses, which if they did manage to provide the required parking onsite 
(often only possible through demolition of buildings) would then limit visitors from patronizing multiple 
businesses at once. A better practice is for the city to manage the public parking in commercial areas 
and encourage visitors to park once and visit multiple businesses. 

City staff view this docket item as an attempt to discuss, and possibly implement, what is seen as best 
planning practice zoning amendments to remove or reduce the parking minimums required for 
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commercial uses in commercial centers.1 Below, staff lay out a spectrum of options to achieve the goals 
(assist small business, make streets safer, support climate action, etc.) set forth in this docket item from 
most to least comprehensive.   

Work To-Date 

Over the last few years, the City Council has supported minor to major zoning amendments and special 
permit requests related to parking requirements. These include: 

• No minimum parking requirements for commercial uses in the Village Center Overlay District
(VCOD) and minimal requirements for residential uses. This has thus far made it easier for
several local restaurants to expand seating or more quickly commence operations.

• A new zoning use for breweries and other craft beverages with minimal parking requirements

• An updated zoning use for “Business Incubator” and “Place of Amusement” with minimal
parking requirements

• The removal of parking requirements for outdoor dining

• A multi-site blanket parking waiver for Piccadilly Square in Newton Centre

• Regular special permit waivers for new commercial uses in existing buildings

Possible Zoning Interventions 

The following zoning interventions laid out below are for the City Council’s consideration. Each 
intervention is kept to a broad overview. Based on which intervention(s) receive Councilor support, staff 
will provide further analysis and specific amendments at a future Zoning and Planning (ZAP) meeting. 

Option 1 – Remove all parking requirements of non-residential uses 

o Makes it easier for small/local businesses looking to locate in Newton or for existing
business to expand or change as needed

o Allows for better site design and financial feasibility of new development

o Less parking required/provided can lead to the use of alternate modes of
transportation that are more sustainable

o Private businesses know their parking needs better than local government

Option 2 – Remove/exempt parking requirements for non-residential uses within specific zoning districts 
(i.e. BU1/2, MU4, etc.) 

o See option 1

o More targeted to certain geographies (i.e. village centers) and not others (i.e. Needham
Street) that are more car dependent

Option 3 – Remove/exempt parking requirements for all ground floor non-residential uses 

• See option 1

1 “Parking Mandates Map.” Parking Reform Network, parkingreform.org/resources/mandates-map/. Accessed 4 Feb. 

2025.  

#181-24
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• Targets creating an “active” street life, which most people associate with a village center 

• Could be blanket or up to a certain size to promote smaller businesses 

• Directly aligns with the docket item 

• Could be combined with Option 2 for targeted geographies 

Option 4 – Remove/reduce parking requirements for certain non-residential uses 

• Incentivizes specific “desired” uses over others 

• More targeted, meaning other more vehicular dependent uses still have a requirement 

 
Next Steps 

Staff look forward to the discussion at the upcoming ZAP meeting and will further research possible 
zoning amendments based on the input received.  
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