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#238-25 Request to Rezone 399 Grove Street to Mixed Use 3 and to amend sections of
the Mixed Use 3/Transit Oriented Development District of the Newton Zoning
Ordinance

#239-25 Request for Special Permit to construct a mixed-use development consisting
of 750 residential units, mixed commercial, parking and public open space with
associated waivers from the Zoning Ordinance at 355,399, 0 Grove Street, Ward 4,
Newton, on land known as section 42 Block 11 Lot 03, Section 42 Block 11 Lot 02 and
Section 42 Block 11 Lot 4A containing approximately 9.34 acres of land in districts zoned
Mixed Use 3 Transit Oriented (MU3), BU2 (a portion to be rezoned to MU3), BUS5 (to be
rezoned to MU3)

Rezoning application: https://newtonma.portal.opengov.com/records/885679

Special Permit: https://newtonma.portal.opengov.com/records/885288

In response to questions raised at the City Council public hearing, the Planning Department is providing
the following information for the upcoming public hearing/working session. This information is
supplemental to staff analysis previously provided at the Land Use Committee public hearing.
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Executive Summary

The petitioner, Mark Development LLC, seeks to redevelop a site adjacent to Riverside Station.
The petitioner originally proposed 750 residential units in six buildings with
approximately 20,000 square feet of retail and commercial space and 1,119 parking spaces.
The project proposal also includes a request to rezone one of the three parcels comprising the
development site to Mixed Use 3 (MU3), text amendments to the zoning ordinance, and
special permit relief.

In response to various comments and concerns expressed at previous public hearings, on
October 13 the applicant submitted revised renderings, plans, and other illustrations showing
several changes to the proposed plan, some of which were initially shown at the October 7
meeting. They have also provided a written response to several questions raised at the Last
meeting (Attachment A) and responses to comments from the City’s peer reviewers.

Building Design

Councilors and community members previously raised concerns about Building 2/3, with some
noting that large size could present as monolithic on the corner of the site in a location very
visible to the neighborhood. To respond to these concerns, the petitioner presented initial
plans on October 7 demonstrating adjustments to Building 2/3 to reconfigure the massing.
Though it will still be one building, there will now be space in the facade facing out towards I-
95 and a portion of the frontage will be pushed back and the heights of each side adjusted to
create more differentiation between the different sections of the building architecturally. The
building will now appear as two buildings from the exterior of the site with a courtyard in
between. Staff are supportive of this design change, which helps create more of a prominent
and welcoming entrance, and serves to break up the massing. This will also allow for better
air flow and light exposure to the interior residential courtyard in the building.

The conceptual plans and narrative provided indicate that to offset the loss of some of the
square footage in Building 2/3, the height of Building 1 will be increased from six to seven
stories. Some retail space will also be added to Building 4, increasing from the 20,130 square
feet initially proposed up to 21,930 square feet. While Planning believes these are reasonable
adjustments that address comments and concerns raised, staff request revised site and
architectural plans that reflect these design changes.

Parking

The petitioner has stated that seven parking stalls will be eliminated due to the massing
changes in Building 2/ 3, so the total number of parking stalls on the site will be reduced from
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1,119 down to 1,112. While a revised parking calculation will be required to determine the
total residential and commercial parking requirements under the updated design, staff believe
the parking waiver required will still be within the original waiver requested, which is 400
stalls.

In their written response dated October 10, the petitioner provides some information about
local parking data and utilization and regional parking research conducted by MAPC to explain
their approach to determining their proposed parking ratio. Staff note that the proposed
parking ratio (1.0) is substantially similar to what was initially approved in 2021 (1.011). As a
higher density mixed use development with easy access to rapid transit, staff agree with the
petitioner that the proposed parking ratio is reasonable.

Housing

In addition to shifting mass from one building to another, the petitioner proposes adding seven
units from the previous iteration of the plan for a total of 757 units. This impacts the
calculation for Inclusionary Housing. The project now requires a total of 152 affordable units,
one more than the 151 originally proposed. 15.1% (114 apartments) will be made available at
an average affordability of 65% AMI, and an additional 5% (38 apartments) at 110% AMI. Nine
will be studios, 76 will be one bedrooms, 59 will be two bedrooms, and eight will be three-
bedrooms.

Open Space

In response to suggestions from Council, the petitioner has made several changes to the open
space programming on site. At the October 7 meeting, the petitioner’s team explained that
they plan to shift the loop drive adjacent to the central plaza to expand the public realm closer
to Building 4, which offers better access to sunlight. The plan now includes a dog park on site
that will be roughly 3,000 square feet, located in front of Building 2/3. The petitioner has
indicated that this dog park will be private for tenants of the residential buildings only. They
have also stated that the amphitheater area has been redesigned with a sloped walkway and
two flat lawn areas, with the intention of encouraging users to gather in smaller groups
throughout the open space.

In their written response to questions raised at the October 7 meeting, the petitioner
acknowledged the support Councilors have voiced for making the playground open to the
public. They indicated that they are open to making the park public, albeit subject to stricter
rules and regulations than would apply to other beneficial open space on the property
including hours of operation, a code of conduct, and that they retain the right to close
seasonally or for maintenance. Planning is supportive of making the playground open to the
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public and believe that some rules and regulations are reasonable as long as it does not
significantly impede public access.

Sewer infiltration/inflow Mitigation

The Chief Engineer has provided a memo dated October 7, 2025 addressing the sewer
infiltration/inflow mitigation fee for the project (Attachment A). Planning notes that the
calculations included in this memo reflect the fee for the initial iteration of the project, and
this calculation will need to be updated once plans are finalized to reflect the updated design.
The City Engineer indicated that the fee for the proposed development would be $6,624,453,
and the City Council may, for good cause shown, abate the fee in whole or in part. The memo
indicates that the City Engineer recommends that 75% of the fee be abated, and that the
developer consider dedicating that amount, $4,968,340 toward other mitigation purposes.
The petitioner has discussed this with the City and community stakeholders, and has identified
projects in the vicinity of the proposed project where some of these abatement funds could
be directed. The petitioner proposes to allocate $1,500,000 for mitigation at the Williams
School, $30,000 for a sound wall feasibility study, and $3,844,000 for neighborhood
improvements to be determined by City Council. These mitigation funds are separate from the
off-site improvements previously discussed including the bicycle connection from the Main
Street/Recreation Road entrance to Riverside Park, trail connections, and highway
roundabouts, which will still be constructed by the petitioner if the project is approved.

Bicycle & Pedestrian Accommodations

Staff and the City’s transportation peer reviewer previously had noted that the proposed
bicycle accommodations included in the mitigation plan extended along Grove Street but did
not include a connection between Grove Street and the Riverside MBTA station. At the
October 7 meeting the petitioner shared renderings and initial plans for a ten-foot-wide
shared use path that extends from the project entry at Grove Street to the north and connects
to the existing sidewalk south of the bridge overpass to connect to existing MBTA sidewalks
between the surface parking lot and Riverside Station. The project will also now be providing
a bicycle and pedestrian link from the project to Riverside Park, the Pony Truss Bridge, and
Lasell Boathouse bridge. Staff believe these are significant improvements and will improve
safety and circulation for bicyclists, and improve connectivity to and from the site for tenants
and the wider community.

Next steps

City staff and the development team will be available at the October 21 hearing to expand on
any areas identified in their reviews and answer questions. City staff and the petitioner are
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working on identifying conditions for the project. Staff anticipate having draft conditions for
the Committee to consider in advance of the November 18 public hearing.

Attachments

Attachment A: Petitioner response
Attachment A: Inflow & Infiltration Memo
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Responses to Questions Raised at October 7*"
Joint Land Use Committee/Planning Board Meeting
October 10, 2025

1. Where will the dog park be located?

See attached exhibit depicting the proposed dog park location.

2. Can the playground be made open to the public?

The Petitioner has concerns with the playground being open to the public given that the
playground is an active recreational use that will generate significant noise in close
proximity to the residential units in Building 2/3. However, the Petitioner has heard the
repeated requests from Councilors to allow for public use of the playground, and the
Petitioner would reluctantly agree to allow public access to the playground if such access
was more limited and treated differently than the rights the public will have in the other
passive public open spaces in the project. Specifically, as a condition to voluntarily
allowing public use of the playground, public access would be subject to rules and
regulations established by the owner of Building 2/3, including rules and regulations
governing the hours of operation of the playground, a code of conduct, and that allow
the removal of visitors that violate the rules and regulations. In addition, the Petitioner
would retain the right to close the playground seasonally or as necessary to conduct
repairs or maintenance of the playground.

3. Can a hotel be included in the program?

See attached letter from City Lights Development, LLC in response to the hotel request.

4. TDM Plan — can the developer provide more than 50% transit pass subsidy for two
years?

The developer cannot commit to providing more than a 50% subsidy for a duration of
two years. This commitment represents up to $810,000 in potential cost at current rates
that are subject to increases between now and when they are ultimately implemented.
This is the same reimbursement percentage and duration that was accepted as part of
the recent Northland Special Permit approval.
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5. How will the no left turn into the site from Grove Street be enforced?

In the 2020 and 2021 approvals, which involved a larger project at Riverside with
significantly more traffic entering the site, the City Council considered and debated
language regarding left turns from Grove Street, and the City Council debated and
crafted language that was acceptable to the Petitioner. Recognizing that the ultimate
decision on a prohibition of left turns rests with the Traffic Council, the language crafted
by the City Council required the Petitioner to docket a petition with the Traffic Council,
pursuant to Revised Ordinances, §19-29, to adopt a regulation prohibiting left turns from
Grove Street into the Project. Despite fewer vehicles entering the site from Grove Street
as compared to the 2020 and 2021 approvals, the Petitioner proposes to utilize the same
condition in this Council Order related to left turns.

Below is an excerpt from Condition 15(c) from the 2020/2021 approval:

Prior to the issuance of any building permits for any of the buildings, except for
the Parking Garage, the Petitioner shall . . . docket petitions with the Traffic
Council, pursuant to Revised Ordinances, §19-29, for: (i) adoption of a regulation
prohibiting left turns from Grove Street into the Project; and (ii) the placement of
signage regulating traffic on Grove Street, including but not limited to no-
parking, no-standing, no-stopping, no-drop off signs along both sides of the
section of Grove Street abutting the Project. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the
Petitioner shall have no obligation to enforce any such traffic reqgulation and shall
not be required to redesign nor reconstruct nor make physical modifications to
the intersection at the Grove Street entrance to the Project in connection with the
same.

6. Provide more support for the residential parking ratio.

See attached memorandum from 128 Business Council

7. Provide details on the inclusionary housing plan. How will units be broken down by
bedroom?

A revised Inclusionary Housing Plan has been submitted herewith, and includes the
following unit breakdown:
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UNITTYPE  TOTAL # OF TIER 1 # OF TIER 2 TOTAL
COUNT  (50-80% AMI)  (110% AMI) INCLUSIONARY
AFFORDABLE ~ AFFORDABLE  UNITS
Studio 41 7 (17.0%) 2 (4.8%) 9 (21.9%)
1BR 383 57 (14.9%) 19 (5.0%) 76 (19.8%)
2BR 294 44 (15.0%) 15 (5.1%) 59 (20.0%)
3BR 39 6 (15.4%) 2 (5.1%) 8 (20.5%)
Total 757 114 (15.1%) 38 (5.0%) 152 0.1%)

8. Provide more details on internal circulation — crosswalks, traffic calming measures.

The site plan provides numerous crosswalks and sidewalks that allow easy access to all
buildings and the MBTA Station. As part of the revised plan, a raised intersection is proposed
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Address concern about internal queuing of cars.

As demonstrated in the TIA, the new intersection of Main Street with the CD Access
Road will be a T-type of intersection with Main Street under STOP control. In the TIA, the
future condition operations at this intersection is at LOS b with the project in place
during the critical weekday morning and evening peak hour periods. Queues during
these same periods are minor with 95 percentile queues of 25 feet (1 vehicle) during
both periods. See graphic below:
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How will cars exit the site and get on 95N?

Access to Route 28 northbound will be similar to the existing conditions. From the site,
vehicles would make a right turn from Main Street and utilize the ramp to gain access to
the existing Collector/Distributor (CD) Road that will allow access to 95 northbound, and
Mass Pike eastbound and westbound. The ramp connecting to the CD Road will be very
similar to the existing conditions as demonstrated in the plan views of existing and
proposed presented below. From the Main Street stop bar to the ramp gore is 460 feet.
With this length of ramp someone stopped can easily get to 40-45 MPH by the merge
area. CD Road is listed at 30 MPH for speed limit; however, actual speeds are higher.

Route to 1-95

¢ North and

i MassPike (east
and west)

Existing-Condition> - = - Proposed-Condition9]
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Do we have any data on bike usage at TRIO?

The bike room at Trio currently has 38 bikes stored in it. This represents a ratio of 0.3
bikes per unit.

Respond to additional comments on play spaces and concerns about play spaces for
older kids.

As mentioned at the Land Use hearing, the developer intends to design the play space to
accommodate various age groups. The equipment will include social spaces and physical
challenges appropriate for ages 2-5 and ages 5-12. See attached exhibit for visual
examples.
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RESPONSE #1 EXHIBIT

Dog Park

Dog Park
+/- 3,000 SF
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CITY LIGHTS DEVELOPMENT, LLC
8 Prescott Street, Melrose, MA 02176
(617) 594-5945 e dave@citylightsdev.com

October 10, 2025

Councilors Randall Block and Tarik Lucas
Newton City Council

Newton City Hall
1000 Commonwealth Avenue
Newton, MA 02459

Re: Hotel Feasibility at Riverside Station

Dear Councilors,

Thank you for sharing your perspectives on the potential for hotel use at Riverside. We
appreciate your engagement and understand the appeal of considering hotels as a source
of economic activity and life for the site, particularly given recent reports of high ADR
and RevPAR.

As a team, we have a solid understanding of hotel economics from years of experience
evaluating mixed-use projects. That said, we wanted to ensure that our instincts on this
matter were not out of step with current market conditions. To that end, we consulted
with some of the most respected voices in the hotel industry:

e Denny Meikleham, Managing Director of Berkadia’s Hotels & Hospitality group
in Boston, a leading broker for hotel transactions across New England.

e Adam Etra, Vice Chairman of Newmark’s Hotels practice, with a national
perspective on hotel investment sales.

o Leo Xarras, principal of XSS Hotels, one of the most active hotel developers in
New England.

Importantly, Mr. Xarras was previously interested in developing a hotel at Riverside prior
to the pandemic. However, he has confirmed that the economics in this submarket no
longer work, given today’s construction costs, financing environment, and demand
patterns.

A hotel developer will look at an opportunity and consider the net operating income
relative to costs to develop and will also consider the cost to develop versus purchasing
an existing hotel. This can be simplified to is the cost to develop per hotel “key” less than
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the cost to purchase and rehabilitate a hotel and is the yield (net operating income
compared to total development cost), greater than the sales capitalization rate (cap rate).
Below are some factors that were highlighted in our conversations with the experts:

¢ Revenue vs. Costs
While RevPAR and ADR are at record levels in Boston, operating expenses
including wages, insurance, and taxes have increased even faster. Many hotels are
experiencing declines in net operating income despite topline revenue growth.

o Capital Market Headwinds
Construction costs and interest rates have risen dramatically. Investors require
higher yields to manage risk, and lenders are cautious. Berkadia confirms that
suburban hotel sites in the Newton/Needham remain unfinanceable under current
conditions.

o Evidence from Recent Sales
Recent hotel transactions are well below replacement cost:
* The Boxer — ~$400k/key (mid-6% cap rate)
* Found Hotel — $300s/key (8%+ cap rate)
* Hilton — ~$450k/key (nearly 9% cap rate)
These values highlight that building new hotels at today’s costs cannot be
justified. As the total cost per key will be far greater and the yield will be far
lower than the cap rates of recent transactions.

o Distressed Assets Emerging
Lenders are beginning to take back properties where values have fallen below
loan balances, such as the Courtyard in Cambridge.

e Suburban Performance
The Sheraton Needham generates only $11-12k per key in NOI and is valued at
~$120k per key. This demonstrates how limited suburban hotel economics are
compared to Boston proper.

¢ Tourism Dependency
Suburban hotel demand is heavily reliant on Boston’s international tourism
inflows. With international travel still lagging, there is no meaningful overflow to
suburban markets like Riverside.

While recent headlines suggest strong performance for hotels, the reality is that
construction costs, financing hurdles, required yields, and weakened suburban demand
make new hotel development at Riverside unviable today. We remain committed to
pursuing uses that are both responsive to Newton’s needs and achievable under current
market conditions.

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration.
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Sincerely,
David Roache
City Lights Development, LLC
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October 10, 2025
Memo: Response to concerns about 1:1 residential parking ratio
Prepared by 128 Business Council on behalf of Mark Development

In 2021, the City Council, Planning Department, and peer reviewers approved a parking analysis
for the Riverside Project that used a residential parking ratio of 1.011 spaces per unit—that is,
101 spaces per 100 units. This was a contextualized application of the 1.12 spaces per unit
recommendation found in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Parking Generation
Manual, 5th Edition, which was the industry standard at that time.

The data in all editions of the ITE is primarily drawn from single-use, suburban parking
environments, far from high-speed transit. Because of that limitation, it has long been standard
practice to adjust ITE base rates downward to reflect the real conditions of higher-density,
mixed-use, and transit-oriented developments (TODs). “Contextualization” refers to those
accepted downward adjustments. For mixed-use and TOD projects, planners account for
internal capture (the portion of trips that begin and end within the same mixed-use
development, thereby not using the external road system). Adjustments are also made for
transit mode share, walkability, etc. Notably, the 2021 analysis did not apply any additional
deduction for Massachusetts’ exceptionally low rate of car ownership, which ranks among the
bottom ten in the United States according to Forbes (2023).1

Since that time, the 6th Edition of the ITE Parking Generation Manual has been released,
reflecting nationwide declines in car ownership and parking utilization. Most residential parking
rates were reduced in the 6th Edition to align with newer data. If we began with those updated
base rates and applied the same contextual deductions used in 2021, the result would be
below one space per unit. Instead, we have retained essentially the same ratio of 1:1, which
remains both conservative and evidence-based.

For comparison, our approach has actually become more cautious in the opposite direction for
the retail and restaurant components of this Project. In 2021, the approved parking analysis
used a retail parking ratio of 1.466 spaces per 1,000 square feet, contextualized from the 1.95
rate in ITE’s 5th Edition. For 2025, we have updated this to reflect the likely tenant mix in a
primarily residential development. Our blended rate combines the following ratios: 2.097
spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. (LU 8222 strip retail plazas under 40,000 sq. ft.), weighted 75%; 6.742
spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. (LU 932: high-turnover sit-down restaurant), weighted 20%; and 7.787

1 https://www.forbes.com/advisor/car-insurance/car-ownership-statistics/#car ownership section
2 Although Riverside is not a “strip retail plaza,” LU 822 is the ITE subcategory most comparable in scale.
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spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. (LU 936: coffee/donut shop without drive-through), weighted 5%. When
combined, these uses yield an effective blended rate of 3.31 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft., which is
2.25 times higher than the retail ratio approved in 2021. This illustrates that our methodology
is not about minimizing parking at all costs. Where data indicate a need for a higher ratio, we
have raised it.

We recognize that many current Newton residents own multiple vehicles, but that demographic
is not the population expected to occupy Riverside’s housing. The kind of housing we build
directly shapes who chooses to live there. A single-family home with ample off-street parking, a
large driveway, and an attached garage naturally attracts households with multiple vehicles. By
contrast, a mixed-use, transit-oriented apartment community appeals to a different
demographic—residents who prioritize convenience and access to rail service over multiple
parking spaces. Riverside is designed for that second group, not for the households already
well-served by Newton’s existing housing stock.

MAPC’s Growing Station Areas: The Variety and Potential of Transit-Oriented Development in
Metro Boston (2012)3 classified Newton as a “Trolley Suburb,” meaning a community with
moderate density, high income, strong transit access, and historically higher auto ownership
relative to the inner core. MAPC’s analysis is clear: these areas achieve sustainable travel
behavior only through higher-density, mixed-use redevelopment and reduced parking ratios.
Riverside is precisely the kind of site MAPC identifies as having transformational TOD potential,
where surface parking can be replaced by structured, shared, or managed parking to shift the
area from auto-oriented to transit-oriented use.

Historically, Riverside has functioned as a large park-and-ride facility, a textbook example of
auto-oriented land use. The proposed garage and mixed-use redevelopment embody MAPC’s
“Transformational TOD” model: replacing surface lots with structured parking that supports
both residential and commuter demand without oversupply. A 1:1 residential parking ratio is
fully consistent with MAPC’s TOD principles and avoids the very pitfalls MAPC warns against. It
therefore supports Newton’s regional planning framework by balancing access and
sustainability.

We also have recent local data demonstrating that similar developments in Newton and
surrounding communities use substantially less than one space per unit. MAPC’s 2023
WestMetro Parking Utilization Study? analyzed over 40 multifamily sites in the WestMetro

3 https://www.mapc.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/MAPC-TOD-Report-FINAL-web-reduced-size.pdf
4 perfect Fit Parking Initiative, Phase 4. https://www.mapc.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/07/Parking-Perfect-Fit-
Memo4-July-2023.pdf




Attachment A

region, including Newton, Waltham, Watertown, Needham, and Lexington. Across these sites,
average supply was 1.58 spaces per unit and average demand was below 1.00, with an overall
utilization of 61%. In Newton specifically, utilization was approximately 50%, confirming that
preexisting parking is significantly oversupplied. The study also confirmed a truism of similar
studies nationwide: Parking supply itself was the strongest predictor of demand. Each additional
space per unit built increased vehicle ownership by 0.22 cars per household.

Actual utilization ratios for comparable developments underscore these points:
e Charles River Landing (Needham): 0.34 spaces utilized per unit
e The Kendrick (Needham): 0.62 spaces utilized per unit
e 28 Austin (Newton): 0.65 spaces utilized per unit
e The Gables Arsenal Street (Watertown): 0.81 spaces utilized per unit
e Trio (Newton): 0.93 spaces utilized per unit
e Woodland Station Apartments (Newton): 0.99 spaces utilized per unit

In MAPC’s study, the few developments with utilization rates above 1.00 were all properties
where parking was not unbundled. Avalon at Newton Highlands (1.03), Watertown Square
Archstone Apartments (1.02), and Aven at Newton Highlands (1.12) each provide free parking
with their units, and the data clearly show that this practice encourages higher car ownership.
When parking is included at no additional cost, many renters choose to acquire a vehicle after
move-in, driven at least partially by the availability of the space. (At Riverside, parking will be
unbundled for all residents except those in inclusionary units.) These results align with MAPC’s
broader finding that oversupplying or bundling parking induces demand, raises housing costs,
and undermines local sustainability and mode-share goals.

The MAPC study also confirms the following facts relevant to this specific context: Households
in transit-oriented developments drive 40—60% fewer miles than regional averages, and their
transportation costs are roughly half those in suburban settings (58,000 versus $16,000—
$17,000 annually), confirming a basic difference in travel mode behavior compared with the
surrounding population.

Finally, it is worth reiterating that this proposal does not represent a reduction from what the
Council previously approved. The residential ratio remains essentially identical to the 2021
approval (1.011 - 1.0), and the retail ratio has actually increased. We are not seeking a new or
riskier approach, but rather a reaffirmation of the City Council’s prior, data-supported decision—
now backed by even stronger regional evidence.



RESPONSE #7 EXHIBIT

Attachment A

CITY LIGHTS

DEVELOPMENT

Riverside Station Preliminary Inclusionary Housing Plan

This preliminary inclusionary housing plan is the first phase of what will become the "Final"
Inclusionary Housing Plan (IHP). The IHP is phased due to the long-term nature of the
permitting process and anticipated design/construction time frame and overall extended
time-to-market. Details contained herein are subject to change based on final plans
approved by special permit. Prior to applying for a building permit, Mark Development LLC
(the “Developer”) will submit plans showing the placement of affordable units by floor and
by building, as well as detailed floor plans. Because of this extended time-to-market, the IHP
is best finalized after the Special Permit is approved so that it will reflect the approved
plans, as well as any updated requirements. The Developer will work closely with City staff
to prepare and develop the final phase of the IHP.

Project Overview
The project is proposed to include 757 residential apartments broken down as follows:

UNIT TYPE TOTAL COUNT  # OF TIER 1 # OF TIER 2 TOTAL
(50-80% AMI)  (110% AMI) INCLUSIONARY
AFFORDABLE ~ AFFORDABLE  UNITS

Studio 41 7 (17.0%) 2 (4.8%) 9 (21.9%)
1BR 383 57 (14.9%) 19 (5.0%) 76 (19.8%)
2BR 294 44 (15.0%) 15 (5.1%) 59 (20.0%)
3BR 39 6 (15.4%) 2 (5.1%) 8 (20.5%)
Total 757 114 (15.1%) 38 (5.0%) 152 (20.1%)

In compliance with Section 5.11.4.B.4.c of the City's Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, the
Developer will set aside 15.1% (114 apartments) with an average affordability of 65% AM],
and an additional 5.0% (38 apartments) at 110% AMI. This results in a total of 152
affordable apartments, allocated proportionally by unit type as shown above.

Affordable Rents

The proposed rents to be calculated will be done so according to accepted EOHLC
methodology, including specifically for units that are part of a Local Action Unit Application.
Any such rents are subject to change with HUD’s publication of updated AMIs and the City’s
updated Utility Allowances.

Construction Specifications
In terms of construction specifications, all apartment homes, whether affordable or market
rate, will be constructed utilizing equivalent specifications.


Kathryn Winters
757


Attachment A

CITY LIGHTS

DEVELOPMENT

All affordable homes will be allocated one parking space. The amenities have not yet been
finalized for each building, but ALL residents will have equal access to whatever amenities
are built into the apartment buildings.

Affirmative Fair Housing Marketing & Resident Selection Plan (AFHMP)

Once approved, the project team will prepare the required Affirmative Fair Housing
Marketing & Resident Selection Plan (AFHMP) for review and approval by the City.

Additionally, the Developer will enter into the required agreements for ongoing compliance
with EOHLC Guidelines for the AFHMP and Use Restrictions, as well as the City's
requirement of annual compliance reporting.
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Activation of Public Spaces

Play equipment shall include
social spaces and physical

challenges to accommodate
ages 2-5 and ages 5-12
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City of Newton ENGINEERING DIVISION

Ruthanne Fuller
Mayor

OFFICE OF THE CITY ENGINEER
1000 Commonwealth Avenue
Newton Centre, MA 02459-1449

DATE: October 7, 2025

TO: Land Use Committee

FROM: Alfredo Vargas, City Engineer

John Daghlian, Associate City Engineer

RE: Riverside Development, Sewer Infiltration/Inflow Mitigation,

Waiver Request — REVISED MEMO OCTOBER 2025
Ordinance No. B-45, Sewer Inflow and Infiltration (1/1) Mitigation

The City Engineer has calculated the sewer infiltration/inflow mitigation fee for this project. See
calculations attached. The total mitigation fee, based on the proposed usage of low flow fixtures
throughout the project, is $6,624,453. This calculation reduces the proposed total flow of the
completed development by the estimated existing flow from 331 and 339 Grove St.

Sewer Ordinance No. B-45 states the following: For projects subject to a special permit, the City
Council, for good cause shown, may abate in whole or in part the infiltration/inflow mitigation
fee for a particular dwelling, building, or project.

Waiver request:

a)

b)

The expected impact of the development on sewer infiltration/inflow. The development
will propose to add an average of 74,066 gallons per day to the existing city sewer
system. The existing sewer flow from the site is estimated to be 9,475 gallons per day.
The city’s sewer system in this area flows downstream to the interceptor system along the
Charles River to the east. The city’s sewer system upstream of the project flows
northwest to the Quinobequin Road sewer pump station, where it is pumped into the
Cochituate Aqueduct. A substantial portion of this sewer flow is bypassed to the
interceptor sewer along the Charles River, through the project area, during storm events.

Whether infiltration/inflow mitigation has previously been conducted in the general area
and to what extent. This project lies in sewer area 3. Sewer area 3 has undergone
substantial work related to sewer infiltration/inflow removal, as part of the city’s sewer
capital improvement program. However, upstream of the project is sewer area 9, which
is undergoing sewer system improvements. As mentioned above, sewer flows upstream
of the project area in sewer area 9 have a direct effect on the sewer flows from the project
area. The estimated cost of design and construction of improvements in sewer area 9
approaches $8,000,000 to $10,000,000.
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¢) Whether the abatement will benefit the health and well-being of the public and is reasonably
in the best interest of the city. An abatement of 75% of the infiltration/inflow mitigation fee,
$4,968,340 based on low flow fixtures, is recommended by the City Engineer, in consultation
with the Planning Department. This would allow the remaining 25% of the fee, or
$1,656,113 to be used toward the design and construction of sewer improvements in sewer
project area 9. The developer should consider dedicating the abated amount of the fee
towards other mitigation purposes, as recommended by the Planning Department.

Calculation of sewer infiltration/inflow mitigation:

Proposed sewer flow

Low flow fixtures:

1124 bedrooms x 65 gal/bedroom/day = 73,060 gal/day
Retail = 20,130 sf x 50 gal/1000 sf = 1,006 gal/day
Total = 74,066 gal/day

Existing average sewer flow (from 331 Grove St and 399 Grove St water meter data)
=9,475 gal/day
Net flow = 64,591 gal/day x 4:1 x $25.64 (as of 1/1/25) = $6,624,453

75% = $4,968,340
25% =$1,656,113
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