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 CITY OF NEWTON 

Planning and Development Board  
AGENDA 

 

DATE: Monday, September 17, 2018 
TIME: 7:00 p.m.  
PLACE:  Newton City Hall, Room 211 
   

1. Minutes: Approve Minutes from August 6, 2018 
 

2. Action Item:  FY18 Consolidated Annual Performance and 
Evaluation Report (CAPER) Presentation and Public Comment 
 

3. Project Update: 236 Auburn Street – CAN-DO/MetroWest 
 

4. Staff Updates 
 

5. Planning & Development Board Member Statements 
 

6. Upcoming Meetings:  
 

• Monday, September 24, 2018 at 7:00 p.m. in Room 205, Joint 
ZAP/ Planning & Development Board Hearings- Recreational 
Marijuana and Economic Development Action Plan 
 

• Tuesday, September 25, 2018 at 7:00PM in the Council 
Chambers, Joint LUC/Planning & Development Board Hearing- 
Northland Development Opening Presentation 

 

• Monday, October 1, 2018 at 7:00PM in Room 204, Regular 
Planning & Development Board Meeting 

 

• Monday, October 22, 2018 at 7:00PM, Room 205, ZAP 
(Attendance welcome/not required) 

 

• Monday, November 5, 2018 at 7:00PM in Room 204, Regular 
Planning & Development Board Meeting 

 

• Monday, November 12, 2018 at 7:00PM in Room 205, Joint 
ZAP/Planning & Development Board Hearing- Inclusionary 
Zoning 

 
 

The location of this meeting is wheelchair 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/Sec. 504 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. 
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 PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT BOARD 
MEETING MINUTES  

August 6, 2018 
 
Full Members Present: 
Peter Doeringer, Vice Chair 
Kelley Brown, Member 
Jennifer Molinsky, Member 
Sonia Parisca, Member 
Chris Steele, Member 
James Robertson, Alternate 
Barney Heath, Ex Officio 
 
Staff Present: 
Rachel Powers, Community Development Programs Manager 
Amanda Berman, Housing Development Planner 
Kathryn Ellis, Economic Development Director 
 

1. Minutes from the Planning and Development Board Meeting held on  
               July 9, 2018 

2. Briefings:  
o Zoning Redesign 
o Inclusionary Zoning 
o Economic Development Action Plan 
o Marijuana Establishment Zoning 
o Washington Street Vision Plan 

3. Officer Elections/Designation of Community Preservation Committee   
     Representative 

4. Board Training 
5. Fall Schedule 
6. Next Meetings 

 
 
1. Action Item: Approval of Minutes of July 9, 2018 meeting 
Vice Chair Doeringer opened the meeting at 7:03 p.m.  The motion was made by Ms. 
Parisca and Ms. Molinsky and approved 6-0-1, with Mr. Steele abstaining, as 
amended by Mr. Doeringer who noted the idea of continued concurrence on a 
subcommittee option related to joint meetings on anticipated development projects 
(pg. 6), to approve the minutes of July 9, 2018.  
 
2. Briefings:  

 

a. Inclusionary Zoning-  

Housing Development Planner Amanda Berman provided an overview of the work 

performed over the past year and a half to strengthen Newton’s IZ ordinance, 

produce additional units and avoid detrimental impacts. The purpose of IZ is to 

leverage private development in the creation of affordable housing. The policy was 

codified in 1977, with the current ordinance being adopted in 2003. The ordinance 

was reviewed as part of the 2016 Housing Strategy, as well as address the 

increasingly unaffordable housing market.  
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To develop this proposal, the Department spent time reviewing best practices from 

across the Boston region. Six major changes had previously been presented to Board, 

ZAP, FHC and other community stakeholders. On December 11, 2017, ZAP held a public 

hearing and voted to hold and redocket under the new city council. Further, the 

committee encouraged the Department to contract with a consultant to review 

potential implications of the proposed ordinance. In February 2018, City staff engaged 

consultant RKG to assist in this matter and reworked the proposal based on 

recommendations outlined in RKG’s proposal.  

 

In order to create a stronger and more effective IZ ordinance, 7 total changes were 

introduced: 

 

1) Amend the proposed number of IZ units required across the various tiers, 

reflecting RKG findings and apply the ordinance to all new residential 

development, where there is a net increase of 7 or more new dwelling units, 

rather than 4 new units, as proposed in 2017; 

 

2) Institute a “round up and build” methodology rather than requiring fractional 

payments;  

 
3) Allow for cash payments in lieu of proving IZ units on site for projects between 

7-9 units utilizing DHCD’s QAP Index as basis for payment;  

 

Vice Chair Doeringer asked for clarification on the service area included in DHCD’s 

Qualified Allocation Plan (QAP) index and the year of the index dataset. He believes we 

may want to consider updating according to construction industry pricing, which would 

allow for increased revenue and more up-to-date datasets. Mr. Brown asked how often 

the index gets updated. Ms. Berman clarified that the plan is updated annually, even if 

the QAP isn’t. Dir. Heath noted that RKG encourages the City to err on the “less 

aggressive” side, so as to prevent projects from not moving forward. Ms. Berman also 

indicated that Watertown implements their IZ policy according to this methodology. 

City/NHA breakout. 

 

4) Other than projects with 7-9 new units, only allow for payments-in-lieu through 

the City’s Special Permit Process; 

 

Ms. Parisca inquired under which conditions the City would be more apt to prefer a cash 

payment instead of building an IZ unit. Ms. Berman and Dir. Heath expressed that this 

provision should actually be a deterrent to not providing an actual IZ unit. The City 

would have to grant this option to proponents. Ms. Molinsky asked to include language 

that describes when this should happen, along with a reason reflecting why a 

development should reasonably seek this option. Funding would be utilized to support 

future affordable housing units. There may be instances where cash would better assist 

the City in meeting its future goals. 
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5) Do not require 100% deed-restricted, affordable projects to comply with  

the “Number of Inclusionary Units Required” section of the ordinance. This 

provision should encourage the creation of more affordable housing; 

 

6) Require that “elder housing with services” projects pay into IZ fund rather than 

provide beds on site. Staff recommends utilizing a 5% of total beds requirement 

and the QAP Index for Assisted Living units as the basis for determining the total 

payment-in-lieu; 

Ms. Molinsky questioned the rationale given the need for senior housing. 

7) Removal of density bonus altogether as it does not provide enough of an 

incentive to developers.  

Vice Chair Doeringer believes the changes are clear and make a lot of sense in that they 

meet political objectives and are generally more palatable.  He also made an additional 

table, which he distributed to staff and Board Members. Vice Chair Doeringer’s 

takeaway is that the lowest income/tier 1 group is vastly underserved and least 

represented, only receiving 13% of the IZ units. The outcomes really depend on the 

number of large developments coming forth over the course of the year. He’s asking 

whether alternative tables could be generated which show a larger share of Tier 1 units 

being developed, without putting additional burden on the developer.  

Ms. Berman indicated that RKG ran 7 different scenarios and built a model for the 

Department to use. The Department also tried to run the model to review other 

possibilities and alternatives, looking at IRR and NPV to avoid having projects come up in 

the red. The Department’s proposal represents best efforts to balance creation of 

affordable units across affordability levels. Tier 1 units are the most expensive to 

provide. A loss shows up at tier 3 and offering more market-rate could assist; the 

concept of a density bonus was designed to offset such losses but hasn’t worked thus 

far.  

Vice Chair Doeringer would like an opportunity to review these models. The Department 

will share these examples with ZAP and the Board. Ms. Molinsky noted that many other 

municipalities wrestle with this same conundrum. She’s also curious why we’re dropping 

4-7 units from cash payment requirements and questions the elder housing. Ms. 

Berman explained the model wasn’t feasible and that it was typical for municipalities to 

start the ordinance at 6-7-unit range. She further noted DHCD’s guidelines in terms of 

quality of units and their distribution. Dir. Heath pointed out that the services provided 

beyond IZ beds in assisted living developments provides a conflict. The Department has 

spent a lot of time reviewing the matter and there hasn’t been a great way to account 

for those costs. Ms. Molinsky would like to see developments similar to those built by 

JCHE being developed and wants to make sure that the ordinance is prepared to capture 

the need for elderly medical supports. Many communities do not have such provisions. 

After reviewed the Sunrise Development project that came through the City Council last 

year, removing the provision seemed to better a more strategic use of resources.  
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Medicaid covers nursing home, but not assisted-living units. It is hugely regulated and 

big distinction from assisted-living. Assisted-living is more like rental housing with “help” 

with daily living. Mr. Brown complemented the efforts of staff to perform so much 

analysis, which is not always typical of communities. The City is seeking to develop a 

feasible policy to ensure continued creation of affordable housing.  

b. Economic Development Strategy- 

Economic Development Director Kathryn Ellis introduced herself and described the City 

Council’s decision to fund the development of an Economic Development Strategy and 

process of selecting the consultant and overview of the work performed. Now seven 

months into the process, 3 public meetings have been held and there are ongoing 

internal meetings. The process has included input from many stakeholders and 

businesses. Newton has seen a shift/loss in businesses due to TIF incentives being 

available in other communities. A swat analysis was the first step in understanding these 

conditions. Camoin Associates were the consultants selected; they came in under 

budget. Newton’s goal is to raise the commercial tax base from 8%. Camoin Associates 

identified key areas, demographic findings, challenges, right mixes and 

recommendations for moving forward.  

 

Ms. Ellis outlined the next priority steps and objectives. Camoin Associates honed-in on 

the opportunity for Newton in biotech, directly competing with Cambridge and seaport, 

but noted a lack of class A space in Newton.  There is a robust rental market for lab 

space. Medical space will also be important as residents age-in-space. 

 

There’s opportunity in the hotel sector and shared economies (bikes, cars, etc) to make 

Newton commercially successful. Camoin Associates is also reviewing educational 

facilities, particularly with the Mount Ida acquisition and Boston College expansion.   

 

Newton seeks to stabilize innovation companies coming online, work on attracting the 

right companies and market itself as a good community to do business in. To accomplish 

this, the City will need to increase office space in village centers to allow for access to 

public transportation and community amenities and marketing to targeted industries. 

 

Mr. Steele provided an example of a situation that occurred in Marlborough as a result 

of the last recession and emphasized why it’s so critical to pay attention to 

commercial/industrial side. He inquired what role would P & D would play in the 

economic development process. Ms. Ellis indicated that the City must be champions in 

promoting the right sort of developer. Existing proposals include a lot of retail, but 

should we also consider maker spaces, lab space, etc. As a City we need to spread a 

message of opportunity costs and develop simpler land use processes (ex. Food truck 

Ordinance allowing food trucks by right at Wells Ave.) 

 

Vice Chair Doeringer recommended discussing further at a separate session. He was 

surprised that commercial tax rates are lower than in surrounding communities and 

wondered whether the extent of tax incentives are likely to be a strong lever. Mr. Steele 
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referenced the GASB 77 incentive and recommends a longer conversation be held at a 

later point.  

 

Ms. Molinsky asked if hotels were still required to follow IZ. Staff and member of the 

Board indicated they were no longer subject to IZ.  

 

c. Recreational Marijuana-  

Dir. Heath reintroduced the topic of recreational marijuana. Three separate 

conversations have occurred at this point, apart from the ballot initiative. The City is 

scheduled to have 8 marijuana establishments; a zoning map has been prepared to align 

with this. Marijuana establishments include medical, cultivation, retail, testing, research 

and manufacturing.  Zoning must be provided for all uses. The map shows where these 

uses will be allowed: 

 

1. Retail is dispersed throughout the BU 2, 4,5 and MU-1 zones. It was not 

conducive to the vitality the city would like to city in city centers.   

2. Research facilities, cultivation and testing labs would be limited to 

manufacturing and industrial zones. 

 

Dir. Heath described recommended buffering requirements. Vice Chair Doeringer and 

Mr. Robertson asked for clarification on the buffering on this. 

 

Facilities can’t locate in a building with residential units and requires police approval of 

security plan. There must also be a plan for conserving energy. Dir. Heath also outlined 

special permit requirements, noting criteria for medical marijuana facilities. A public 

hearing is planned in September with ZAP. 

 

Mr. Brown asked why a special permit would be required instead of setting rules now; 

what is the variability that is being accounted for? Dir. Heath indicated it was the 

newness and unfamiliarity. The City will review impacts over the next several years. 

 

Ms. Molinsky is comforted by ½ mile buffer requirement. At first look, a lot is clustered 

around Adams street, but is concerned about equity concerns. She would like to see the 

shops more dispersed. Vice Chair Doeringer inquired if a business could set up shop 

within a 500-foot buffer zone of another facility in an adjoining community.  

 

Dir. Heath noted there was significant tax revenue to be gained but referenced several 

ballot measures that will be at play.  

 

d. Washington Street Vision Plan 

Dir. Heath presented a follow up from the Washington Street Charrette. He summarized 

the week’s engagement efforts and topics covered, outlining Big ideas resulting from 

the event. He described several value options and the arising benefits from actions such 

as an increase in density. Points of tension were acknowledged, and additional 

conversation is critical.  
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Several examples were highlighted that would create affordable living opportunities for 

the missing middle.  Parking and character were also important topics. The Captain Ryan 

Park also got a lot of attention.  

 

A Vision Plan is expected in October; Principle Group will spend the rest of the year 

refining the draft and will go back in front of the City Council in the spring.  An open 

house is planned for October 29th to review the first draft.  

 

Ms. Parisca attended many Washington Street sessions and thought it was a great idea 

to bring a third-party consultant on board. They had a great start and are introducing 

major urban concepts. Vice Chair Doeringer was struck by the photograph of 

Washington Street and an experience traveling through a mall with open, green space. 

As part of anticipated developments, could the City get more public space? A grassy mall 

can change the feel of an area.  

 

e. Zoning Redesign-  

Dir. Heath reintroduced zoning redesign and a draft map of proposed zoning districts. 

He described the breakout of residential zones, special districts including the addition of 

special residential (single-purpose projects), golf courses, incorporation of a fabrication 

(formerly manufacturing) district, to allow for more uses, and campuses.  The zoning 

map is based on what exists today. Efforts similar to those taken on Washington street 

will be undertaken to reflect a map and vision plan. 

 

In the preference survey on training, zoning redesign was the chief selection. Dir. Heath 

suggested bringing in staff Mr. Freas and Ms. Nadkarni during the October Planning and 

Development Board meeting.  He further described proposed residential districts, 

including elements of form-based code; introduction of neighborhood general zone; and 

a new “multi-unit” court-style development.   

 

Meetings with Ward Councilors are planned to discuss the proposed changes in detail, 

as well as hold additional public forums, in the fall.  

 

Vice chair inquired about unanticipated inquiries. Dir. Heath indicated that they’re not 

proposing zones inconsistent with existing context.  Ms. Parisca curious about 

implementation of Washington Street vision coincident with zoning redesign.  

 

3. Officer Elections/ Designation of Community Preservation Committee Representative 
Vice Chair Doeringer solicited the election of two officers, Chair and Vice Chair, and Community 

Preservation Committee Representative. He initiated discussion, asking for volunteers for the CPC 

representative position, to which Ms. Molinsky volunteered. 
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Vice Chair Doeringer made the motion to formally approve and designate Jennifer Molinsky as the 

Community Preservation Committee Representative, with Mr. Steel seconding and unanimously 

passed 7-0-0. 

Vice Chair Doeringer then called for nominations for the position of Chair. Mr. Steele nominated 

Peter Doeringer for the position of Chair and made the motion to formally elect Vice Chair Doeringer 

as Chair of the Planning and Development Board The motion was seconded by Ms. Parisca and 

passed 7-0-0. 

Vice Chair Doeringer then called for nominations for Vice Chair. Ms. Molinsky nominated Ms. Parisca 

for the position of Vice Chair and made the motion to formally elect Ms. Parisca as Vice Chair of the 

Planning and Development Board. The motion was seconded by Mr. Steele and passed 7-0-0.  

4. Board Training-  
The training preference poll indicated that “Zoning Redesign” and “How to Hold a Public Meeting” 

were the Board’s primary choices.  

 

5. Fall Schedule- 

In anticipation of upcoming zoning conversations, Dir. Heath introduced the fall meeting schedule. 

He reminded the Board that a policy was instituted last year involving the Planning Board being 

present at an initial joint public hearing, and subsequently following a “subcommittee” model. Vice 

Chair Doeringer countered with another model, which holds a matter open until the next regularly 

scheduled Planning and Development Board meeting. 

 

Dir. Heath also notified the Board of other meetings of interest. A new business line item will be 

added in the future. 

 

Staff indicated that the Farewell Avenue mylars were ready for signature. Vice Chair Doeringer 

noted comments, clarifications and adjustments made to HOA trust documents. 

 

6.    Action Item:  Adjournment 

 Upon a motion by Mr. Steele, seconded by Ms. Parisca, and unanimously passed 7-0-0, the 

 meeting was adjourned at 9:04p.m.    
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F Y 1 8  C O N S O L I DAT ED  A N NUA L  
P E R F O R M A N CE  A N D  E VA LUAT I O N R E P O R T

Department of 
Planning and Development

Planning and Development Board Public Hearing   – September 17, 2018

Housing & Community Development Division
2

Amanda Berman, Director
Danielle Bailey, Grants Manager

Rachel Powers, Community Development/HOME Programs Manager
Alice Ingerson, CPA Program Manager

Malcolm Lucas, Housing Planner
Tiffany Leung, Community Development Planner

Doug Desmarais, Construction Manager
Mary Walsh-Rines, Account Specialist

Janet Antonellis, Administrative Assistant

Funds Received and Expended in FY18

Federal
Program

Prior Year 
Balance

FY18 Entitlement
& Program 

Income Received

FY18 and Prior 
Year Funds 
Expended

FY18 Year-End 
Balance

CDBG $2,662,802.29 $1,981,843.51* $3,804,929.39
$839,716.41 
(.44 ratio!)

HOME –
Newton

$387,175.19 $194,783.60** $297,248.00 $284,710.79

HOME –
Consortium

$2,466,087.40 $1,639,702.50** $1,168,478.99 $2,937,310.91

Emergency 
Solutions Grant

$36,047.63 $275,072.00 $136,795.00 $174,324.63

*  Includes $246,038.51 in program income received during FY18
** Includes $673,658.10 in program income received during FY18 ($591,498.10 for other communities/$82,160 for Newton)

FY18 CDBG Expenditures by Program Area

Production of New 
Affordable Units

39%

Rehabilitation
13%

Architectural Access
12%

Neighborhood 
Improvements

17%

Human Services
7%

DPA
1% Adminstration

11%

July 1, 2017 – June 30, 2018 

GOAL 1: PRODUCTION 
OF AFFORDABLE 

HOUSING

Goal 1: Production of Affordable Housing

 Completed HOME and CDBG funded housing activities:
 10 – 12 Cambria Road (2 units)
 54 Taft Avenue (2 units)
 5 households received down payment/closing cost assistance

 Ongoing projects 
 Myrtle Village (7 units)
 236 Auburn Street (8 units)
 83-85 West Street (2 units)
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10-12 Cambria Road: Acquisition/Rehab

Unit Schedule – Permanently Affordable Rental Housing

2-BR 50% AMI Preference for homeless households

2-BR 80% AMI Preference for homeless households

Total 
Units:

2 Both units are SHI-Eligible

Funding 

CDBG $189,293

HOME $195,000

CPA $471,117

Other $50,000

Total $905,410

54 Taft Avenue: Acquisition Rehab/New Construction 

Unit Schedule – Permanently Affordable Rental Housing

2-BR 50% AMI Preference for homeless households

3-BR 80% AMI Preference for homeless households

Total 
Units:

2 All included on SHI

Funding 

CDBG $380,000

HOME $125,000

CPA $584,029

Other $81,700

Total $1,170,729

CDBG Downpayment / Closing Cost Assistance Program

Affordable Unit Schedule – Permanently Affordable Ownership Housing

# of Units Bedroom 
Type

Affordability Level Sales Price

1 3-BR 80% AMI $223,900 (w/$95 per mo. 
condo fees)

6 2-BR 80% AMI $201,300 (w/$87 per mo. 
condo fees)

2 1-BR 80% AMI $178,600 (w/$80 mo. condo 
fees)

9 Total Units

5 eligible homebuyers received assistance 

77 Court Street

CDBG Downpayment / Closing Cost Assistance Program
10

101 Hawthorne Street

Permanently Affordable Ownership - Resale

# of Units Bedroom 
Type

Affordability Level Sales Price

1 3-BR 80% AMI $365,186.92

CDBG Downpayment / Closing Cost Assistance Program
11

280 Boylston Street

Permanently Affordable Ownership - Resale

# of Units Bedroom 
Type

Affordability Level Sales Price

1 1-BR 80% AMI $156,111.43 (w/ $604.90 per 
mo. condo fees)

Highlights of Upcoming Year

Unit Schedule – Permanently Affordable Rental Housing

1-BR 50% AMI
3-BR 50% AMI
2-BR 70% AMI 
2-BR 70% AMI
2-BR. 85% AMI 
2-BR 85% AMI 
3-BR 85% AMI 
Total Units: 7 (all SHI-Eligible)

Myrtle Village
12 and 18-20 Curve Street
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Highlights of Upcoming Year

236 AUBURN STREET

 Partnership between CAN-DO/MetroWest & Barry Price Center
 8 permanently affordable rental units 

 5-bedroom congregate home for adults with disabilities

 Scope involves mortgage buydown, site-demo, rehabilitation and new 
construction

 Renovation and new construction to begin fall FY19; lease-up in FY20 

83-85 WEST STREET

 Newton Housing Authority
 2 permanently affordable rental units
 Scope involves mortgage buy-down and rehabilitation; 

 Marketing, lease-up and occupancy expected in fall FY19

GOAL 2: REHABILITATION 
OF HOUSING

Goal 2: Rehabilitation of Housing

 Five homeowner rehabilitation projects completed in FY18:
 71 Hagen Road
 1751 Washington Street
 515 Walnut Street
 249 Mount Vernon Street
 16 Whittemore Road 

Housing Rehabilitation: Hagen Road

Before:
 Lead paint 
 Bricks need re-pointing

Insert picture(s)

After:
 De-leaded  
 Replaced roof and re-pointed bricks

Housing Rehabilitation: Washington Street

Before:

• Leaking roof
• Leaking walk-in bathtub

Housing Rehabilitation: Washington Street

After:

Insert picture(s)

• Sealed and replaced roof
• Replaced with new tub
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Housing Rehabilitation: Walnut Street

Before:

Insert picture(s)

• Unsafe and non-accessible 
wheelchair ramp

• Rotting wall under porch

Housing Rehabilitation: Walnut Street

After:

Insert picture(s)

• Installed new ADA ramps and 
walkways

• Replaced rot with new materials 
and a new wall

Housing Rehabilitation: Mount Vernon Street

Before:

Insert picture(s)

• Severely disabled tenants 
could not access activity room  

Housing Rehabilitation: Mount Vernon Street

After:
• Installed wheel chair lift, extended doorways and modified 

bathrooms to make them accessible and ADA compliant 

Housing Rehabilitation: Whittemore Road

Before:

e

Insert picture(s)

• Inefficient tankless water heater and boiler
• Condo has a shared porch; the homeowner 

did not have a private means of egress 

Housing Rehabilitation: Whittemore Road

After:

Insert picture(s)

• Installed more efficient boiler and indirect 
hot water heater

• Created new egress for homeowner to 
access back yard
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GOAL 3: PROVISION OF 
SUPPORTIVE SERVICES 

TO HOMELESS

Emergency Solutions Grant Highlights

 ESG grantees:
 Middlesex Human Service Agency
 Brookline Community Mental Health Center
 REACH Beyond Domestic Violence, Inc.
 The Second Step
 Community Day Center of Waltham, Inc.

 Allocated $275,072 in FY18 ESG Funds

Community Day Center
of Waltham

Emergency Solutions Grant FY18 Summary

Objective Number of 
Projects

Funds 
Budgeted Funds Expended People Assisted

Emergency Shelter
Services

4 $165,043.00 $53,512.89 605

Homelessness Prevention 2 $59,387.75 $48,048.06 49

Rapid Re-Housing 2 $30,010.85 $15,352.77 18

Street Outreach 1 $0.00 $10,692.25 15

Administration 1 $20,630.40 $9,189.03

TOTALS>>> 10 687

Continuum of Care

 BNWW CoC merged with the Balance of State CoC in FY17

 BoS awarded $12,777,016 in McKinney-Vento Homelessness Assistance Funds 
during FY18 (FFY17)

 $1,360,000 awarded to 12 projects in BNWW region.

 2018 Point in Time Count and Housing Inventory Count

 January 31, 2018

Balance of State -2,296 homeless persons/ 1,119 households 

BNWW region - 404 homeless persons/ 185 households

GOAL 4: TRANSITIONING 
FAMILIES EXPERIENCING 

HOMELESSNESS TO 
PERMANENT HOUSING

Goal 4: Transitioning families experiencing homelessness to Permanent Housing

Tenant Based Rental Assistance program

• HOME Investment Partnership funds

• Assistance is a temporary subsidy for two years

• One household completed program in FY18

• Providing assistance to 1 household
o Incomes between 30% AMI and 60% AMI 
o Maintained stabilized housing for a year
o Partnering with MBHP to provide support services

• The program will close out when all of the 
contracts end in 2019
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GOAL 5: INCREASE 
AWARENESS OF FAIR 

HOUSING POLICIES AND 
PRACTICES

Goal 5: Increase awareness of fair housing policies and practices

 FY17 module “Fair Housing Compliance: 
Considerations for Land Use and Planning 
Decisions” was developed by the 
MetroWest Consortium and Regional 
Housing Service Office, and the 
Consortium’s Fair Housing Commission

 Two forums held in FY18 that targeted 
boards and commissions in Newton and the 
HOME Consortium; staff and public were 
also invited

GOAL 6: PROVISION OF 
HUMAN SERVICES

33

Goal 6: Provision of Human Services

Newton Community Development Foundation

The Boys and Girls Club

The Barry Price Center

NWW

Goal 6: Provision of Human Services
35

Organization Expenditures
Boys and Girls Club / Financial Aid for Teens and Families $13,000.00 
EMPath / Career Family Opportunity Program $49,478.52 
Horace Cousens Industrial Fund / Emergency Payment for Families in Financial Crisis $10,000.00 

REACH / Individual Support and Advocacy including Emergency Hotline and Community Outreach $10,000.00 
JF & CS/ Stabilization & Recovery Systems $10,000.00 
Riverside Community Care / Mental Health Services Promoting Economic Mobility $40,000.00 
The Second Step / Residential and Community Programs for Survivors of Domestic Violence $25,000.00 
Jewish Community Housing for the Elderly / Caring Choices and Wellness Nursing for Low-Income Seniors $9,302.00 
Newton Community Development Foundation / Resident Services Program $22,000.00 
Newton Housing Authority / Resident Services Program $12,500.00 
Plowshares Education Development Center / Tuition Assistance for Preschool and After School $10,000.00 
Family ACCESS of Newton / Social Mobility for Young Families $45,500.00 
Barry Price Rehabilitation Center / Building Independence and Self-Esteem Through Employment $15,000.00 
NWW Committee / Wednesday Night Drop-In $7,377.76 

Goal 6: Provision of Human Services

Population Served Funds Expended Percent of 
Funds

People Served

Children $55,500.00 20% 109

Youth $13,000.00 5% 61

Adults/
Families

$144,478.52 52% 1,199

Seniors $43,802.00 16% 1,345

Persons with 
Disabilities

$22,377.76 8% 119

TOTALS>>> $279,158.28 2,833
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GOAL 7: IMPLEMENTATION 
OF IMPROVEMENTS TO 

TARGET NEIGHBORHOODS

Goal 7: Implementation of Improvements to Target Neighborhoods

Major Neighborhood Improvement Projects Completed: 
o Pellegrini Park Wall Design and Construction (Nonantum)

Major Neighborhood Improvement Projects Underway:
o Farlow Park (Newton Corner)
o Newton Corner Pedestrian Safety Improvements (Newton Corner)
o Newtonville Transportation & Tree Plantings (Newtonville)

Expended $660,808.21 in CDBG on neighborhood improvements overall

Nonantum Improvements

Pellegrini Park Highlights: 

 Removal of a dilapidated retaining wall 

 Reconstruction of a new retaining wall 
to address the eroding land 

BEFORE

AFTER

Newton Corner Improvements

Pedestrian Safety Highlights: 

 Creation of a network of safe, 
accessible routes for residents

 Installation of APS and curb cuts for 
increased pedestrian safety

Farlow Park Highlights: 

 Restoration of the park’s 
ornamental pond

 Replacement of the old pond bridge 
with a new historically appropriate, 
accessible bridge. 

Farlow Park Farlow Park 

Removed Pedestrian Pole in Newton Corner Replaced Pedestrian Pole in Newton Corner

Newtonville Improvements

Transportation & Tree 
Plantings Highlights:
 Installation of 4 bus shelters

 Installation of hooped racks

 Tree Plantings on Court Street

Bus Shelter at Washington & Walnut

Proposed hoop racks example

GOAL 8: IMPLEMENTATION OF 
ARCHITECTURAL ACCESS 

IMPROVEMENTS
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Goal 8: Implementation of Architectural Access Improvements

The City improved accessibility on public thoroughfares projects during FY18:

• 22 Audible Pedestrian Signals were installed at the following intersections:
o Central St/Auburn St/Grove St
o Washington St/Beacon St
o Newtonville Ave/Harvard St

• 34 curb cuts were installed in the Carr School area at the following intersections:
o 46 Wyoming Rd (Nevada St side only)
o 51 Thaxter Rd (Nevada St only)
o Fesseseden Street/Fair Oaks Ave
o Schofield Dr/Fair Oaks Ave

• 23 curb cuts were installed in Newton Corner at the following intersections:
o Centre St/Jefferson St
o Washington St/Channing St
o Washington St/Charlesbank Rd/Centre St
o Washington St/Peabody St

o Nevada St/Churchill St
o Linwood Ave/Nevada St
o Linwood Ave/Broadway
o Watertown St/Page Rd/Walker St

Newton Corner Curb Cuts

o Washington St/Bacon St

Goal 8: Implementation of Architectural Access Improvements
44

Carroll Center Elevator

The City promoted accessibility of public and recreational facilities during FY18:

Newton Highlands Playground Pathways

WESTMETRO HOME 
CONSORTIUM 

Bedford
$16,983
Belmont
$42,010
Brookline
$494,719.85
Concord
$1,544
Framingham
$185,024
Lexington
$45,830
Natick

$36,241

WestMetro HOME Consortium FY18 Allocations

Needham
$20,558
Newton
$112,623.60
Sudbury
$406
Waltham
$359,067
Watertown
$171,872.32
Wayland
$10,726
Total Allocation
$1,1764,595.17

HOME Consortium Projects

• Eight HOME-assisted rental units completed in FY18:
o Concord: Bulkley Terrace, 4 HOME-assisted units
o Framingham: Tribune Apartments, 2 HOME assisted unit 
o Lexington: Keeler Farm, 1 HOME-assisted unit
o Newton: 10-12 Cambria Road, 1 HOME-assisted unit
o Newton: Taft Road, 1 HOME-assisted unit

• Security deposits provided to 76 families in the Consortium
o Bedford: 3 families
o Framingham: 26 families
o Waltham: 46 families
o Newton: 1 family

HOME Consortium Public Housing Authority Projects

Project Name
Total Development 

Budget
Total HOME 

Funds
HOME 
Units

Total Units
HOME Funds 
Expended in 

FY18
Project Status

Bedford Ashby Place $5,957,100 $26,000.00 2 80 $24,000 Underway

Brookline HA 
Trustman

$28,877,420.46 $283,751.46 19 86 $216,663.45
Completed; 
close out in 

FY19
Concord HA

Peter Bulkeley
$937,040 $368,355 4 4 $0 Completed

Natick HA

Coolidge House 
$804,995 $166,350 10 5 $412,305.53

Completed; 
close out in 

FY19
Waltham HA

Banks Street
$339,580 $339,580 6 6 $39,969.81 Underway
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HOME Consortium Ongoing Projects

Total 
Units

Affordable 
Units

HOME Assisted 
Units

New Units:

Newton – Auburn 8 8 2
Rehabilitation/Preservation Units:

Brookline – Trustman Apartments 86 86 19
Bedford – Ashby Place 80 80 2
Framingham – Hollis Street 37 37 9
Natick – Coolidge House 10 10 5
Watham – Banks St. 6 6 4

Board and Public Comment

 Comments and Questions?

 CAPER available online: www.newtonma.gov/planningreports
 Written comments: Deadline: October 1, 2018
 Mail:   Rachel Powers, Planning & Development Dept.

1000 Commonwealth Avenue
Newton, MA 02459

 E-mail: rpowers@newtonma.gov



Bio-Sketch 
Peter B. Doeringer 

 
Peter Doeringer is a Professor of Economics emeritus at Boston University, where he also 
served two terms as Associate Dean for Faculty in the College of Arts and Sciences. He 
previously taught at Harvard University, the London School of Economics, and the 
University of Paris. His fields of expertise include regional economic development, labor 
markets, industry economics, and labor-management relations. He contributes regularly 
to professional journals; is on the editorial boards of the International Labour Review and 
MassBenchmarks; and has published eleven books including Internal Labor Markets and 
Manpower Analysis (with Michael J. Piore), Invisible Factors in Local Economic 
Development (with David Terkla and Gregory Topakian) and Startup Factories (with 
Christine Evans-Klock and David Terkla). He is currently completing a book on garment 
districts and the future of apparel manufacturing in the United States and Europe.  
 
Professor Doeringer is an adviser on employment, human resources, and industrial 
development policy to government agencies and international organizations such as the 
ILO. He is also a practicing labor arbitrator and an elected member of the National 
Academy of Arbitrators.  He is currently Chair of the Planning and Development Board 
in Newton, Massachusetts and his previous public service assignments include serving as 
a member and Director of Research of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts Blue Ribbon 
Commission on Older Workers, and as a member of the International Trade Task Force of 
Governor's Council on Economic Growth and Technology.   
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M E M O R A N D U M  
 
DATE:   August 17, 2018 

TO:   Councilor Susan Albright, Chair 
   Members of the Zoning and Planning Committee 
 
FROM:   Barney Heath, Director of Planning and Development  
   James Freas, Deputy Director of Planning and Development 
   Rachel Nadkarni, Chief Planner, Long Range Planning 
   Lily Canan Reynolds, Community Engagement Manager 
 
RE: Designer’s Review Event 
 
CC:   City Council 
   Planning Board 
   Ouida Young, Acting City Solicitor 
   John Lojek, Commissioner of ISD 
 
 

As Planning Department staff prepare the first draft zoning ordinance for presentation to the 
Committee on October 22nd, the Department has retained an architecture and design firm to oversee 
a process for the review of the draft for a contract of less than $5,000.  Newton based architecture 
and design firm Form + Place will review the draft based on their knowledge of architectural issues 
related to zoning, building design, and site constraints. In addition to providing their own comments 
to staff, Form + Place will work with staff to design and facilitate a two-part event to test the draft 
ordinance with a larger group of Newton architects and designers. At the event architects and 
designers will be asked to prepare responses to sample lots in Newton using the draft ordinance. Form 
+ Place’s work will take place primarily in August, September and October so the revisions provided 
can be incorporated in the draft ordinance prior to the October 22nd presentation to ZAP. 

Ruthanne Fuller 
Mayor 

 

City of Newton, Massachusetts 
Department of Planning and Development 

1000 Commonwealth Avenue Newton, Massachusetts 02459 

 

 

 

Telephone 
(617) 796-1120 

Telefax 
(617) 796-1142 

TDD/TTY 
(617) 796-1089 

www.newtonma.gov 
 

Barney S. Heath 
Director 
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M E M O R A N D U M  

 

DATE:   September 7, 2018 

 

TO:   Councilor Albright, Chairman 

Members of the Zoning and Planning Committee  

 

FROM:   Barney S. Heath, Director of Planning and Development 

James Freas, Deputy Director of Planning and Development 

Amanda Berman, Housing Development Planner 

 Jennifer Caira, Chief Planner 

 

RE:   #187‐18 DIRECTOR OF PLANNING requesting amendments to the 
Inclusionary Housing provisions of Chapter 30, Newton Zoning Ordinance, to 
increase the required percentage of affordable units; to require that some 
affordable units be designated 
for middle income households; to create a new formula for calculating 
payments in lieu of affordable units; and to clarify and improve the ordinance 
with other changes as necessary. 

 

MEETING DATE: September 12, 2018 

 

CC: Jonathan Yeo, Chief Operating Officer 

 Ouida Young, Acting City Solicitor 

 Planning & Development Board 

 City Council  

 

 
The purpose of this memo is to detail a number of questions that were raised at the July 16th Zoning 
& Planning Committee meeting around staff’s current Inclusionary Zoning proposal; and to provide a 
brief answer to each question, along with policy decisions that the Committee should consider as we 
move forward in the update of this important ordinance. 
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Along with this memo, staff also created an Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance Guidebook, which clearly 
explains the many provisions of the proposed updated ordinance and includes relevant examples 
where applicable. 
Additionally, we have provided a clean version of the proposed updated ordinance text for the 
Committee to review, alongside the Guidebook and this memo.  
 
As always, we look forward to working with ZAP to create an updated ordinance that does not stifle 
residential development, but rather, strikes a careful balance between the City’s vast need for 
affordable housing and the nuanced economics of housing development.  
 
 
Questions raised at the July 16, 2018 ZAP Committee meeting: 
 

1. How would the Inclusionary Zoning requirement for projects subject to this ordinance 
change if we were to favor Tier 1 units (units affordable to households at or below 50% 
AMI)? 
 

To accomplish the goal of favoring Tier 1 units and providing a deeper level of affordability for a 
project, the overall number of required inclusionary units would be drastically reduced across all 
three tiers of affordability, and may present a number of scenarios where projects of a certain size 
and type are not financially feasible.  
 
Policy Decision for ZAP: 
 

Option 1: Favor Tier 1 units 

• Results in fewer overall affordable units in a project 

• But a deeper level of affordability for the required inclusionary units (units affordable 
for low-income to moderate-income households) 

• Tier 1 units tend to be the hardest to produce, as they require the deepest level of 
subsidy  

 
Option 2: Provide for a balance amongst all three tiers of affordability 

• As demonstrated in staff’s current proposal (units for low, moderate, and middle-
income households) 

 
Option 3: Favor Tier 3 and Tier 2 units 

• Provides for a greater number of required affordable units in a project, but at a higher 
level of affordability (moderate to middle-income versus low-income) 
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2. How would the Inclusionary Zoning requirement change if we reduced the parking ratio 
from 1.25 to 1? 

 
By reducing the parking requirements for a project, the developer realizes a cost savings in that area 
and, therefore, might have greater flexibility to increase the number of inclusionary units in that 
project across all three tiers of affordability.  
 
It is important to note, however, that the Financial Analysis model developed by RKG is based on the 
City’s current parking requirements and reflects the current development landscape throughout 
Newton. The model scenario that utilizes a parking ratio of 1 is a hypothetical, assuming that parking 
requirements across the city would change in the near future, or that the City Council will provide a 
greater level of parking relief than what is allowed by Special Permit. 
 
Policy Decision for ZAP: 
 

Option 1: Develop the Number of Inclusionary Units Required Table based on the current parking 
requirements and development landscape   

• Results in fewer overall affordable units in a project due to the higher costs of 
construction associated with providing greater parking spaces per unit 

• Reflects a realistic view of the current development landscape and permitting realities 
of Newton today 

 
Option 2: Develop the Number of Inclusionary Units Required Table based on an assumed lower 
future parking requirement and development landscape  

• Will potentially yield a greater number of affordable units  

• But many unknowns in terms of the development review process and future parking 
requirement amendments, thus risking a higher level of project infeasibility  
 

3. What are the trade-offs associated with requiring the inclusion of affordable beds in an 
“Elder Housing with Services” project, versus requiring a fee-in-lieu to meet the Inclusionary 
Zoning requirement? 

 
As detailed in staff’s July 2018 memo to ZAP regarding the Inclusionary Zoning update, Newton is not 
alone in struggling to design an inclusionary policy that successfully considers the complicated nature 
of the pricing strategy for projects of this type. The “housing” costs are only part of the equation; the 
real challenge comes in trying to define how the medical costs for a household offered an 
inclusionary bed would be determined. No clear best practices exist to assist staff in crafting a 
proposal that works for both the developer and the households eligible for the inclusionary beds. 
 
Policy Decision for ZAP: 
 

Option 1: Require projects of this type of provide affordable beds on site  

• While this model would add to the City’s stock of affordable beds in projects of this 
type, staff remains concerned about the possibility of a low to moderate-income 
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tenant being priced out of a facility due to the potential of rising medical costs as they 
age. 

• Potentially, not a long-term housing solution for the low to moderate-income tenants 
who are offered a bed in these facilities  

 
Option 2: Require projects of this type to provide a cash payment to the City’s Inclusionary 
Zoning Fund, rather than provide the beds on site  

• This option works to strike a balance between the need to receive a critical 
contribution from projects of this type with the ability for the City to fund housing 
projects that provide a more stable and long-term subsidy for more income-eligible 
seniors 
 

4. How would the Inclusionary Zoning requirement change if we required a project to build the 
required number of inclusionary units and provide a cash payment for all fractional 
requirements under 0.5? 

 
While the fractional payment methodology proposed by staff in 2017 may result in a project 
delivering both inclusionary units and a cash payment to the City, many of the scenarios run utilizing 
RKG’s model result in a financially infeasible project due to the large fractional payment required per 
the proposed calculation. As discussed in the RKG report, the fractional cash payment is added to the 
initial cost of the development, which ultimately influences the project’s overall financial return. The 
fractional cash payment, coupled with the value loss from providing affordable units on site, erodes 
the developers financial return to the point of not moving forward with a project. 
 
The RKG model, however, does not allow staff to run the scenario where a project would be required 
to build the required number of inclusionary units and provide a cash payment for all fractional 
requirements that are only under 0.5. The model that the consultant developed calculates the 
required fractional cash payment regardless of whether the fraction is less than or greater than 0.5. 
 
The Cash Payment Calculation proposed in 2017, and which was used to develop the RKG financial 
analysis model, is as follows: 
 

 
 
And below is an example of how this calculation would be used to determine a project’s IZ 
requirement, including any fractional cash payments (based on staff’s 2017 proposed IZ 
requirements): 
 
 
 

Inclusionary Housing Cash Payment Calculation: 

A = # of new dwelling units X IZ % Requirement (per Required Units Table) X

Multiplied by

B = 2017 DHCD Total Residential Dev. Costs Index (avg. of large & small unit projects) $389,000

Total Cash Payment Due for Project Equals A X B 
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Example: 
➢ The Inclusionary Zoning / Cash Payment requirement for a rental Inclusionary Housing Project 

that contains a net increase of 48 new dwelling units would be calculated as follows: 

A: Tier 1: 48 X 5% = 2.4, so the fractional requirement would be 0.4 
 Tier 2: 48 X 10% = 4.8, so the fractional requirement would be 0.8 
 Tier 3: 48 X 10% = 4.8, so the fractional requirement would be 0.8 
 
Multiplied By 
 
B: $389,000  
 
= Total IZ / Cash Payment Requirement for Project =  

Tier 1: 2 Inclusionary Units plus a Cash Payment of $155,600 
Tier 2:  4 Inclusionary Units plus a Cash Payment of $311,200 
Tier 3: 4 Inclusionary Units plus a Cash Payment of $311,200 
Which equals a total of 10 Inclusionary Units plus a Cash Payment of $778,000 

 
Understanding that the fractional cash payment methodology proposed by staff in 2017 offers the 
City the potential to receive funds for its Inclusionary Zoning Fund, which will be targeted for the 
creation and preservation of deed-restricted Tier 1 units (at or below 50% AMI), perhaps a more 
economically feasible requirement for developers would be to utilize a much lower base number for 
the fractional cash payment calculation, such as $20,000 per point, per tier (5% of the original base 
number of $389,000), up to a maximum fractional cash payment per project of $160,000; and only 
require a fractional cash payment where the IZ requirement falls below 0.5 
 
Below is an example of how this calculation would be utilized, based on staff’s current IZ requirement 
proposal: 
 
Example: 

➢ The Inclusionary Zoning / Cash Payment requirement for a rental Inclusionary Housing Project 

that contains a net increase of 48 new dwelling units would be calculated as follows: 

A: Tier 1: 48 X 0% = 0 
 Tier 2: 48 X 2.5% = 1.2, so the fractional requirement would be 0.2 (2 X $20,000 = $40,000) 
 Tier 3: 48 X 15% = 7.2, so the fractional requirement would be 0.2 (2 X $20,000 = $40,000) 
 
= Total IZ / Cash Payment Requirement for Project =  

Tier 1: 0 Inclusionary Units  
Tier 2:  1 Inclusionary Unit plus a Cash Payment of $40,000 
Tier 3: 7 Inclusionary Units plus a Cash Payment of $40,000 
Which equals a total of 8 Inclusionary Units plus a total Cash Payment of $80,000 
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Policy Decision for ZAP: 
 

Option 1: Institute the Round-Up and Build Units methodology (as detailed in staff’s current IZ 
proposal), rather than incorporating a fractional payments requirement in addition to the building 
of units 

• Favors the building of units, rather than the receipt of cash payments 

• A more economically feasible option for developers, which may result in the creation 
of more affordable units throughout Newton 

 
Option 2: Institute an amended version of the Build Units + Fractional Cash Payments 
methodology, as described above   

• Results in projects delivering both inclusionary units and cash payments to the City for 
the purpose of creating and preserving more affordable units at the lowest tier of 
affordability  

• Addition of fractional cash payments, while at a much-reduced level, may still affect 
the project’s bottom line to the point of a developer not moving forward with a 
project  

 
5. How effective has our existing Inclusionary Zoning ordinance been over the past ten or so 

years? 
 
The current version of the Inclusionary Zoning ordinance took effect on April 22, 2003. Since that 
time, building permits have been issued for approximately 117 affordable units restricted to 
households earning at or below 80% of the Area Median Income (AMI). Of those 117 units, 14 units 
were required as a result of the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance, and the remaining 103 affordable 
units were approved through the 40B Comprehensive Permit process. Additionally, four projects 
received Special Permit approval to pay a fee-in-lieu of providing the units on site. Information is 
unavailable for two of those projects, but the remaining two projects paid fees of $36,000 and 
$186,000, in lieu of providing one affordable unit each.  
 
While only 14 affordable units have been constructed as a result of the Inclusionary Zoning ordinance 
since 2003, 240 more affordable units are either under construction, permitted, or are in the process 
of receiving approval from the City Council.  
 
Currently, there are a total of 90 deed-restricted affordable units under construction in Newton, 
connected to projects that received a Special Permit and were subject to the City’s Inclusionary 
Zoning ordinance (57 units at or below 80% AMI, Tier 1 and Tier 2 units; and 33 middle-income units, 
Tier 3 units). It is important to note, however, that the 33 middle-income units were not required per 
the Inclusionary Zoning ordinance, as our current ordinance does not require those units. 
 
There are an additional 25 deed-restricted affordable units (at or below 80% AMI) connected to 
projects that have received a Special Permit, but have yet to begin construction; and another 125 
deed-restricted affordable units (at or below 89% AMI) connected to projects that have submitted a 
formal application to the City, but have yet to receive a Special Permit. 
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While it is not fully understood why there was such limited multifamily construction through the 
Special Permit process over the last fifteen years, staff hypothesizes that the City’s development 
review process, coupled with an aggressive jump from a 10% to 15% IZ requirement created an 
environment where developers saw the Chapter 40B Comprehensive Permit process as a less 
expensive and more predictable path towards project approval. Additionally, there is no doubt that 
the housing recession played a major role in stifling multifamily development in Newton. Staff 
believes that post-recession, the market may have finally adjusted to the City’s 15% IZ requirement, 
which may be one reason we are now seeing much greater Special Permit / multifamily activity 
throughout Newton. 
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City of Newton 
Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance Guidebook 

(as of staff’s most current IZ proposal) 

 
 
1) What is Inclusionary Zoning? 

Inclusionary Zoning is a popular tool used by local governments across the country to leverage private 
development for the creation of affordable housing. While ordinances take many forms, a common 
structure is to require a percentage of units in a private development be rented or sold at affordable 
levels to low- and moderate-income households (usually households at or below 80% of the Area 
Median Income, AMI). 
 
2) When is a project subject to the Inclusionary Zoning ordinance provisions? 

All residential and mixed-use developments that contain 7 or more new residential units are subject 
to the City’s IZ provisions, regardless of the necessary approval process for that project. Existing 
residential units that are proposed to be demolished as part of a development shall not be counted 
as existing units. 
 
Example: 

➢ A developer proposes to build a large multifamily development on two contiguous parcels. 
The project contains a total of 20 new units, in four different buildings. There is an existing 
four-family building on one of the parcels, which the developer plans to demolish. This 
proposed development would be subject to the Inclusionary Zoning ordinance, based off a 
total of 20 new units.  
 

➢ A developer proposes to build a small multifamily development, containing a total of 7 new 
units in two different buildings. There is an existing two-family building on site, which the 
developer plans to demolish. This proposed development would be subject to the Inclusionary 
Zoning ordinance, based off a total of 7 new units.  
 

3) What is the Inclusionary Zoning requirement for projects subject to this ordinance?  

The Inclusionary Zoning requirement is based on the total number of new units proposed for a 
development and whether it is a rental or ownership project. The percentage of required inclusionary 
units to be built on site is divided into three affordability tiers: Tier 1 are units affordable to 
households with annual gross incomes at or below 50% of the area median income (AMI); Tier 2 are 
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units affordable to households with annual gross incomes greater than 50% AMI, but at or below 80% 
AMI; and Tier 3 are units affordable to households with annual gross incomes greater than 80% AMI, 
but at or below 110% AMI (middle-income units). 
 
Where the IZ requirement results in a fraction of a unit greater than or equal to 0.5, the developer 
must build one inclusionary unit to capture that fraction. 
 
Tier 1 and Tier 2 inclusionary units must be qualified as ‘Local Action Units’ pursuant to the 
requirements of the Comprehensive Permit Guidelines of the DHCD and, therefore, must be SHI-
eligible units. All projects subject to the Inclusionary Zoning requirements must enter in 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. These affordable housing covenants must 
be recorded in the Registry of Deeds and will endure for the life of the residential development.  
 
The percentage requirement for applicable developments is based on the following table: 
 

 
 

 
 
Examples: 

➢ A developer proposes to build a multifamily rental development, containing a total of 31 new 
units. The IZ requirement for the development would be as follows: 

o 5% at Tier 1 = 1.55; a total of 2 units at Tier 1 
o 7.5% at Tier 2 = 2.325; a total of 2 units at Tier 2 
o 5% at Tier 3 = 1.55; a total of 2 units at Tier 3 
o Total IZ Requirement: 6 inclusionary units on site 

 
➢ A developer proposes to build a multifamily ownership development, containing a total of 16 

new units. The IZ requirement for the development would be as follows: 
o 0% at Tier 1 = 0; a total of 0 units at Tier 1 
o 5% at Tier 2 = 0.8; a total of 1 unit at Tier 2 
o 10% at Tier 3 = 1.6; a total of 2 units at Tier 3 
o Total IZ Requirement: 3 inclusionary units on site 

 

Rental Owner Rental Owner Rental Owner Rental Owner Rental Owner Rental Owner

Tier 1, up to 50% AMI 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.5% 0.0% 2.5% 0.0%

Tier 2, 51%-80% AMI 15.0% 15.0% 17.5% 5.0% 7.5% 10.0% 2.5% 7.5% 10.0% 10.0% 12.5% 12.5%

Tier 3, 81%-110% AMI 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 10.0% 5.0% 7.5% 15.0% 10.0% 5.0% 7.5% 2.5% 5.0%

Total 15.0% 15.0% 17.5% 15.0% 17.5% 17.5% 17.5% 17.5% 17.5% 17.5% 17.5% 17.5%

Tier Level
7-9 new units 21-34 new units 65-100 new units 101+ new units35-64 new units10-20 new units

Number of Inclusionary Units Required: 2018 Proposal

Rental Owner Rental Owner Rental Owner Rental Owner Rental Owner Rental Owner

Tier 1, up to 50% AMI 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 6 0

Tier 2, 51%-80% AMI 1 1 3 1 2 2 1 4 8 8 28 28

Tier 3, 81%-110% AMI 0 0 0 2 1 2 7 5 4 6 6 11

Total 1 1 3 2 4 4 8 8 14 14 39 39

Number of Inclusionary Units Required: 2018 Proposal Examples

Tier Level
7 new units 16 new units 24 new units 47 new units 78 new units 225 new units
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4) What is the “Area Median Income” in Newton and what does 50% AMI, 80% AMI, and 110% 
AMI mean? 

Area Median Income, or “AMI” as it is referred to regularly, is the median family income, adjusted for 
household size, within a given metropolitan or non-metropolitan area, updated annually by the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and used to determine eligibility for most 
housing assistance programs. 
 
For Newton, the HUD Area Median Family Income (HAMFI) is based on the Boston-Cambridge-
Quincy, MA-NH HUD Metro FMR (Fair Market Rent) Area Median income: 
 

➢ $107,800, or 100% AMI for a family or household of 4 persons, as detailed below in the FY 

2018 Income Limits Summary Table for Newton, MA1 

 

50% AMI refers to a Low-Income Household whose annual gross income is at or below 50% of the 
area median income. In Newton, a household with 3 persons with an annual gross income at or below 
$48,550 would be eligible for a housing unit designated at 50% AMI, as detailed in the table below.  
 
80% AMI refers to a Moderate-Income Household whose annual gross income is greater than 50% 
AMI, but at or below 80% of the area median income (also referred to as 51%-80% AMI). In Newton, a 
household with 5 persons with an annual gross income at or below $87,600 would be eligible for a 
housing unit designated at 80% AMI. 
 
110% AMI refers to a Middle-Income Household whose annual gross income is greater than 80% AMI, 
but at or below 110% of the area median income (also referred to as 81%-110% AMI). In Newton, a 
household with 4 persons with an annual gross income at or below $118,580 would be eligible for a 
housing unit designated at 110% AMI.  
 
At times, these middle-income units are also referred to as Workforce Housing. HUD defines 
Workforce Housing as housing affordable to households earning between 80% and 120% AMI. The 
Massachusetts Housing Finance Agency (MassHousing), however, defines Workforce Housing as units 
affordable to households with incomes greater than 60% AMI and up to 120% AMI. 
 

 
 

                                                           
1 FY 2018 Income Limits Documentation System, Newton City FY 2018 Income Limits Summary: 
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/il/il2018/2018summary.odn 

1 2 3 4 5 6

50% AMI $37,750 $43,150 $48,550 $53,900 $58,250 $62,550

80% AMI $56,800 $64,900 $73,000 $81,100 $87,600 $94,100

100% AMI $75,500 $86,300 $97,100 $107,800 $116,500 $125,100

110% AMI $83,050 $94,930 $106,810 $118,580 $128,150 $137,610

Income 

Level

Household Size

FY 2018 Income Limits Summary - Newton, MA

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/il/il2018/2018summary.odn
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5) When is a project that is subject to the Inclusionary Zoning ordinance allowed to make a cash 

payment to the City in lieu of building inclusionary units on site? 

Developments with 7-9 new units may choose to make a cash payment to the City in lieu of building 
the inclusionary units on site, without receiving permission from the City Council through the Special 
Permit process.  
 
For projects that fall outside of the 7-9 new units category, payments-in-lieu are only allowed through 
the Special Permit process where the City Council makes specific findings to an “unusual net benefit 
to allowing a fee rather than the inclusionary units.”  
 
6) How are cash payments determined for projects that are allowed or receive permission to make 

such payments to the City? 

The total cash payment is determined by utilizing the most current Massachusetts Department of 
Housing and Community Development’s (DHCD) Qualified Allocation Plan’s (QAP) “Total Residential 
Development Cost Limits” Index:2  
  

➢ $389,000 (2018-2019 QAP):  the average of the “Small Units” index ($379,000) and “Large 
Units” index ($399,000) for Production Projects in Newton, which falls within the Urban Area 
of Metro Boston category of the QAP 
 

These Total Residential Development Cost Limits are published annually through the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts Department of Housing and Community Development’s Low Income Housing Tax 
Credit Program Qualified Allocation Plan.3 The cost limits reflect project type and location and are 
based on the Massachusetts Housing Partnership’s (MHP) extensive research on behalf of DHCD.4  
 
For projects with 7-9 new units, the total cash payment is determined by utilizing $389,000 as the 
basis for the calculation. The payment is then adjusted for the number of new units in the project, at 
a decreasing percentage. 
 
 
 

                                                           
2 From the Commonwealth of Massachusetts Department of Housing and Community Development’s Low Income 
Housing Tax Credit Program 2018-2019 Qualified Allocation Plan, Appendix C, 
https://www.mass.gov/files/documents/2018/04/26/20182019QAP.pdf 
3 DHCD is the Massachusetts allocating agency for the Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program, which has helped 
support the production or preservation of over 67,000 affordable multifamily rental units since the program’s beginnings 
in 1987. Each year, the state allocating agency for the Low Income Housing Tax Credit is required to publish a plan 
describing how it intends to award the credit, including selection criteria for projects receiving tax credit allocations.  
4 To develop these cost limits, MHP researched the costs of hundreds of rental projects over a four-year timeframe in 
DHCD’s and MHP’s portfolio, and assessed multiple variables, including the cost of production versus preservation; family 
housing versus senior housing or special needs housing; regional variations in cost; and variations based on construction 
type. The cost limits, first introduced into DHCD’s 2017 tax credit QAP, apply to all rental housing funded by the 
Massachusetts public lenders. The cost limits are to be reviewed annually and will be part of the Massachusetts public 
lenders’ ongoing efforts to manage costs. 

https://www.mass.gov/files/documents/2018/04/26/20182019QAP.pdf
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Examples: 
➢ 7-unit project: 70% of $389,000 = $272,300 total cash payment 
➢ 8-unit project: 80% of $389,000 = $311,200 total cash payment 
➢ 9-unit project: 90% of $389,000 = $350,100 total cash payment 

 
For projects with 10 or more new units, which have received permission from the City Council to 
make a cash payment to the City in lieu of building the inclusionary units requirement on site, the 
total cash payment is determined by utilizing $389,000 per unit as the basis for the calculation. The 
payment is then adjusted based on the percentage requirement for a project of that size and type 
(rental versus ownership). 
 
Examples: 

➢ 18-unit rental project 
o 17.5% IZ requirement: 0.175 X 18 units = 3.15 
o 3.15 X $389,000 = $1,225,350 total cash payment 

 
➢ 36-unit ownership project 

o 17.5% IZ requirement: 0.175 X 36 units = 6.3 
o 6.3 X $389,000 = $2,450,700 total cash payment 

 
➢ 88-unit rental project 

o 17.5% IZ requirement: 0.175 X 88 units = 15.4 
o 15.4 X $389,000 = $5,990,600 total cash payment 

 
7) Are projects that consist of 100% deed-restricted affordable units subject to the Inclusionary 

Zoning ordinance provisions?  

The short answer is no. Such projects are not required to comply with the prescribed percentage 
requirements per income level, as detailed in Section 5.11.4.B. of the ordinance – “Number of 
Inclusionary Units Required.” However, projects that are 100% deed-restricted affordable are still 
subject to all other sections of the ordinance. For instance, such projects are required to submit an 
Inclusionary Housing Plan and an Affirmative Fair Housing Marketing and Resident Selection Plan for 
review and approval by the Director of Planning and Development, and are subject to a Regulatory 
Agreement and Use Restrictions, which shall endure for the life of the development, and shall be 
recorded at the Registry of Deeds. 
 
Examples: 

➢ 35-unit rental project at 100% Tier 3 (81%-110% AMI) 
o This project would not be required to provide any units at Tier 1 or Tier 2 

 
➢ 75-unit rental project at 85% Tier 3 and 15% Tier 2 

o This project would not be required to provide any units at Tier 1 
 

8) Are “Elder Housing with Services” projects subject to the Inclusionary Zoning ordinance 
provisions?  
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Yes. However, such projects fall slightly outside of the Inclusionary Zoning requirements associated 
with all other residential and mixed-used developments that are subject to the provisions of the IZ 
ordinance. 
 
The Inclusionary Zoning ordinance defines this type of project as housing with services designed 
primarily for elders, such as residential care, continuing care retirement communities, assisted living, 
independent living, and congregate care. The ordinance does not apply to nursing homes subject to 
regulations by the state of Massachusetts Department of Public Health. Nor does the ordinance apply 
to Elder Housing with Services projects that are 100% deed-restricted, affordable.  
 
Under the Inclusionary Zoning ordinance, 5% of the total number of beds provided as part of an Elder 
Housing with Services project must be affordable for seniors age 62 or older whose annual gross 
incomes are at or below 80% AMI. Where the IZ requirement results in a fraction of a unit greater 
than or equal to 0.5, the developer must provide one inclusionary bed to capture that fraction.  
 
Inclusionary beds may be located in single-occupancy rooms or in shared rooms; must be 
proportionately distributed throughout a project; and must be indistinguishable from the market-rate 
beds. 
 
The total monthly housing costs, inclusive of base services, must not exceed 80% of the eligible 
senior’s annual gross income. The services provided to these residents must be comparable to the 
base services offered to all residents, regardless of income status, and may include long-term health 
care, nursing care, home health care, personal care, meals, transportation, convenience services, and 
social, cultural and educational programs. 
 
Alternatively, Elder Housing with Services projects may choose to meet their Inclusionary Zoning 
requirement through a payment-in-lieu, without receiving permission from the City Council through 
the Special Permit process. The total cash payment for projects of this type is determined by utilizing 
DHCD’s Qualified Allocation Plan Index for “Single Room Occupancy / Group Homes / Assisted Living / 
Small Unit Supportive Housing” of $259,000, coupled with the calculation of 5% of the total number 
of beds provided in the project. 
 
Examples: 

➢ 115-bed assisted living project: 
o 5% requirement X 115 = 5.75; therefore, 6 inclusionary beds are required on site 
o If this project were to choose to provide the City with a cash payment, rather than 

provide the beds on site, the total cash payment would equal: 
▪ 5.75 X $259,000 = $1,489,250 total cash payment 

 
➢ 85-bed continuing care retirement community: 

o 5% requirement X 85 = 4.25; therefore, 4 inclusionary beds are required on site 
o If this project were to choose to provide the City with a cash payment, rather than 

provide the beds on site, the total cash payment would equal: 
▪ 4.25 X $259,000 = $1,100,750 total cash payment 
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9) What happens to the cash payments made to the City’s Inclusionary Zoning Fund? How are 
these funds used, and by whom? 

These cash payments are deposited into the City’s Inclusionary Zoning Fund, which is distributed 
equally between the Newton Housing Authority (NHA) and the City of Newton. These funds are to be  
targeted for the restoration, creation, and preservation of deed-restricted units affordable to 
households with annual gross incomes at or below 50% AMI.  
 
Appropriation of the funds for use by the City or the Newton Housing Authority must first be 
approved by the Planning & Development Board, the Finance Committee, and then the full City 
Council. 
 
10) Does the City provide an incentive to developers that provide more affordable units than what 

is required by the Inclusionary Zoning ordinance?  

Yes. If a project that is subject to the Inclusionary Zoning provisions includes more than its required 
number of inclusionary units, a bonus of additional market-rate units will be offered to the project at 
a ratio of 2 to 1: for every additional affordable unit proposed, the project will be allowed to include 2 
additional market-rate units. The additional affordable units must be set at no more than 80% AMI 
(Tier 2 units), and the number of additional units shall not exceed 20% of the number of units 
otherwise allowed on the lot under lot area per dwelling unit requirements.  
 
Examples: 

➢ A developer proposes to build a multifamily rental development, containing a total of 31 new 
units; therefore, the total IZ requirement for the development would be 6 inclusionary units: 
25 market-rate units and 6 inclusionary units: 

o 5% at Tier 1 = 1.55; a total of 2 units at Tier 1 
o 7.5% at Tier 2 = 2.325; a total of 2 units at Tier 2 
o 5% at Tier 3 = 1.55; a total of 2 units at Tier 3 

 
The developer then chooses to provide 2 additional affordable Tier 2 units, which provides the 
project with 4 additional market-rate units, for a total of 6 additional units. The project now 
includes 37 total new units: 29 market-rate units and 8 inclusionary units:  

o 2 units at Tier 1 
o 4 units at Tier 2 
o 2 units at Tier 3 
o = 8 total inclusionary units (out of 37 total units; for a project that is now 21.6% 

affordable) 

Note: the total number of additional units allowed for a project originally consisting of 31 new 
units is 6; 20% X 31 = 6.2; for a total of no more than 37 total new units, as the example 
demonstrates. 
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➢ A developer proposes to build a multifamily ownership development, containing a total of 16 

new units; therefore, the total IZ requirement for the development would 3 inclusionary units: 
13 market-rate units and 3 inclusionary units: 

o 0% at Tier 1 = 0; a total of 0 units at Tier 1 
o 5% at Tier 2 = 0.8; a total of 1 unit at Tier 2 
o 10% at Tier 3 = 1.6; a total of 2 units at Tier 3 

 
The developer then chooses to provide 1 additional affordable Tier 2 units, which provides the 
project with 2 additional market-rate units, for a total of 3 additional units. The project now 
includes 19 total new units: 15 market-rate units and 4 inclusionary units:  

o 0 units at Tier 1 
o 2 units at Tier 2 
o 2 units at Tier 3 
o = 4 total inclusionary units (out of 19 total units; for a project that is now 21% 

affordable) 
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11) How do the inclusionary units in a development differ from the market-rate units in terms of 

design, construction, location, accessibility, and amenities?  

The inclusionary units in a development must be indistinguishable from the market-rate units as 
viewed from the exterior, and the inclusionary units must contain complete living facilities, including 
a stove, kitchen cabinets, plumbing fixtures, a refrigerator, a microwave, and access to laundry 
facilities. The materials used and the quality of construction for the inclusionary units, including 
heating, ventilation, and air conditioning systems, must be equal to that of the market-rate units. 
 
The bedroom mix of the inclusionary units must be equal to that of the market-rate units. The 
inclusionary units must be equivalent in size to that of the market-rate units, and the inclusionary 
units must meet the following minimum square footage and bathroom requirements, as required by 
DHCD’s most current Comprehensive Permit Guidelines:  
 

➢ 1 bedroom – 700 square feet / 1 bath 

➢ 2 bedrooms – 900 square feet / 1 bath 

➢ 3 bedrooms – 1200 square feet / 1 bath + 1 half bath 

➢ 4 bedrooms – 1400 square feet / 2 baths  

The inclusionary units, and their associated parking spaces, must be proportionately distributed 
throughout a project and must not be located in less desirable locations than the market-rate units.  
 
At a minimum, the inclusionary units must have an equivalent level of accessibility to that of the 
market-rate units. 
 
The inclusionary units must have equal access to all amenities that are offered to the market-rate 
units in a project, such as parking, onsite fitness center, laundry facilities, and community rooms.  
 
12) How are the rents and sale prices for the inclusionary units in a project determined?   

The total monthly housing costs associated with an inclusionary unit must not exceed 30% of the 
gross monthly income for the eligible household living in that unit. 
 
Total monthly housing costs for rental units include rent, utility costs for heat, water, hot water, and 
electricity, one parking space, and access to all amenities that are typically offered to a tenant in the 
development, such as access to an onsite fitness center, laundry facilities, etc. 
 
Total monthly housing costs for ownership units include the mortgage principal and interest, private 
mortgage insurance, property taxes, condo and/or homeowner’s association fees, hazard insurance, 
and one parking space. 
 
Step One: 
The first step in calculating an inclusionary unit’s maximum affordable rent or sale price is to identify 
the number of bedrooms in that unit. The rent or sale price is based on the number of household 
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members equal to the number of bedrooms in a unit plus one, regardless of the actual number of 
persons that end up occupying the unit. 
 
Example: 

➢ A 2-bedroom apartment’s maximum affordable rent is based on a household size of 3 persons 

o 2 bedrooms + 1 = 3 person household  

Step Two: 
Secondly, the appropriate gross annual Income Limit for that unit, adjusted for the associated 
household size, must be identified. HUD publishes these limits on an annual basis, and the FY 2018 
Income Limits Summary Table for Newton, MA5 is provided below. 
 

 
 
Examples: 

➢ The income limit for a 2-bedroom apartment set at 50% AMI (3 person household size) is 

$48,550. 

o This means that only those households with annual gross incomes at or below this 

limit would be eligible for this housing unit 

 

➢ The income limit for a 3-bedroom apartment set at 110% AMI (4 person household size) is 

$118,580. 

o This means that only those households with annual gross incomes at or below this 

limit would be eligible for this housing unit 

Step Three – Rental Units: 
Once the gross annual Income Limit associated with an inclusionary rental unit is determined, the 
maximum affordable annual rent can be easily determined by calculating 30% of that Income Limit 
and dividing by 12 to determine the maximum affordable monthly rent for an eligible household.  
 
The table below demonstrates how the maximum gross rent for a 50% AMI unit is calculated. 
 

                                                           
5 FY 2018 Income Limits Documentation System, Newton City FY 2018 Income Limits Summary: 
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/il/il2018/2018summary.odn 

1 2 3 4 5 6

50% AMI $37,750 $43,150 $48,550 $53,900 $58,250 $62,550

80% AMI $56,800 $64,900 $73,000 $81,100 $87,600 $94,100

100% AMI $75,500 $86,300 $97,100 $107,800 $116,500 $125,100

110% AMI $83,050 $94,930 $106,810 $118,580 $128,150 $137,610

Income 

Level

Household Size

FY 2018 Income Limits Summary - Newton, MA

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/il/il2018/2018summary.odn
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The following table is a summary of the 2018 Maximum Affordable Rents for the City of Newton, 
broken out by Unit Type and AMI level. 
 

 
 
Step Three – Ownership Units: 
Once the gross annual Income Limit associated with an inclusionary ownership unit is determined, 
the maximum affordable sale price must be set so that a household earning 10 percentage points 
lower than the identified Income Limit for that unit would not spend more than 30% of its annual 
income on housing costs. For example, if an inclusionary unit is set at 80% AMI, the maximum sale 
price for that unit must affordable for a household with an annual gross income of less than or equal 
to 70% AMI. 
 
The down payment for the unit must be at least 3% of the purchase price. The mortgage loan must be 
a 30-year fully amortizing mortgage for not more than 97% of the purchase price with a fixed interest 
rate that is not more than 2 percentage points above the current MassHousing interest rate. 
 
Below is an example of a maximum affordable sale price calculation for a 2-bedroom condo unit set 
at 80% AMI (for a 3 person household). The max sale price for this inclusionary unit would be 
$222,000. 
 

Unit Type
Household Size 

(# of BR + 1)

50% of Adjusted 

Median Family 

Income*

Monthly Income
Maximum Gross Rent 

(30% of income)

Studio 1 37,750.00$                  3,145.83$              943.75$                            

1 BR Unit 2 43,150.00$                  3,595.83$              1,078.75$                         

2 BR Unit 3 48,550.00$                  4,045.83$              1,213.75$                         

3 BR Unit 4 53,900.00$                  4,491.67$              1,347.50$                         

4 BR Unit 5 58,250.00$                  4,854.17$              1,456.25$                         

5 BR Unit 6 62,550.00$                  5,212.50$              1,563.75$                         

2018  Calculation of Maximum Affordable Rent - 50% AMI

(all utilities included in rent)

Unit Type
Household Size 

(# of BR + 1)
50% AMI 80% AMI 110% AMI

Studio 1 943.75$               1,420.00$           2,076.25$           

1 BR Unit 2 1,078.75$           1,622.50$           2,373.25$           

2 BR Unit 3 1,213.75$           1,825.00$           2,670.25$           

3 BR Unit 4 1,347.50$           2,027.50$           2,964.50$           

4 BR Unit 5 1,456.25$           2,190.00$           3,203.75$           

2018  Maximum Affordable Rents, City of Newton

 (all utilities included in rent)
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The following table is a summary of the 2018 Maximum Affordable Sale Prices for the City of Newton, 
broken out by Unit Type and AMI level. 
 

 
 

80% AMI Limit 70% AMI Limit

Sales Price

5% Down payment 

Mortgage

Interest rate

Amortization

Monthly P&I Payments

Tax Rate

monthly property tax  

Hazard insurance 

PMI

Condo/HOA fees (if applicable)  

Monthly Housing Cost

Necessary Income:

# of Bedrooms

Sample Household size

110% AMI Limit

Target Housing Cost (110% AMI)

10% Window

Target Housing Cost (100% AMI)

80% AMI/"Low-Income" Limit

Target Housing Cost (80%AMI)

10% Window

Target Housing Cost (70%AMI)

 2018 Max Affordable Sale Price Calculator

Ex: 2-bedroom affordable condo set at 80% AMI

$63,875 $63,875

$1,597 $1,597

$1,825 $1,825

$2,281 $2,281

$73,000 $73,000

$2,509 $2,509

$91,250 $91,250

3 3

$100,375 $100,375

$72,736 $63,824

Household Income:

2 2

$1,818 $1,596

$84 $74

$84 $74

$156 $137

$10.82 $10.82

$228 $200

30 30

$1,265.40 $1,110.35

4.83% 4.83%

$12,650 $11,100

$240,350 $210,900

$253,000 $222,000

Unit Type
Household Size 

(# of BR + 1)
70% AMI 80% AMI 100% AMI 110% AMI

Studio 1 172,000$            197,000$            247,000$            271,000$            

1 BR Unit 2 197,000$            225,000$            282,000$            310,000$            

2 BR Unit 3 222,000$            253,000$            315,000$            349,000$            

3 BR Unit 4 246,000$            282,000$            352,000$            387,000$            

4 BR Unit 5 266,000$            304,000$            374,000$            418,000$            

2018  Maximum Affordable Sales Prices, City of Newton
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13) When is a project that is subject to the Inclusionary Zoning ordinance allowed to provide its 
inclusionary units requirement off site, at an alternative project site? 

Off-site inclusionary units are generally discouraged by this ordinance, and are only allowed through 
the Special Permit process where the City Council makes specific findings to an “unusual net benefit 
to achieving the City’s housing objectives as a result of allowing the required units to be built off-
site.”  
 
Projects that receive such permission from the Council must form a development agreement with a 
non-profit housing developer for the development of the off-site affordable units. Off-site units must 
be completed and occupied no later than the project’s market-rate units.   
 
14) What happens after an Inclusionary Housing project receives approval to move forward?  

Prior to receiving a Building Permit from the City, the developer must submit a draft Inclusionary 
Housing Plan for review and final approval by the Director of Planning and Development. The plan 
must include, among other elements, a description of the proposed project, the total number of 
market-rate and inclusionary units, floor plans indicating the location, size and number of bedrooms 
and bathrooms per unit for all the units in the project, and the projected rent levels and sale prices 
for all the units.  
 
Additionally, the developer must also submit a draft Affirmative Fair Housing Marketing and Resident 
Selection Plan for review and final approval by the Director of Planning and Development. At a 
minimum, this plan must meet the requirements set out in the Comprehensive Permit Guidelines of 
the DHCD, and provide for a Newton local preference for up to 70% of the inclusionary units in a 
project.  
 
15) How are inclusionary units marketed and occupied? 

The inclusionary units must be marketed and occupied consistent with the City and DHCD (or the 
relevant Subsidizing Agency) approved Affirmative Fair Housing Marketing and Resident Selection 
Plan. Marketing may not take place for any units in the project until the City and DHCD have 
approved this plan. 
 
The developer is responsible for carrying out this plan, and must contract with an entity that has 
substantial and successful prior experience in each component of the Affirmative Fair Housing 
Marketing and Resident Selection Plan. 
 
To avoid discriminatory effects in violation of fair housing laws, resident selection for the inclusionary 
units must comply with DHCD’s approved lottery process for both the local preference and non-local 
preference units. The lottery process usually commences about six months prior to expected 
occupancy of the units. 
 
The inclusionary units and market-rate units of a project must be occupied at the same time.  
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Sec. 5.11. Inclusionary Zoning 
 
5.11.1. Purposes 
  
The purposes of this Sec. 5.11 are to: 

A. Promote the public health, safety, and welfare by encouraging a diversity of housing opportunities 

for people of different income levels in the City; 

B. Provide for a full range of housing choices throughout the City for households of all incomes, ages, 

and sizes; 

C. Increase the production of affordable housing units to meet existing and anticipated housing needs 

within the City; and 

D. Work to overcome economic segregation regionally as well as within Newton, allowing the City to 

be a community of opportunity in which low- and moderate-income households have the 

opportunity to advance economically. 

5.11.2. Definitions 
 
A. “Household Income Limit” shall mean at any given percentage of the area median income (AMI) 

shall be defined as being the income limit adjusted by household size at that percentage as 
published by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for the designated 
statistical area that includes the City of Newton or, for percentage levels not published by HUD, as 
calculated by the City based on the HUD AMI calculation. 

 
B. “Inclusionary Housing Project” shall mean any residential development project that meets the 

provisions of 5.11.3.  
 
C. “Inclusionary Unit(s)” shall mean any finished dwelling unit that meets the provisions of 5.11.4. 
 
D. “Area Median Income (AMI)” shall mean the median income for households within the designated 

statistical area that includes the City of Newton, as reported annually and adjusted for household 
size by HUD. 

 
E. “Eligible Household” shall mean a household whose gross income does not exceed the amounts set 

forth in Section 5.11.4.  
 

5.11.3. Application of Inclusionary Zoning Requirements 

A. These inclusionary zoning provisions apply to any proposed residential or mixed-use development, 
including a conventional subdivision of land under M.G.L. Chapter 41, Sections 81K-81GG, in any 
zoning district that includes a net increase of seven or more new residential dwelling units on any 
parcel or contiguous parcels comprising a proposed development site. For the purposes of this 
section, existing residential units that are proposed to be demolished as part of the development 
shall have no bearing on that development’s inclusionary zoning requirement.    

 
B. This Sec. 5.11 does not apply to accessory units. 
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C. No Segmentation. The inclusionary zoning provisions of this section apply to projects at one site or 

two or more adjoining sites in common ownership or under common control within a period of five 
years from the first date of application for any special or building permit for construction on the lot 
or lots, or for the 12 months immediately preceding the date of application for any special or 
building permit.  

 

D. 100% Deed-Restricted Affordable Developments. Any proposed residential or mixed-use 
development that consists of 100% deed-restricted affordable units is not subject to Section 
5.11.4.B; however, projects of this type are subject to all other applicable sections of this ordinance. 
 

E. Qualification as Local Action Units. All Inclusionary Units affordable to households at or below 80%  
of AMI must be qualified as ‘Local Action Units’ pursuant to the requirements of the Comprehensive 
Permit Guidelines of the DHCD, Sec. VI.C “Local Action Units,” as in effect June 1, 2009 as the same 
may be amended from time to time, and all Inclusionary Units affordable to households earning 
greater than 80% but less than or equal to 110% of AMI shall comply with all such requirements, 
unless: 

 
1. The unit is exempted from this requirement by another provision of this Sec. 5.11; or  
 
2. The unit is exempted from this requirement by a provision included in the special permit 
authorizing the development, based on special circumstances applicable to that development, 
or based on changes in the DHCD regulations or guidelines. 

 

5.11.4. Inclusionary Units  

A. Inclusionary Unit Tiers.  Inclusionary Units are divided into three tiers based on their level of 
affordability. Tier 1 represents units affordable to households at or below 50% of AMI; Tier 2 
represents units affordable to households greater than 50% of AMI, but at or below 80% of AMI; 
and Tier 3 represents units affordable to households greater than 80% of AMI, but at or below 110% 
of AMI. 

 

B. Number of Inclusionary Units Required. The percentage of required Inclusionary Units in a proposed 
development shall be based on the total number of new units proposed on any parcel or contiguous 
parcels comprising a proposed development site, and whether the units are rental or ownership. 
Where the inclusionary zoning requirement results in a fraction of a unit greater than or equal to 
0.5, the development must provide one Inclusionary Unit to capture that fraction.  

 

The percentage requirement for applicable developments shall be based on the following table:  
 

 
 

Rental Owner Rental Owner Rental Owner Rental Owner Rental Owner Rental Owner

Tier 1, up to 50% AMI 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.5% 0.0% 2.5% 0.0%

Tier 2, 51%-80% AMI 15.0% 15.0% 17.5% 5.0% 7.5% 10.0% 2.5% 7.5% 10.0% 10.0% 12.5% 12.5%

Tier 3, 81%-110% AMI 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 10.0% 5.0% 7.5% 15.0% 10.0% 5.0% 7.5% 2.5% 5.0%

Total 15.0% 15.0% 17.5% 15.0% 17.5% 17.5% 17.5% 17.5% 17.5% 17.5% 17.5% 17.5%

Tier Level
7-9 new units 21-34 new units 65-100 new units 101+ new units35-64 new units10-20 new units
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C. Fractional Inclusionary Units. Whenever the percentage calculation for the required number of 
Inclusionary Units within each affordability tier described in Sec. 5.11.4.B results in a fraction of an 
Inclusionary Unit, there shall be provided 1 Inclusionary Unit to cover the fraction of that 
Inclusionary Unit. 

 
D. Incentives for Additional Inclusionary Units. An Inclusionary Housing Project that includes more than 

the required number of Inclusionary Units shall be awarded bonus market-rate units at a ratio of 2 
to 1. For every additional Inclusionary Unit the applicant agrees to provide, the development will be 
awarded 2 additional market-rate units. The additional Inclusionary Units must be affordable to 
households at or below 80% AMI (Tier 2 units), and the total number of additional units proposed by 
an applicant shall not exceed 20% of the number of units otherwise permissible on the lot under lot 
area per dwelling unit requirements. 

 
E. Maximum Monthly Housing Costs, Sale Prices and Rents. Maximum sale price or rent for 

Inclusionary Units shall be calculated as affordable to a household with a number of household 
members equal to the number of bedrooms in a unit plus one, regardless of the actual number of 
persons occupying the unit. 

 
1. Rental. Monthly housing costs, inclusive of rent, utility costs for heat, water, hot water, and 
electricity, 1 parking space, and including access to all amenities that are typically offered to a 
tenant in the building, such as access to an onsite gymnasium, and other such amenities, shall 
not exceed 30% of the monthly income for the applicable eligible household, adjusted for 
household size. If the utilities are separately metered, they may be paid by the tenant and the 
maximum allowable rent will be reduced to reflect the tenants’ payment of utilities, based on 
the area’s utility allowance for the specific unit size and type, to be secured from the Newton 
Housing Authority. For a household with a Section 8 voucher, the rent and income are to be as 
established by the Newton Housing Authority with the approval of HUD. 
 
2. Homeownership. Monthly housing costs, inclusive of mortgage principal and interest, private 
mortgage insurance, property taxes, condominium and/or homeowner’s association fees, 
hazard insurance, and 1 parking space, shall not exceed 30% of the monthly income for the 
applicable eligible household, adjusted for household size. 
 

a. Maximum Sales Prices. Maximum sale prices of Inclusionary Units shall be set so that 
a household earning 10 percentage points lower than the household income limit for 
that unit would not expend more than 30% of income for the cost of purchasing the 
housing.  
 
b. Homeownership Association / Condominium Association Fees. The Department of 
Planning and Development will review condominium fee estimates as submitted by the 
applicant and establish a maximum initial condominium fee for the Inclusionary Units as 
part of the calculation of the maximum sale price.  

 
i. The percentage interest assigned to the Inclusionary Units must conform to 
the approved condominium fees, which may require a lower percentage 
interest being assigned to those units as compared with market-rate units. The 
Department of Planning and Development will review the Schedule of Beneficial 
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Interests in the Master Deed to confirm that the Inclusionary Units have been 
assigned percentage interests in the condominium that correspond to the 
approved condominium fees and projected special assessment fees. 
 
ii. Condominium projects with extraordinary on-going costs (such as the cost of 
on-site wastewater treatment plants, elevators, parking garages, etc.) must 
reflect the cost of operating and maintaining such facilities in their 
condominium budgets (including replacement reserves).  

 
c. Down Payment. Down payment must be at least 3% of the purchase price. 
 
d. Mortgage Loan. Mortgage loan must be a 30-year fully amortizing mortgage for not 
more than 97% of the purchase price with a fixed interest rate that is not more than 2 
percentage points above the current MassHousing interest rate. 

 
e. Buyers will be eligible so long as their total housing cost including the services 
identified above do not exceed 38% of their income. 

 
F. Notwithstanding the requirements of this Sec. 5.11.4, an Inclusionary Housing Project may set the 

price or rental rate for Inclusionary Units lower than what is required herein.  
 

5.11.5. Cash Payment.  
 
As an alternative to the requirements of Sec. 5.11.4., an applicant may contribute a cash payment to the 
City’s Inclusionary Housing Fund, in lieu of constructing an Inclusionary Unit. 
 
A. Eligibility. There are 2 circumstances in which the Inclusionary Unit requirements of Sec. 5.11.4 may 

be met through a cash payment instead of providing Inclusionary Units: 
 

1. For Inclusionary Housing Projects containing 7 to 9 new dwelling units. 
 

2. By special permit from the City Council where the Council makes specific findings that there 
will be an unusual net benefit to achieving the City’s housing objectives as a result of allowing a 
cash payment rather than requiring the development of any Inclusionary Units. The findings 
shall include consideration of the appropriateness of the development site location for income-
eligible households, including proximity to and quality of public transportation, schools, and 
other services; the level of uncommitted funds in the receipts reserved for appropriation fund; 
and the purposes identified for this section of the Ordinance found in Section 5.11.1. 
 

B. Cash Payment Amount. The cash payment as an alternative to each required Inclusionary Unit, or 
fraction thereof, shall be based on a formula that utilizes the current Massachusetts Department of 
Housing and Community Development Index for “Total Residential Development Cost Limits” for 
Production Projects within Metro Boston. This index is updated annually through DHCD’s Qualified 
Action Plan (QAP) and serves as a maximum subsidy amount per unit for affordable housing projects 
seeking Federal Low-Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) throughout the state. 
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For Inclusionary Housing Projects with 10 or more units that receive a Special Permit to make such a 

payment, the total cash payment is determined by utilizing the following calculation:  
 
A x B 
 
Where A equals the number of units in the housing development subject to the Inclusionary Zoning 
requirement, multiplied by the Inclusionary Zoning requirement for that size and type of project; 
and  
 

Where B equals the average of the “Small Units” index and “Large Units” index for 
Production Projects in Newton, which falls within the Urban Area of Metro Boston category 
of the QAP. 
 

For Example: 

➢ 18-unit rental project 
o 17.5% IZ requirement: 0.175 X 18 units = 3.15 
o 3.15 X $389,000 (2018 average of Small Units and Large Units index) = 

$1,225,350 total cash payment 
 

➢ 36-unit ownership project 
o 17.5% IZ requirement: 0.175 X 36 units = 6.3 
o 6.3 X $389,000 = $2,450,700 total cash payment 

 

For Inclusionary Housing Projects with 7-9 new units, the total cash payment is determined by 
utilizing the average of the “Small Units” index and “Large Units” index for Production 
Projects in Newton as the basis for the calculation; and the payment is then adjusted for the 
number of new units in the project, at a decreasing percentage. 

 
For Example: 

➢ 7-unit project: 70% of $389,000 = $272,300 total cash payment 
➢ 8-unit project: 80% of $389,000 = $311,200 total cash payment 
➢ 9-unit project: 90% of $389,000 = $350,100 total cash payment 

 
C. Payment Deadline. Any Inclusionary Unit cash payment shall be paid in full to the City prior to the 

granting of any Certificate of Occupancy.  
 
D. Cash Payment Recipient. The cash payment shall be made to a receipts reserved for appropriation 

fund established by the City Council. Proceeds from the fund shall be distributed equally to the 
Newton Housing Authority and the Planning and Development Department and shall be used 
exclusively for construction, purchase, or rehabilitation of housing for eligible households consistent 
with the purposes of this Sec. 5.11 and without undue concentration of units. The Newton Housing 
Authority and the Department of Planning and Development shall each maintain an ongoing record 
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of payments to the fund on their behalf and shall report annually to the City Council on the use of 
the proceeds for the purposes stated in this Sec. 5.11. 

 

5.11.6. Off-Site Development 
  
A. Eligibility. Off-site inclusionary units are generally discouraged. The Inclusionary Unit requirements 

of Sec. 5.11.4 may be met through the off-site development of the required Inclusionary Units by 
special permit from the City Council where the Board makes specific findings that there will be an 
unusual net benefit to achieving the City’s housing objectives as a result of allowing the units to be 
built off-site. The findings shall include consideration of the appropriateness of the development site 
location for income-eligible households, including proximity to and quality of public transportation, 
schools, and other services; consideration relative to the concentration of affordable units in the 
City; and consideration of the purposes of this section of the Ordinance, found in Section 5.11.1.  

 
B. Non-Profit Housing Developer Partnership. Any Inclusionary Housing Project that includes off-site 

inclusionary units must form a development agreement with a non-profit housing developer for the 
development of the off-site units.  

 
C. The applicant must submit a development plan for off-site development for review and comment by 

the Planning and Development Department prior to submission to the City Council. The plan must 
include at a minimum, demonstration of site control, necessary financing in place to complete the 
off-site development or rehabilitation, an architect’s conceptual site plan with unit designs and 
architectural elevations, and agreement that the off-site units will comply with Sec. 5.11.7. 

 
D. As a condition of granting a special permit for the Applicant’s development, the City Council shall 

require that off-site inclusionary units shall be completed and occupied no later than completion 
and occupancy of the applicant’s market rate units. If the off-site inclusionary units are not 
completed as required within that time, temporary and final occupancy permits shall not be granted 
for the number of market rate units equal to the number of off-site inclusionary units which have 
not been completed. Where the Council determines that completion of off-site inclusionary units 
has been delayed for extraordinary reasons beyond the reasonable control of the applicant and non-
profit housing developer, the City Council may, in its discretion, permit the applicant to post a 
monetary bond and release one or more market rate units. The amount of the bond shall be 
sufficient in the determination of the Planning and Development Department to assure completion 
of the off-site inclusionary units. 

 

5.11.7. Design and Construction 
 
In all cases, Inclusionary Units shall be fully built out and finished dwelling units and shall comply with 
the requirements set out in in the Comprehensive Permit Guidelines of the DHCD, Sec. VI.B.4. “Design 
and Construction Standards,” as in effect June 1, 2009 as the same may be amended from time to time. 
Additionally, the following guidelines must apply to all Inclusionary Units: 
 
A. Inclusionary Units provided on site must be dispersed throughout the Inclusionary Housing Project 

and must be sited in no less desirable locations than the market-rate units.  
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B. Inclusionary Units shall have exteriors that are indistinguishable in design and of equivalent 
materials to the exteriors of the market-rate units in the project.  

 
C. The bedroom mix of Inclusionary Units shall be equal to the bedroom mix of the market-rate units in 

the Inclusionary Housing Project. 
 
D. The materials used and the quality of construction for inclusionary units, including heating, 

ventilation, and air conditioning systems, shall be equal to that of the market-rate units in the 
Inclusionary Housing Project, as reviewed by the Planning and Development Department; provided 
that amenities such as so called designer or high end appliances and fixtures need not be provided 
for Inclusionary Units. 

 
E. At a minimum, the Inclusionary Units must have an equivalent level of accessibility as that of the 

market-rate units.  
 

5.11.8. Inclusionary Housing Plans and Covenants 
 
The applicant shall submit an Inclusionary Housing Plan that shall be reviewed by the Planning and 
Development Department and shall be approved by the Director of Planning and Development and the 
Department of Housing and Community Development prior to the issuance of any building permit for 
the project. The plan shall include the following provisions: 
 
F. A description of the proposed project and inclusionary units including, at a minimum, floor plans 

indicating the location of the Inclusionary units, number of bedrooms per unit for all units in the 
development, square footage of each unit in the development, amenities to be provided, projected 
sales prices or rent levels for all units in the development, and an outline of construction 
specifications certified by the applicant. 

 
G. An Affirmative Fair Housing Marketing and Resident Selection Plan that, at a minimum, meets the 

requirements set out in in the Comprehensive Permit Guidelines of the DHCD, Sec. III., Affirmative 
Fair Housing Marketing and Resident Selection Plan, as in effect June 1, 2009 as the same may be 
amended from time to time and:  

 
1. To the extent permitted by law, such plan shall provide for a local preference for up to 70% of 
the Inclusionary Units in a project.  
 
2. Where a project results in the displacement of individuals who qualify for a unit in terms of 
household size and income, first preference shall be given to those displaced applicants, unless 
such preference would be unallowable under the rules of any source of funding for the project. 
 
3. Where a project includes units that are fully accessible, or units that have adaptive features, 
for occupancy by persons with mobility impairments or hearing, vision or other sensory 
impairments, first preference (regardless of applicant pool) for those units shall be given to 
persons with disabilities who need such units, including single person households, in conformity 
with state and federal civil rights law, per DHCD’s Comprehensive Permit Guidelines, Sec. III., 
Affirmative Fair Housing Marketing and Resident Selection Plan, as in effect June 1, 2009 as the 
same may be amended from time to time. 
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H. Agreement by the applicant that resident selection shall be conducted and implemented in 

accordance with the approved marketing and resident selection plan and Comprehensive Permit 
Guidelines of the DHCD, Sec. III., Affirmative Fair Housing Marketing and Resident Selection Plan. 

 
I. 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, shall comply with all requirements 
of the Comprehensive Permit Guidelines of the DHCD, Sec. VI.C “Local Action Units,” as in effect 
June 1, 2009 as the same may be amended from time to time, unless: 

 
1. The unit is exempted from this requirement by another provision of this Sec. 5.11; or  
 
2. The unit is exempted from this requirement by a provision included in the special permit 
authorizing the development, based on special circumstances applicable to that development, 
or based on changes in the DHCD regulations or guidelines. 

 
J. 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, shall comply with the Use 
Restrictions requirements set out in in the Comprehensive Permit Guidelines of the DHCD, Sec. 
II.A.1.e. “Use Restriction,” and Sec. VI.B.9. “Regulatory Agreement and Use Restrictions,” and that 
the applicant shall execute and record an affordable covenant in the Registry of Deeds for the 
Southern District of Middlesex County or the Land Court Registry of Deeds for the Southern District 
of Middlesex County as the senior interest in title for each Inclusionary Unit and which shall endure 
for the life of the residential development, as follows: 
 

For purchase units, a covenant to be filed at the time of conveyance and running in favor of the 
City of Newton, in a form approved by the City Solicitor, which shall limit initial sale and 
subsequent re-sales of Inclusionary Units to eligible households in accordance with provisions 
reviewed and approved by the Director of the Planning and Development Department which 
incorporate the provisions of this Section; and 
For rental units, a covenant to be filed prior to the issuance of an occupancy permit and running 
in favor of the City of Newton, in a form approved by the City Solicitor, which shall limit rental of 
Inclusionary Units to eligible households in accordance with provisions reviewed and approved 
by the Director of the Planning and Development Department which incorporate the provisions 
of this Section. 
  

K. At the discretion of the applicant and with the agreement of the Newton Housing Authority, an 
agreement, in a form approved by the City Solicitor, to convey rental units to the Newton Housing 
Authority for sale or rental to eligible households. 

 
L. In the case of rental housing, an agreement by the applicant to submit an annual compliance report 

to the Director of Planning and Development, in a form approved by the City Solicitor, certifying 
compliance with the provisions of this Sec. 5.11.  
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5.11.10. Public Funding Limitation 
 
An applicant shall not use public development funds to construct Inclusionary Units required under Sec. 
5.11. Public development funds shall mean funds for housing construction or rehabilitation if provided 
through a program eligible to serve as a ‘subsidy’ under 760 CMR 56.00 Comprehensive Permit: Low or 
Moderate Income Housing. However, the applicant may use public development funds to construct 
those inclusionary units that are found by the Director of Planning and Development to be consistent 
with the following: 
 
A. Those that represent a greater number of affordable units than are otherwise required by this 

subsection, and not receiving bonus market rate units according to Sec. 5.11.4.D; 
 
B. 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. 5.11.2; and 
 

C. Those that exceed regulatory requirements in providing for persons having disabilities. 
 

5.11.11. Elder Housing with Services 
 
In order to provide affordable elder housing with services on-site, the following requirements shall apply 
exclusively when an applicant seeks a special permit for housing with services designed primarily for 
elders, such as residential care, continuing care retirement communities, assisted living, independent 
living, and congregate care. The services to be provided shall be an integral part of the annual housing 
costs, rent or occupancy related fee, shall be comparable to the services offered to all residents 
regardless of income status, and may include in substantial measure long-term health care, as well as 
nursing, home health care, personal care, meals, transportation, convenience services, and social, 
cultural, and education programs. This Sec. 5.11.11 shall not apply to a nursing facility subject to 
certificate of need programs regulated by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts Department of Public 
Health or to developments funded under a state or federal program which requires a greater number of 
elder units or nursing beds than required here. 
 
A. Number of Inclusionary Beds Required. For all such projects, 5 percent of beds provided on-site 

must be Inclusionary Beds designated affordable to elderly households with annual gross incomes 
up to 80% of AMI. Inclusionary Beds may be located in single-occupancy rooms, or in shared rooms. 
The Inclusionary Beds shall be proportionately distributed throughout the site and shall be 
indistinguishable from the market-rate beds.  
 

B. Definition of Elderly Households. For all such projects, an elderly household shall be defined as a 
single person who is 62 years of age or older at the time of initial occupancy; or two persons living 
together, where at least one of whom is 62 years of age or more at the time of initial occupancy. 
 

C. Monthly Housing and Service Costs. Total monthly housing and service costs, including rent or a 
monthly occupancy fees, health care, personal care, meals, transportation, convenience services, 
social, cultural, and educational programming, and the like, shall not exceed 80% of the eligible 
households annual gross income. 
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D. Use Restrictions. For all such projects, all Inclusionary Beds shall be subject to an affordable 
covenant approved by the City Solicitor, executed by the City and the developer, and recorded at 
the Registry of Deeds for the Southern District of Middlesex County or the Land Court Registry of 
Deeds for the Southern District of Middlesex County. 
 

E. Selection. For all such projects, all Inclusionary Beds shall be subject to an Affirmative Fair Housing 
Marketing and Resident Selection Plan to be approved by the Director of the Planning Department. 
To the extent permitted by law, Newton residents shall have first opportunity to participate in the 
elder housing with services program set out here. 
 

F. Fractional Units. For the purposes of calculating the number of Inclusionary Beds required per 
Section 5.11.11 A., any fractional unit of 0.5 or greater shall be deemed to constitute a whole bed. 

 

G. Alternative Compliance. The applicant may choose to comply with their Inclusionary Zoning 
requirements through a cash payment to the City, without receiving permission from the City 

Council through the Special Permit process. The total cash payment for projects of this type is 
determined by utilizing DHCD’s current Qualified Allocation Plan Index for “Single Room 
Occupancy / Group Homes / Assisted Living / Small Unit Supportive Housing”, coupled with 
the calculation of 5% of the total number of beds provided in the project. 

 

For Examples: 

➢ 115-bed assisted living project: 
o 5% requirement X 115 = 5.75; therefore, 6 inclusionary beds are required on site 
o If this project were to choose to provide the City with a cash payment, rather 

than provide the beds on site, the total cash payment would equal: 
▪ 5.75 X $259,000 (DHCD’s current QAP for projects of this type) 

= $1,489,250 total cash payment 
 

➢ 85-bed continuing care retirement community: 
o 5% requirement X 85 = 4.25; therefore, 4 inclusionary beds are required on site 
o If this project were to choose to provide the City with a cash payment, rather 

than provide the beds on site, the total cash payment would equal: 
▪ 4.25 X $259,000 = $1,100,750 total cash payment 

 

5.11.12. No Segmentation 
 
An applicant for residential development shall not segment or divide or subdivide or establish surrogate 
or subsidiary entities to avoid the requirements of Sec. 5.11.11. Where the City Council determines that 
this provision has been violated, a special permit will be denied. However, nothing in Sec. 5.11 prohibits 
phased development of a property. 
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5.11.13. No Effect on Prior or Existing Obligations. 
 
The requirements of Sec. 5.11 shall have no effect on any prior or currently effective special permit, 
obligation, contract, agreement, covenant or arrangement of any kind, executed or required to be 
executed, which provides for dwelling units to be made available for sale or rental to or by the City, the 
Newton Housing Authority, or other appropriate municipal agency, or any cash payment so required for 
affordable housing purposes, all resulting from a special permit under Sec. 5.11 applied for or granted 
prior to the effective date of this amendment. 
 

5.11.14. Inclusionary Housing Program Reevaluation Requirement 
 
The City shall initiate a reevaluation of the Inclusionary Housing Requirement at an interval of no more 
than 5 years from the time the Inclusionary Housing Requirement was last amended and every 5 years 
thereafter. Such reevaluation shall include a report provided to the City Council reviewing factors such 
as changes in demographic characteristics and residential development activity, housing trends 
measured in terms of, but not limited to, vacancy rates, production statistics, prices for dwelling units, 
and affordability, and the relationship between Inclusionary Housing Projects and all housing in Newton. 
The Department of Planning and Development shall also conduct an annual review and report on the 
Inclusionary Housing Program. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

Scope of Work 
The scope of this analysis is to determine the financial impact resulting from proposed changes to 

Newton’s existing Inclusionary Zoning (IZ) ordinance. RKG Associates Inc. (RKG) constructed a 

financial feasibility model to test specific scenarios chosen by the City of Newton and determine the 

relative impact in relation to the proposed IZ ordinance. The importance of this analysis cannot be 

understated, as setting the appropriate ordinance is key to ensuring the continuation of housing 

development for households of various income levels across the city.  

Process 
The process undertaken was collaborative and included engaging City staff and housing developers 

to understand the market dynamics unique to Newton. RKG utilized information gained from market 

research and interviews to construct an adaptable financial model. The model enables the City to test 

prototypical developments to understand the financial implications of changing the inclusionary 

ordinance.   

Summary Findings  
The results of the analysis are based upon a financial model driven by assumptions. While exact 

precision cannot be guaranteed, the model utilizes local-market relevant assumptions to forecast the 

financial return to a developer and compares the change in financial return between the existing 

ordinance and the proposed IZ ordinance.  

Based on the analysis conducted by RKG, it appears that project size (number of units) matters in 

relation to the proposed IZ ordinance. The proposed IZ ordinance for small developments, defined as 

those under six units, seems to have a detrimental impact on the overall project financial feasibility. 

Most notably, the existing IZ ordinance does not require units or payments in lieu of units for small 

projects.  The addition of an affordable unit has an outsized impact on the overall financial return of 

the project, as small-scale developers have greater sensitivity to changes in their development 

program. This increase in sensitivity is due to the inability to spread the cost of an affordable unit (or 

payment in lieu of a unit) across several market rate units.  

For medium sized projects between six and 20 units, the proposed changes to the inclusionary zoning 

ordinance appear calibrated correctly, as they result in more affordable units for the City and/or cash 

contributions to the affordable housing fund while returning an acceptable financial outcome to the 

developer. The ordinance is calibrated correctly because at the proposed 20% commitment of units, 

the revised income threshold requirements allocate some units be priced for households earning up 

to 110% of AMI. From the standpoint of building affordable units, the increase in affordable unit 

requirements is offset by the addition of moderate income household thresholds (110% AMI) in the 

proposed language.   
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In large size projects, defined as 20 units and above, the proposed IZ ordinance as designed has a 

negative impact on the overall financial return in a prototypical development. The key issues within 

the proposed IZ ordinance is the 25% IZ requirement (10% higher than existing IZ ordinance) as well 

as the reintroduction of the lowest income tier (50% of AMI) requirement. Without the compensating 

offset of targeting higher income households, these projects become financially infeasible for the 

developer compared to the existing ordinance.  

The proposed increase in bonus density (two market rate units for every one additional unit 

committed to affordability) has a positive financial impact on the overall project feasibility, but not at 

a level great enough to offset the impacts of 25% dedication to affordable units and the high percentage 

committed at 50% of AMI.  Even applying a hypothetical three-to-one ratio still does not yield a 

positive result for larger projects. The key finding for the bonus density is that as currently structured, 

it is not sufficient for making these larger projects financially viable.  

One possible solution towards improving the bonus density is rather than require all affordable units 

resulting from utilizing the bonus density to fall within the 50 percent AMI threshold, the units could 

be allocated across all the AMI thresholds. This spreading of affordable units ultimately helps the 

development financially because it offsets the units at deeper levels of affordability. 

The accompanying analysis of the proposed IZ provides greater context to the summary findings 

and can help guide the City of Newton to modify elements of the proposal to ensure unintended 

impacts to the current real estate market do not result.   
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INTRODUCTION 

The City of Newton has undertaken a substantial effort in refining its existing IZ ordinance to better 

preserve its economically diverse population.  This effort was borne through the City’s Housing 

Strategy process, which identified the potential to strengthen the City’s existing IZ ordinance to realize 

the greatest public benefit from private development occurring in the City.  In a memorandum dated 

December 8, 2017, the City’s Planning and Development Department outlined a detailed proposal on 

modifying the Inclusionary Zoning ordinance. 

 

Table 1. Existing IZ Ordinance 

Tier Level 6+ Units* 

  Rental Owner 

Tier 1, Up to 50% AMI 7.5% - 

Tier 2, 51% - 80% AMI 7.5% 15.0% 

Total 15.0% 15.0% 

Source:  City of Newton and RKG Associates Inc., 2018 
*Ordinance has been interpreted to start at six new units 

 

Among the recommendations included in the memorandum, the four most prominent include [1] 

requiring inclusionary units for projects of 4 units or larger; [2] offering a payment in lieu of delivering 

units for fractional requirements; [3] modifying the minimum percentage of units to be income 

controlled based on the size of the project, and [4] adjusting the income thresholds to be served by the 

IZ ordinance. The following tables reveal the existing IZ requirements (Table 1) and the proposed IZ 

requirements (Table 2 and 3). 

 

Table 2 Proposed IZ Ordinance for Rental Developments 

Renter Units 
Tier 1 

Up to 50% AMI 
Tier 2 

51% - 80% AMI 
Tier 3 

81% - 110% AMI Total 

4-6 new units - 15.0% - 15.0% 

7-9 new units - 15.0% - 15.0% 

10-20 new units - 10.0% 10.0% 20.0% 

21-50 new units 5.0% 10.0% 10.0% 25.0% 

51-100 new units 7.5% 10.0% 7.5% 25.0% 

101+ new units 10.0% 10.0% 5.0% 25.0% 

Source:  City of Newton and RKG Associates Inc., 2018 
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Table 3. Proposed IZ Ordinance for Ownership Developments 

Ownership Units 
Tier 1 

Up to 50% AMI 
Tier 2 

51% - 80% AMI 
Tier 3 

81% - 110% AMI Total 

4-6 new units - 15.0% - 15.0% 

7-9 new units - - 15.0% 15.0% 

10-20 new units - 10.0% 10.0% 20.0% 

21-50 new units - 10.0% 15.0% 25.0% 

51-100 new units - 15.0% 10.0% 25.0% 

101+ new units - 15.0% 10.0% 25.0% 

Source:  City of Newton and RKG Associates Inc., 2018 

 

As stated by the City’s staff, Newton is not alone in considering an adjustment to its IZ ordinance. In 

the past few years, Boston (2015), Cambridge (2017), and Somerville (2017) have all amended their 

inclusionary housing provisions to balance the growing need for affordable housing units in a rapidly 

appreciating and high-demand housing market. Cambridge increased its requirement from 11-13% to 

20%; Somerville from 12.5-17.5% to 17.5% for smaller projects and 20% for larger projects; and Boston 

increased its payment-in-lieu requirements, and its requirement for off-site units from 15% to 18%. 

Wellesley’s requirement has been at 20% since 2004. 

 

RKG was retained by the City to respond to questions from the City Council regarding the financial 

impact of these ordinance changes on residential development.  RKG Associates is a multi-disciplinary 

real estate, planning, and economic development consulting firm with more than 35 years of 

experience advising public-sector and private-sector clients on real estate development and financial 

feasibility.  RKG provided similar advisory services to the City of Somerville when it was considering 

changes to the local Inclusionary Zoning ordinance.  Moreover, RKG Associates has worked 

extensively within Newton, including its recent work on the City’s Housing Strategy and the 

feasibility analysis for the 28 Austin Street project. 

 

The following analysis details the approach RKG used to test the proposed IZ ordinance changes, the 

results of this analysis, and recommended modifications to the proposed IZ ordinance to minimize 

financial impacts to future residential development.  The appendix section includes a glossary of terms 

used throughout this analysis. 

MODEL 

To perform the analysis, RKG Associates created a financial feasibility model based on traditional pro 

forma analysis standards for real estate development.  The model was created in Microsoft Excel to 

allow for the greatest functional flexibility and analysis transparency.   

 

The RKG Associates model focuses on Internal Rate of Return (IRR) calculations to determine financial 

feasibility.  This measure is a standard approach to understanding the potential performance of a real 

estate investment.  Real estate development is a risk-based venture that requires an investor to 

guarantee a sum of money in exchange for the potential revenue and value created by that investment.  

Developers seek to reduce the risk of a project (i.e. development duration and cost overruns) while 
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maximizing the revenue potential (i.e. rent payments and reversion for a rental project and sales 

pricing for an ownership project).   

 

IRR calculations are presented as percentages.  A higher percent indicates the property will provide a 

greater return for the investor.  IRR is generally compared against an investors desired return rate (or 

discount rate) to determine if an investment meets the perceived risk level.  IRR calculations are much 

more detailed than overall return calculations, and account for inflation, projected income escalators 

and the reversion (or sale) of the property at the end of the study period (or hold period).  Boston area 

development industry minimum standards for a desired IRR currently are 20% for new 

construction ownership residential and 12% for rental residential projects. 

For analysis purposes, RKG determined the land values under the existing IZ ordinance which would 

realize the desired financial return under each of the seven scenarios tested and then compared the 

financial performance of the same projects under the proposed IZ ordinance. The land costs used are 

not necessarily the market value of land, but rather the value of land which would realize the desired 

financial return. The methodology was used because ultimately changes in the IZ ordinance would 

impact the financial returns on projects, and the only way to recover costs from the developer 

perspective is to pay less for the underlying land. The public benefit that result from inclusionary 

zoning ultimately comes out of the land cost because other development costs are generally fixed and 

the developers can negotiate the price of the land.   

Not surprisingly, the resulting land values for the selected model developments fell within the 

expected land value range identified by local developers.  These results corroborate that the 

marketplace has normalized to the existing IZ ordinance.  To this point, the analysis provides a 

realistic assessment of how the proposed changes to the IZ ordinance will impact financial feasibility, 

and ultimately land values within the City. 

 

Data Collection 
 

Pro forma development modeling, particularly IRR approach modeling, requires substantial market 

data to generate the model assumptions needed to calculate financial performance.  There are three 

primary data categories needed to run a pro forma model, [1] construction/development data, [2] 

revenue/expenditure data, and [3] finance/investment data. 

 

▪ Construction and development data include the costs of land, the costs to develop the 

structures, and the basic assumptions of types of units, size of units, and unit amenities.   

 

▪ Revenue and expenditure data includes prevailing rent rates (both market rate and income 

controlled), prevailing sales prices, and operation costs for rental housing.  Operation cost data 

points include direct operations (i.e. maintenance, marketing) and indirect costs (i.e. real estate 

taxes).   
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▪ Financial and investment data include prevailing lending rates, debt/equity requirements, 

capitalization rates, and discount rates. 

 

RKG used several tools to gather this information, with a preference to gather locally-relevant 

information specific to the City of Newton.  In areas where local data was not available or not 

appropriate, RKG relied on regional data (i.e. Boston Metro).  The primary data collection method was 

capturing primary and secondary data about the Newton housing market.  RKG gathered current rent 

rates (per month) and sales prices (by unit type) for owner and renter housing within the City to 

determine potential revenues.  RKG gathered sales data from the City to understand current contract 

pricing.   

 

RKG also interviewed several for-profit and non-profit residential developers, and commercial 

lending bank professionals to garner greater understanding of the local marketplace.  Finally, RKG 

used nationally-recognized secondary data sources, such as Marshall & Swift Valuation Services, to 

verify data provided by the local real estate community.  The results of this effort were used to create 

the baseline market assumptions for the financial feasibility model. 

 

The following section provides details on the results of the data collection, and provides the 

underlying performance metrics used to test the financial impacts of the proposed IZ ordinance on 

specific development examples. 

 

Components of the Model 
 

As mentioned, the model functions on a traditional pro forma analysis platform, measuring the 

potential revenue of a real estate investment and comparing it to the costs and expenditures to 

construct, operate, and sell the asset.  The modeling efforts compared the financial performance of 

seven distinct residential development scenarios under the existing IZ ordinance against the financial 

performance of those same scenarios under the proposed IZ ordinance.  The seven development 

scenarios reflect various small, medium and large-scale ownership and rental development projects 

that may occur within Newton.  The results were compared to understand the impact of the proposed 

IZ ordinance on the financial feasibility of each scenario.  The seven development scenarios include: 

 

▪ Four-unit ownership development 

▪ Four-unit rental development 

▪ Eight-unit ownership development 

▪ 20-unit rental development 

▪ 35-unit ownership development 

▪ 65-unit rental development 

▪ 180-unit rental development 

 

The model has three primary components that drive the financial performance analysis:  development 

assumptions, financial assumptions, and affordability assumptions.  Each component influences the 

revenue and expenditure efficiencies of the development. 
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▪ Development Assumptions – The development assumptions focus on the ‘bricks and mortar’ 

facets of the proposed residential developments.  Factors such as total unit count, unit 

breakout by bedroom count, average unit size by bedroom count, type of parking, cost of land 

to accommodate the development, and whether the development utilizes the City’s bonus 

density program.  These factors influence construction costs, potential operational revenues 

(for rental housing) and sale values (for ownership housing). 

 

▪ Financial Assumptions – The financial assumptions include factors relating to debt and equity 

requirements, the cost of development financing (i.e. mortgage rates), inflation and 

appreciation rates (for operational costs and revenues), and project return expectations.  The 

financial data directly affects the project’s financial performance by adjusting the timing and 

amount of capital outlays (both debt and equity). 

 

▪ Affordability Assumptions – The affordability assumptions include the market performance data 

such as market rent rates, target income thresholds for the IZ units, assumptions about the 

size of the Inclusionary units, and the percent requirement of IZ units of the total development.  

These assumptions further impact potential revenue levels as well as overall construction 

costs. 

 

The following section details the individual assumptions used to run the model, and how those data 

points were collected.  As mentioned, RKG collected primary and secondary data about residential 

development in Newton.  RKG also performed several interviews with local real estate professionals 

to verify those findings.  That said, the model was constructed to enable the City to customize the pro 

forma analysis through data overrides.  This flexibility in modeling allowed RKG to perform 

sensitivity analyses about the impacts of changes in the proposed IZ ordinance requirements.  This 

effort informed RKG’s findings. 

 

Income Tiers – The City’s IZ ordinance is based on creating affordable housing targeted to specific 

income thresholds.  The existing IZ ordinance focuses on 50% of AMI and 80% of AMI (for an average 

of 65% AMI) for housing affordability.  The proposed IZ ordinance adds the 110% of AMI threshold 

as part of the affordability matrix.  Table 4 details the 2017 income thresholds for various household 

sizes. 

 

Table 4. FY 2017 Income Limits Summary - Newton, MA 

Income Level 

Household Size 

1-Person 2-Person 3-Person 4-Person 5-Person 6-Person 

50% AMI $36,200 $41,400 $46,550 $51,700 $55,850 $60,000 

60% AMI $49,680 $55,860 $62,040 $76,020 $72,000 $76,980 

80% AMI $54,750 $62,550 $70,350 $78,150 $84,450 $90,700 

100% AMI $72,400 $82,800 $93,100 $103,400 $111,700 $120,000 

110% AMI $79,640 $91,080 $102,410 $113,740 $122,870 $132,000 

Source:  City of Newton and RKG, 2018 
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Rent Thresholds – The model calculates potential gross income by applying the market rate threshold 

to market rate units, and a rent threshold equivalent to 30% of gross income (utilities included) for 

income controlled units.  The market rate rents were calculated through RKG research of current rent 

levels for apartments within the City built in the past ten years.  Table 5 details the thresholds for each 

income level. 

 

 

Table 5. Maximum Affordable Rents (Utilities Included) 

Unit Type 

Household 
Size 

(# of BR + 1) 50% AMI 80% AMI 110% AMI 

Non-Affordable 
Market Rate 

Unit Rent 

1 BR Unit 2 $1,035 $1,564 $2,277 $3,166 

2 BR Unit 3 $1,164 $1,759 $2,560 $4,005 

3 BR Unit 4 $1,293 $1,954 $2,844 $4,832 

Source:  City of Newton and RKG Associates Inc., 2018 

 

 

Sales Price Thresholds – Like rent thresholds, the sales price thresholds were established by using 

HUD standards for lending (28% of gross income) with the income thresholds identified in the 

previous section.  As seen in Table 6, purchase income controlled price thresholds are substantially 

lower than the market rate sales price levels identified by RKG.  The market rate data was compiled 

by averaging recent sales prices of 1, 2, and 3-bedroom ownership units within the City. 

 

Table 6. Maximum Affordable Sales Price 

Unit Type 

Household 
Size (# of BR 

+ 1) 50% AMI 80% AMI 110% AMI 

Non-Affordable 
Market Rate 

Unit Sales Price 

1 BR Unit 2 $191,750 $220,000 $308,750 $419,000 

2 BR Unit 3 $217,000 $249,000 $348,250 $637,000 

3 BR Unit 4 $255,000 $292,000 $400,000 $862,000 

Source:  City of Newton and RKG Associates Inc., 2018 

DEVELOPMENT REVENUES 

Rents 
RKG collected rental rate data for relatively new luxury developments which included efficiency 

(studio), one-bedroom, two-bedroom, and three-bedroom apartments.  The market rental rates were 

used as a baseline for the analysis, and compared to information obtained from developers. Generally, 

new units rent for an average of nearly $3.25 per square foot. Within the model the rents can be 

modified by the user. For more information about rental rates, see Appendix 1. 

Sales Values 
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The sales values of housing units were determined through a combination of market research and 

utilizing the City Assessor database to parse the most recent sales values by bedroom count. The 

results are used for the baseline assumption in the model. For more information about sales values, 

see Appendix 1. 

Other Income 
Income streams outside of traditional rent and sales value stem from parking revenues. For rental 

units, it was assumed in the model that parking revenues of $150 per space were attainable. No 

parking revenues are included in ownership units because the parking space is inherently included 

in the price of the unit.   

DEVELOPMENT COSTS  

Land Costs  
The amount of money a developer can pay for a piece is land is a critical component to the financial 

feasibility of a project. The higher the land value, the more a developer needs to offset their costs 

through things like higher density, lower parking rates, or increased sales prices and rents. The price 

of land is one of the key factors that can affect financial feasibility; and this is especially true for projects 

on the financial margin. From a cost perspective, the cheaper a developer can obtain the land, the 

greater the potential financial return. This is because in terms of development, construction and 

financing costs are relatively fixed. Whereas the price of land and its developable potential can 

significantly impact the viability of a project. 

The price of land in Newton is high, and based on conversations with developers spans a large range 

based on the underlying zoning and the total number of units which can be developed. An example 

being that a single-family home can easily sell for $1 million as a tear-down project which is then 

replaced with two units each selling for $1.3 million. This indicates that developable land is in scarcity 

in and around Newton.  

Developers typically calculate the residual value of the land to determine what they would be willing 

to pay for the land on a per unit basis. This calculation considers construction costs, financing 

expenditures, and expected returns. The general approach towards determining the land value is to 

calculate the income expectations for the developed land, subtract all expenses associated with this 

development, and the remainder is the land residual. The decision to pursue the project depends on 

whether the developer can acquire the land at a favorable price. 

Within the model RKG created a land value override where the model user can input their own land 

value assumption. This allows the user to test financial feasibility based on the different land costs, 

since they may vary significantly based on development size and underlying zoning.  
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Construction Costs  
To determine construction costs, RKG interviewed several developers and utilized the December 2017 

Marshall & Swift Valuation Services booklet to build out customized per square foot construction 

costs for traditional townhouse, stick, and stick over podium construction. RKG assumed that new 

construction would have either “excellent” or “good” interior or exterior finishes. Construction costs 

are adjusted by using a local Boston Metro multiplier supplied by Marshall and Swift. The Marshall 

and Swift numbers are an industry standard, and aligned to what was generally heard through the 

developer interviews. 

Within the model the appropriate construction cost is applied to the development based on its type 

and average size. Four-unit developments are assigned townhome construction costs, greater than 

four units but less than 35 are deemed stick construction, and greater than 35 units are classified as 

stick over podium construction. RKG assumed for this model that all projects would take one year to 

complete and construction would begin in 2018. Appendix 1 has more detailed information about 

construction costs.  

Parking Costs  
Within the model three types of parking costs were included: surface, structured above ground, and 

underground. The types of parking have dramatically different cost estimates. Surface parking is by 

far the cheapest option for parking. Typically, this type of parking is done on smaller projects which 

have sufficient land area to accommodate the parking requirements under zoning. Structured parking 

occurs in developments that have the land area to build decked parking. While underground parking 

is by far the most expensive and done in space scarce developments.  

The parking calculations are based on the number of parking spaces required for the development 

scenario based on the total number of residential units. RKG differentiated the parking requirements 

based on if the project was in a Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) or Non-TOD location. TOD 

centers around the concept of higher density development taking place around transportation nodes, 

the type of development envisioned includes residential, commercial, and retail spaces together in 

single area. Appendix 1 has more detailed information about parking costs. 

Financing 
Development financing is possibly the most important element of any real estate deal. The ability to 

secure long-term financing at an affordable rate allows a developer to complete their project. Different 

types of financing are available depending the scale of the project. For very large projects, financing 

might be obtained from a national bank, institutional investors, or a debt fund. These types of entities 

invest capital in projects for investors, and typically provide favorable interest rates given the track 

records of large scale developers.  

Smaller scale developers utilize traditional bank financing as the main source of funding. Local banks 

typically act as partners with smaller scale developers, and provide funding to projects which meet 

their lending standards and risk profiles. Lending at the small scale is very much relationship based.  
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Modeling the financing component of development requires assumptions to be made about the 

equity, loan terms, and interest rates. As part of the data collection process, RKG interviewed several 

local developers who provided reality-based data regarding project financing.  

EQUITY 

The equity investment on the part of the developer which is required to obtain financing is dependent 

on many factors, some of which include: financial wherewithal, experience, project type, etc. Lenders 

require developers to contribute funding towards the project. The percentage of equity required is a 

variable within the model that can have a significant impact on the overall financial return. Typically, 

if a developer can secure financing which requires a smaller percentage of equity contribution, then 

the overall project return will be greater because the initial out-of-pocket cost will be less. The benefit 

to the developer is that they minimize their risk when they do not have to contribute large amounts 

of equity. For the modeling exercise, the default equity requirement was set at 30% for both owner 

and rental developments, this value can be changed within the model by the user.  

TERMS  

The length of the loan is dependent on the type of project under construction. For for-sale units, the 

loan is repaid once the units have sold. In this case, the loan period might last for 1 or 2 years 

depending on the time it takes for a project to be constructed and the units sold. For rental projects, 

the loan term can be variable. Developers have different exit strategies depending on their investment 

philosophies; some developers will hold a project for 10 years and then sell it, while others just build 

and hold the property. For the analysis, the model was calibrated to assume as a default that the loan 

for a for-sale development would be two years, and that for rental properties the loan term would be 

20 years. 

INTEREST RATES 

Financial institutions provide funding based on the viability and potential success of a project, and 

the interest rates charged are evaluated against the developers financial standing and ability to 

complete the project. A range of interest rates could be charged to a developer depending on their 

track record, development program, or equity contribution. The higher the interest rate, the greater 

the overall cost to the developer. Small fluctuations in interest rates can have large impacts on the 

project financial return because the cost of debt service can substantially increase, thus rendering a 

project infeasible. Some developers contribute greater amounts of out-of-pocket equity as a means of 

lowering the interest rate on the loan. The default model assumptions for interest rates were 6.0% for 

rental developments and 5.5% for ownership developments. The higher interest rate for rental 

developments was used because the loan term is longer than that of the ownership developments.  

DENSITY BONUS  

What is a Density Bonus? 
A density bonus is a mechanism allowing a developer to build a greater number of units than the 

existing underlying zoning dictates in exchange for the creation of additional affordable units. This 

incentive works well in cases where a community is focused on building more affordable units above 
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and beyond the required number of units. The density bonus provides a developer with an incentive 

to create units at deeper levels of affordability, in exchange for the ability to build more market rate 

units.  

Existing Density Bonus 
Under the existing IZ ordinance, a bonus density may be granted equal to one new market rate unit 

for each by-right market rate unit committed to income restriction.  The existing IZ ordinance requires 

65% AMI for Rental (average of ½ at 50% AMI and ½ at 80%AMI) and 80% AMI for ownership. The 

density bonus is limited to where lot area per dwelling unit is decreased by up to 25 percent. While 

the current density bonus exists in the inclusionary zoning ordinance, its usage has historically been 

limited. The ‘one for one’ ratio between affordable and market rate units is not enough of a financial 

incentive to induce developers to utilize the bonus.   

Proposed Density Bonus  
The proposed density bonus expands upon the existing bonus density by providing a greater number 

of additional market rate units to the developer for each by-right market rate unit committed to 

income controls. Under the proposed IZ ordinance, a project that includes more than the required 

number of inclusionary units in the Tier 1 category (50% AMI) is awarded a bonus of two market rate 

units, with a limitation on the number of bonus units not exceeding 20% of the number of units 

otherwise permissible on the lot under lot area per dwelling unit requirements.1 

The key concept of the density bonus is to entice the developer to build affordable units at deeper 

levels of affordability, while at the same time offering an incentive for the developer to regain lost 

value from the creation of the affordable units by supplementing with market rate units. Within the 

model that RKG produced, it is possible to adjust the density bonus to test the implications on the 

financial feasibility of the project. Density bonus units tend to have greater importance on smaller 

projects which, from a financial perspective, may not be viable without the addition of market rate 

units above underlying zoning.  

CASH PAYMENT 

As a method to capture the full value of affordable units that do not get built under the inclusionary 

ordinance, the City proposes to include a cash payment amount for fractional units. The cash payment 

amount is applied to fractional units which result from applying the appropriate inclusionary 

percentage across Tier’s One, Two, and Three. The proposed IZ ordinance does not round any of the 

units, rather it prescribes each full unit be built, and any fractional piece be captured by a cash 

payment.  

Under the proposed IZ ordinance, the cash payment as an alternative to each required inclusionary 

unit, or fraction thereof, is based on a formula that utilizes the current Massachusetts Department of 

                                                        

1 See City of Newton Planning Memo #109-15(2), December 8, 2017 
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Housing and Community Development Index for “Total Residential Development Cost Limits” for 

Production Projects within Metro Boston. This index is updated annually through DHCD’s Qualified 

Action Plan (QAP) and serves as a maximum subsidy amount per unit for affordable housing projects 

seeking Federal Low-Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) throughout the state. Based on the “Total 

Residential Development Cost Limits” the value of a unit is set at $389,000. The determination of 

fractional units is based on the calculations for each of the three tiers in the proposed IZ ordinance.  

Table 7 presents an example case of the calculation of the payment-in-lieu across the affordability tiers 

for a development that has 48 units.  

Table 7. Example Payment in-Lieu Calculation for 48 Unit Project 

  Tier 1 (50% AMI) Tier 2 (80% AMI) Tier 3 (110% AMI) 

Inclusionary Percentage 5% 10% 10% 

Calculated Units Based on IZ Percentage 2.4 4.8 4.8 

Whole Units 2 4 4 

Fractional Units 0.4 0.8 0.8 

Cash Payment Amount on Fractional $155,600 $311,200 $311,200 

        

Total Project Units 48     

Inclusionary Units 10     

Market Rate Units 38     

Cash Payment in Lieu $778,000     

Source: Newton Planning Memo #109-15(2), December 8, 2017 

 

As part of the modeling process, two additional options were explored regarding the value of the cash 

payment amount for fractional units. The first option was to use the construction hard costs for 

developing the affordable unit. The construction hard costs can be defined as the cost of construction 

for the actual unit, which excludes the price of the land. Utilizing this cost method enables the city to 

match the cost of building the unit with payment amount requested.  

The second approach towards determining the payment amount is to utilize the value gap approach. 

The value gap is the difference between the value of a market rate unit and that of an affordable unit. 

The value of a rental unit is determined by the net operating income and the capitalization rate; for an 

ownership unit, it is determined by the sales value of the unit. In the case of affordable units, the 

amount of rent or sales value is limited to restricted AMI percentages; resulting in the potential value 

of a unit having a ceiling. The gap in value negatively impacts the overall financials of a developer 

because the cost of construction and land to build either an affordable or market rate unit are 

essentially the same. As part of the modeling process, an option was created to utilize the value gap 

approach in determining the fee amount to charge for fractional units.  

Within the model there is an affordable unit and cash payment calculator which determines both the 

number of affordable units and potential payments in lieu based under either the existing or proposed 
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IZ ordinance.2 The model also calculates the dollar value of the payment in lieu of an affordable unit 

using either: Total Residential Development Cost Limits ($389,000); construction hard costs, or the 

value gap approach.  

From a financial standpoint, the calculated fee in-lieu payment is added to the initial cost of the 

development, which ultimately influences the overall financial return. Depending on the project size, 

a large fee in-lieu could have a detrimental impact. Typically, a small project tends to be more sensitive 

to greater upfront costs because small dollar amount changes can have an outsized impact as 

compared to larger projects.  

SCENARIO ANALYSIS  

Scenarios Under Evaluation 
To test the model and the underlying development assumptions, RKG ran seven development 

scenarios. Table 8 presents the model calibration for each of the seven scenarios. The scenarios were 

chosen by the City to understand the impact of the IZ changes on prototypical developments. One key 

difference in terms of development costs is that of parking; in scenarios 35 units or larger the 

assumption was made that underground parking was the default, resulting in an overall higher 

development cost.  

Table 8. Modeled Scenarios 

Scenario Unit Type Location Parking 
Number 
of Units AMI % 

Inclusionary 
Percentage 

1 Ownership TOD 100% Surface 4 80/110% AMI 15.0% 

2 Rental TOD 100% Surface 4 50/80/110% AMI 15.0% 

3 Ownership TOD 100% Surface 8 80/110% AMI 15.0% 

4 Rental TOD 100% Surface 20 50/80/110% AMI 20.0% 

5 Ownership TOD 100% Underground 35 80/110% AMI 25.0% 

6 Rental TOD 100% Underground 65 50/80/110% AMI 25.0% 

7 Rental TOD 100% Underground 180 50/80/110% AMI 25.0% 

Source: City of Newton, and RKG Associates Inc.  

 

The financial analysis conducted by RKG provides key insights regarding the relative impact on 

development finance resulting from changes in the inclusionary ordinance. RKG modeled each of the 

seven scenarios by calibrating the model with realistic assumptions. As part of the analysis, RKG 

modeled financial feasibility under the existing IZ ordinance, as well as under two proposed IZ 

methods. Under Method One, the conditions for inclusionary housing include the rounding up of 

fractional units greater than 0.50, and having no fee-in-lieu. Under Method Two, the conditions for 

inclusionary housing are to build whole units, and charge a fee-in-lieu for any fractional unit. For all 

                                                        

2 Based calculations of fee-in-lieu on the existing Inclusionary Zoning ordinance and proposed inclusionary zoning 
ordinance. 
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scenarios under analysis, RKG used the fee-in-lieu amount of $389,000, which is part of the proposed 

IZ ordinance, to calculate the payments on fractional units. The data tables for each of the scenarios 

show the differences between the existing IZ ordinance and both the proposed IZ ordinance methods.  

Interpreting Results 
The financial model calculates the basic go/ no-go decision a developer must make about a potential 

project. The decision to pursue a project comes down to overall financial return and risk exposure. If 

there is confidence that the desired returns will be reached, then the project will be pursued, otherwise 

the project will not be undertaken.   

From a financial perspective, the model calculates outputs that can be helpful when determining 

whether a developer or a lender will choose to go forward with a project. Of these outputs, both the 

Internal Rate of Return (IRR) and Net Present Value (NPV) are industry standard financial viability 

metrics for a given project. While these are important metrics, they are not the sole arbitrators of 

financial viability, as project risk assessment and developer track record are also important factors. 

The IRR and NPV when examined together, offer significant insight to both a lender and developer. 

The IRR is the calculated annual return on investment, taking into consideration net operating income, 

investment holding period, and sales value. The NPV is the present value of all future cash flows (both 

revenues and expenditures) for the project based on an expected return rate (discount rate) and over 

the course of the determined holding period. Based on the size of the initial upfront capital investment 

in a project, small percentage changes in the IRR can have dramatic effects on the net present value. 

The decision factor for not pursuing a project is if the IRR does not meet the required rate of return, 

or if the NPV is below zero. It is possible that a project results in a positive NPV and a lower than 

desired IRR. In cases such as this, the decision process becomes more nuanced as the developer would 

have to get comfortable with realizing a lower return. Within the development industry, the standard 

IRR return for a new construction rental project is 12 percent and 20 percent for new construction 

ownership units.  

As noted earlier, from a development finance standpoint the unknown in a real estate deal is the cost 

of land. To conduct the comparative analysis, for each of the individual seven scenarios under the 

existing inclusionary policy the cost of the land was calculated to make the project financially viable 

and meet the developer’s return expectation. This cost of land was then used for each of the two 

proposed IZ scenarios to understand how the changes in the ordinance impact the overall 

development return.  It should be noted that the calculated land values for each scenario fall within 

the range of value local developers reported to pay for similar properties, corroborating that land 

values are normalized to the existing IZ ordinance.   

Analysis Limitations 
The undertaken analysis is not without limitations. The financial model is based upon assumptions 

which were collected through developer interviews, market research, and professional judgement. 

These assumptions are the main drivers of the financial model. The developments that are modeled 

in this analysis are prototypical developments that could potentially be found in Newton, and not 

actual developments. While all the assumptions that drive the model can be customizable, RKG 
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calibrated the model such that the base assumptions are the default. There are countless permutations 

that can be modeled, but RKG in consultation with the City, chose to model prototypical 

developments with relatively standardized inputs.  

The model is not able to test every variable or possibility, rather it can be used as a ordinance tool to 

help inform the decision-making process. The model output helps show the relative impact of 

ordinance changes on development financial feasibility.   

Four-Unit Ownership Development 
The four-unit ownership development scenario offers a baseline assessment of how the proposed IZ 

ordinance impacts the existing development landscape. Under the existing IZ ordinance, inclusionary 

zoning does not get triggered until six units (the ordinance calls for inclusionary units once there are 

four net new units above the number of units allowed by-right (two units are allowed by-right)). In 

the case of the four-unit ownership development under the existing IZ ordinance, no inclusionary 

units are required. The existing IZ ordinance results were calibrated to determine the land value which 

would result in a 20% return to the developer. The land values used for this scenario were $189,936 

per unit, and this value was held constant for each of the proposed scenarios to understand the relative 

changes inclusionary units and payments-in-lieu would have on financial returns. Table 9 below 

provides detailed information about each model run for the scenario.  

Under Method One, three market rate units and one affordable unit at 80% AMI would be required. 

As seen in the table, the impact to the developer of having to provide the affordable unit is significant 

and results in a negative NPV of $316,882. A negative NPV occurs because the financial investment 

needed to undertake the project is greater than the cash flow generated; this outcome illustrates the 

investment does not make financial sense from the prospective of the developer. The reason the NPV 

is negative under Method One is because of the value gap between delivering a market rate unit versus 

an affordable unit. The value gap is due to the sales value of an affordable unit being capped at a level 

which is affordable to an 80% AMI household. From the developer’s standpoint, the inability to realize 

full value from the affordable unit, which has a similar cost to that of a market unit, results in a 

financial loss. Under Method One, the IRR is negative 30.5 percent, which is well below the standard 

return of 20 percent on ownership developments.  

Method Two results in a negative NPV of $233,415 and a negative IRR of 8.4 percent, indicating the 

project is not financially viable. Under this scenario, four market rate units would be built, and a fee-

in-lieu of $233,400 would be paid to the City for the fractional unit. In this instance, the fee-in-lieu 

payment results in the project becoming infeasible; this is the only difference between the existing IZ 

ordinance and Method Two. Compared to Method One, the return to the developer while negative, is 

better under Method Two because the fee-in-lieu amount is less than the value gap loss under Method 

One.  

Based on the calibrations of the model and development scenario, both Method One and Two result 

in the project becoming uneconomic as compared to the financial results under the existing IZ 

ordinance.  
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Table 9. Four-Unit Ownership Development 

  

Existing IZ 

Ordinance 

Method One: 

Proposed IZ 

Ordinance 

(Round and 

Build Unit) 

Method Two: 

Proposed IZ 

Ordinance (Build 

Unit and Fee-in-

lieu) 

Existing IZ 

vs 

Method 

One 

Existing IZ 

vs  

Method 

Two 

Location TOD TOD TOD 
  

Unit Type Owner Owner Owner 
  

Number of Units 4 4 4 
  

Parking Surface Surface Surface 
  

Special Permit Yes Yes Yes 
  

Inclusionary % 15% 15% 15% 
  

Inclusionary Treatment 

Build 

Affordable 

Unit 

Round and Build 

Units 

Build Units and 

Pay Fractional 
  

Inclusionary Units 0 1 0 1  0  

Payment in Lieu $0 $0 $233,400 $0  $233,400  

AMI Split 80% AMI 80% AMI 80% AMI 
  

All Costs $2,455,107 $2,455,107 $2,455,107 
  

Land Cost $759,743 $759,743 $759,743 
  

Land Cost Per Unit $189,936 $189,936 $189,936 
  

Average Cost Per Unit 

(Inclusive of Land) $613,777 $613,777 $613,777 
  

IRR 20.0% -30.5% -8.4% -50.4% -28.4% 

NPV ($15) ($316,882) ($233,415) ($316,867) ($233,400) 
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Four-Unit Rental Development 
The four-unit rental development scenario offers a baseline assessment of how the proposed IZ 

ordinance impacts the existing development landscape. Under the existing IZ ordiance, the affordable 

units average 65% AMI, based on ½ the units being delivered for households earning 50% AMI and 

½ the units at 80% AMI. The existing ordinance does not get triggered until six units (the ordinance 

calls for inclusionary units once there are four net new units above the number of units allowed by-

right (two units are allowed by-right)). So, in the case of the four-unit rental development under the 

existing IZ, no inclusionary units are required. The existing inclusionary ordinance results were 

calibrated to determine the land value which would result in a 12% return to the developer. The land 

values used for this scenario were $210,260 per unit, and this value was held constant for each of the 

proposed scenarios to understand the relative changes inclusionary units and payments-in-lieu would 

have on financial returns. Table 10 provides detailed information about each model run for the 

scenario.  

Under Method One three market rate units and one affordable unit at 80% AMI would be required. 

As seen in the table, the impact to the developer of having to provide the affordable unit is significant 

and results in a negative NPV of $154,826. The reason the NPV is negative under Method One is 

because of the value gap between delivering a market rate unit versus an affordable unit. From the 

developer’s standpoint, the inability to realize full value from the affordable unit, which has a similar 

cost to that of a market unit, results in a financial loss. Under Method One, the IRR is 9.5 percent, 

which is well below the standard return of 12 percent on new rental developments. 

Method Two results in a negative NPV of $231,702 and an IRR of 9.0 percent, indicating the project is 

not financially viable. Under this scenario, four market rate units would be built, and a fee-in-lieu of 

$233,400 would be paid to the City for the fractional unit. In this instance, the fee-in-lieu payment 

results in the project becoming infeasible. Compared to Method One, the return to the developer 

under Method Two is worse because the fee-in-lieu amount is a greater than the value gap loss from 

providing the affordable unit under Method One.  

Based on the calibrations of the model and development scenario, both Method One and Two result 

in the project being uneconomic as compared to the financial results under the existing IZ ordinance.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



INCLUSIONARY ZONING ANALYSIS   22 

 

Table 10. Four-Unit Rental Development 
 

Existing IZ 

Ordinance 

Method One: 

Proposed IZ 

Ordinance 

(Round and 

Build Unit) 

Method Two: 

Proposed IZ 

Ordinance (Build 

Unit and Fee-in-

lieu) 

Existing IZ 

vs   

Method 

One 

Existing IZ  

vs        

Method 

Two 

Location TOD TOD TOD 
  

Unit Type Rental Rental Rental 
  

Number of Units 4 4 4 
  

Parking Surface Surface Surface 
  

Special Permit Yes Yes Yes 
  

Inclusionary % 15% 15% 15% 
  

Inclusionary Treatment 

Build 

Affordable 

Unit 

Round and 

Build Units 

Build Units and 

Pay Fractional 
  

Inclusionary Units 0 1 0 1  0  

Payment in Lieu $0 $0 $233,400 $0  $233,400  

AMI Split 65% AMI 80% AMI 80% AMI 
  

All Costs $1,887,797 $1,849,454 $1,887,797 
  

Land Cost $841,040 $841,040 $841,040 
  

Land Cost Per Unit $210,260 $210,260 $210,260 
  

Average Cost Per Unit 

(Inclusive of Land) $471,949 $462,364 $471,949 
  

IRR 12.0% 9.5% 9.0% -2.6% -3.0% 

NPV $1,698  ($154,826) ($231,702) ($156,524) ($233,400) 
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Eight-Unit Ownership Development 
The eight-unit ownership development under the existing IZ ordinance results in one affordable unit 

built at 80% AMI and seven market rate units. Using the residual land value calculation, the land value 

per unit which would result in a 20% return would be $294,688. Since this is a hypothetical 

development with a financial return set to 20%, the land value per unit tends to be much higher than 

what would normally sell in the market. If the developer could obtain the land at a lower cost 

ultimately their return on investment would be much higher, but for the sake of the modeling exercise 

we are assuming a conservative rate of return. 

Under Method One, the developer would build seven market rate units and one affordable unit at 

110% AMI. The NPV of the project would be a positive $81,530 and the IRR would be 26.7 percent. 

The financial return is greater than the industry standard return of 20 percent because of the inclusion 

of the additional value generated by the 110% AMI unit over the 80% AMI unit that would have been 

built under the existing IZ ordinance.  

Under Method Two, seven market rate units, one affordable unit at 110% AMI, and a fee-in-lieu of 

$77,800 would be paid to the City for the fractional unit. The NPV of the project is a positive $3,730 

and the IRR is 20.3 percent. While overall financially positive, the fee-in-lieu decreases the financial 

return as compared to Method One. 

Based on the calibrations of the model and development scenario, both Method One and Two result 

in a better financial outcome for the developer when compared to the existing IZ ordinance. Under 

the proposed IZ ordinance, the requirement to build a 110% AMI unit versus an 80% AMI unit which 

helps the developer financially.  
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Table 11. Eight-Unit Ownership Development 

 

Existing IZ 

Ordinance 

Method One: 

Proposed IZ 

Ordinance 

(Round and Build 

Unit) 

Method Two: 

Proposed IZ 

Ordinance (Build 

Unit and Fee-in-lieu) 

Existing IZ 

vs   

Method 

One 

Existing IZ 

vs    

Method 

Two 

Location TOD TOD TOD 
  

Unit Type Owner Owner Owner 
  

Number of Units 8 8 8 
  

Parking Surface Surface Surface 
  

Special Permit Yes Yes Yes 
  

Inclusionary % 15% 15% 15% 
  

Inclusionary Treatment 

Build 

Affordable 

Unit 

Round and Build 

Units 

Build Units and Pay 

Fractional 
  

Inclusionary Units 1 1 1 0  0  

Payment in Lieu $0 $0 $77,800 $0  $77,800  

AMI Split 80% AMI 110% AMI 110% AMI 
  

All Costs $4,765,353 $4,765,353 $4,765,353 
  

Land Cost $2,357,507 $2,357,507 $2,357,507 
  

Land Cost Per Unit $294,688 $294,688 $294,688 
  

Average Cost Per Unit 

(Inclusive of Land) $595,669 $595,669 $595,669 
  

IRR 20.0% 26.7% 20.3% 6.6% 0.3% 

NPV $476  $81,530  $3,730  $81,054  $3,254  
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20-Unit Rental Development 
The 20-unit rental development under the existing IZ ordinance results in three affordable units built 

at an average of 65% AMI and 17 market rate units. Using the residual land value calculation, the land 

value per unit which would result in a 12% return would be $192,567 and this value was held constant 

for each of the proposed scenarios to understand the changes in inclusionary units and payments-in-

lieu have on financial returns. Table 12 below provides detailed information about each model run for 

the scenario. 

Under Method One, the developer would build 16 market rate units and four affordable units (two at 

80% AMI, and two at 110% AMI). The NPV of the project would be a positive $54,251 and the IRR 

would be 12.2 percent. The financial return is greater than the industry standard return of 12 percent 

because of the inclusion of the additional value generated by the 80% and 110% AMI units over the 

65% AMI units that would have been built under the existing IZ ordinance.  

The analysis conducted under Method Two does not yield a different result than Method One because 

based on a 20-unit development, the math works out such that exactly four units are required and no 

fractional remainders exist. 

Based on the calibrations of the model and development scenario, both Method One and Two result 

in a better financial outcome for the developer when compared to the existing IZ ordinance. Under 

the proposed IZ ordinance, the requirement to build 80% and 110% AMI units versus just 80% AMI 

units which helps the developer financially.  
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Table 12. 20-Unit Rental Development 
 

Existing IZ 

Ordinance 

Method One: 

Proposed IZ 

Ordinance 

(Round and Build 

Unit) 

Method Two: 

Proposed IZ 

Ordinance (Build 

Unit and Fee-in-lieu) 

Existing IZ 

vs   

Method 

One 

Existing IZ 

vs    

Method 

Two 

Location TOD TOD TOD 
  

Unit Type Rental Rental Rental 
  

Number of Units 20 20 20 
  

Parking Surface Surface Surface 
  

Special Permit Yes Yes Yes 
  

Inclusionary % 15% 20% 20% 
  

Inclusionary Treatment 

Build 

Affordable 

Unit 

Round and Build 

Units 

Build Units and Pay 

Fractional 
  

Inclusionary Units 3 4 4 1  1  

Payment in Lieu $0 $0 $0 $0  $0  

AMI Split 65% AMI 80/110% AMI 80/110% AMI 
  

All Costs $8,614,029 $8,548,958 $8,548,958 
  

Land Cost $3,851,349 $3,851,349 $3,851,349 
  

Land Cost Per Unit $192,567 $192,567 $192,567 
  

Average Cost Per Unit 

(Inclusive of Land) $430,701 $427,448 $427,448 
  

IRR 12.0% 12.2% 12.2% 0.2% 0.2% 

NPV $793  $54,251  $54,251  $53,457  $53,457  
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35-Unit Ownership Development 
The 35-unit ownership development under the existing IZ ordinance results in five affordable units 

built at 80% AMI and 30 market rate units. Using the residual land value calculation, the land value 

per unit which would result in a 20% return would be $228,185. Since this is a hypothetical 

development with a financial return set to 20%, the land value per unit tends to be much higher than 

what land would normally sell for in the market. If the developer could obtain the land at a lower cost 

ultimately their return on investment would be much higher, but for the sake of the modeling exercise 

we are assuming a conservative rate of return.  

Under Method One, the developer would build 26 market rate units and nine affordable units (four 

at 80% AMI, and five at 110% AMI). The NPV of the project would be a negative $739,011 and the IRR 

would be 5.4 percent. The financial return under Method One is lower than the existing IZ ordinance 

because an additional four units of affordable housing is required. Even though all the affordable units 

are restricted to an AMI threshold that is higher than the existing IZ ordinance, the value gap of each 

affordable unit continues to erode the financial return to the developer. Even with the inclusion of 

units at 110% AMI, that still is not enough to overcome the value loss.  

Under Method Two, the developer would build 27 market rate units and eight affordable units (three 

at 80% AMI, and five at 110% AMI), and a fee-in-lieu of $291,750 which would be paid to the City for 

the fractional unit. The NPV of the project would be a negative $773,917 and the IRR would be 5.5 

percent. The financial return under Method Two is lower than the existing IZ ordinance because an 

additional three units of affordable housing is required plus the fee-in-lieu payment. Even though all 

the affordable units would be built at an AMI threshold which is higher than the existing IZ ordinance, 

the value gap of each affordable unit continues to erode the financial return to the developer, and thus 

makes it uneconomic.  

Based on the calibrations of the model and development scenario, both Method One and Two result 

in a financial return which is less than the 20 percent minimum return. This indicates that the proposed 

IZ ordinance is more onerous than the existing IZ ordinance. The increased number of affordable units 

under the proposed IZ ordinance makes the project uneconomic.  
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Table 13. 35-Unit Ownership Development 

 

Existing IZ 

Ordinance 

Method One: 

Proposed IZ 

Ordinance 

(Round and 

Build Unit) 

Method Two: 

Proposed IZ 

Ordinance (Build 

Unit and Fee-in-

lieu) 

Existing IZ 

vs      

Method 

One 

Existing IZ 

vs   

Method 

Two 

Location TOD TOD TOD 
  

Unit Type Owner Owner Owner 
  

Number of Units 35 35 35 
  

Parking Underground Underground Underground 
  

Special Permit Yes Yes Yes 
  

Inclusionary % 15% 25% 25% 
  

Inclusionary Treatment 

Build 

Affordable 

Unit 

Round and Build 

Units 

Build Units and 

Pay Fractional 
  

Inclusionary Units 5 9 8 4  3  

Payment in Lieu $0 $0 $291,750 $0  $291,750  

AMI Split 80% AMI 80/110 AMI 80/110 AMI 
  

All Costs $20,088,853 $19,810,415 $19,875,486 
  

Land Cost $7,986,484 $7,986,484 $7,986,484 
  

Land Cost Per Unit $228,185 $228,185 $228,185 
  

Average Cost Per Unit 

(Inclusive of Land) $573,967 $566,012 $567,871 
  

IRR 20.0% 5.4% 5.5% -14.6% -14.5% 

NPV $690  ($739,011) ($773,917) ($739,701) ($774,608) 
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65 Unit Rental Development 
The 65-unit rental development under the existing IZ ordinance results in 10 affordable units built at 

an average of 65% AMI and 55 market rate units. Using the residual land value calculation, the land 

value per unit which would result in a 12% return would be $110,699.  

Under Method One, the developer would build 48 market rate units and 17 affordable units (five at 

50% AMI, seven at 80% AMI, and five at 110% AMI). The NPV of the project would be a negative 

$856,242 and the IRR would be 11.1 percent. The financial return under Method One is lower than the 

existing IZ ordinance because an additional seven units of affordable housing is required. Even 

though the affordable units are allocated amongst multiple AMI thresholds, the value gap of each 

affordable unit continues to erode the financial return to the developer. Even with the inclusion of 

units at 110% AMI, that still is not enough to overcome the value loss because the cost of developing 

an affordable unit is essentially equal to that of a market rate unit.  

Under Method Two, 51 market rate units, 14 affordable units (four at 50% AMI, six at 80% AMI, and 

four at 110% AMI), and a fee-in-lieu of $875,250 would be paid to the City for the fractional units. The 

NPV of the project would be a negative $1,216,502 and the IRR would be 10.8 percent. Again, the 

financial return under Method Two is lower than the existing IZ ordinance because of the four extra 

affordable units coupled with the fee-in-lieu payment.  

Based on the calibrations of the model and development scenario, both Method One and Two result 

in a financial return which is less than the 12 percent minimum return. This indicates that the proposed 

IZ ordinance is more onerous than the existing IZ ordinance. The increased number of affordable units 

under the proposed IZ ordinance makes the project uneconomic in this scenario.  
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Table 14. 65-Unit Rental Development 
 

Existing IZ 

Ordinance 

Method One: 

Proposed IZ 

Ordinance 

(Round and Build 

Unit) 

Method Two: 

Proposed IZ 

Ordinance (Build 

Unit and Fee-in-

lieu) 

Existing IZ 

vs  

Method 

One 

Existing IZ   

vs             

Method Two 

Location TOD TOD TOD 
  

Unit Type Rental Rental Rental 
  

Number of Units 65 65 65 
  

Parking Underground Underground Underground 
  

Special Permit Yes Yes Yes 
  

Inclusionary % 15% 25% 25% 
  

Inclusionary Treatment 

Build 

Affordable 

Unit 

Round and Build 

Units 

Build Units and Pay 

Fractional 
  

Inclusionary Units 10 17 14 7  4  

Payment in Lieu $0 $0 $875,250 $0  $875,250  

AMI Split 65% AMI 50/80/110% AMI 50/80/110% AMI 
  

All Costs $27,843,738 $27,448,530 $27,616,564 
  

Land Cost $7,195,416 $7,195,416 $7,195,416 
  

Land Cost Per Unit $110,699 $110,699 $110,699 
  

Average Cost Per Unit 

(Inclusive of Land) $428,365 $422,285 $424,870 
  

IRR 12.0% 11.1% 10.8% -0.9% -1.2% 

NPV $525  ($856,242) ($1,216,502) ($856,766) ($1,217,027) 
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180-Unit Rental Development 
The 180-unit rental development under the existing IZ ordinance results in 27 affordable units built at 

an average of 65% AMI and 153 market rate units. Using the residual land value calculation, the land 

value per unit which would result in a 12% return would be $111,664.  

Under Method One, the developer would build in 135 market rate units and 45 affordable units (18 at 

50% AMI, 18 at 80% AMI, and nine at 110% AMI). The NPV of the project would be a negative 

$2,801,086 and the IRR would be 10.9 percent. The financial return under Method One is lower than 

the existing IZ ordinance because an additional 18 units of affordable housing that is required. Even 

though the affordable units are allocated amongst multiple AMI thresholds, the value gap for each 

affordable unit continues to erode the financial return to the developer. Even with the inclusion of 

units at 110% AMI, that still is not enough to overcome the value loss because the cost of developing 

an affordable unit is essentially equal to that of a market rate unit. 

The analysis conducted under Method Two does not yield a different result than Method One because 

based on a 180-unit development, the math works out such that exactly 45 affordable units are 

required and no fractional remainders exist. 

Based on the calibrations of the model and development scenario, both Method One and Two result 

in a financial return which is less than the 12 percent minimum return. This indicates that the proposed 

IZ ordinance is more onerous than the existing IZ ordinance. The increased number of affordable units 

under the proposed IZ ordinance makes the project uneconomic in this scenario.  
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Table 15. 180-Unit Rental Development 

 

Existing IZ 

Ordinance 

Method One: 

Proposed IZ 

Ordinance 

(Round and Build 

Unit) 

Method Two: 

Proposed IZ 

Ordinance (Build 

Unit and Fee-in-

lieu) 

Existing IZ 

vs     

Method 

One 

Existing IZ   

vs        

Method Two 

Location TOD TOD TOD 
  

Unit Type Rental Rental Rental 
  

Number of Units 180 180 180 
  

Parking Underground Underground Underground 
  

Special Permit Yes Yes Yes 
  

Inclusionary % 15% 25% 25% 
  

Inclusionary Treatment 

Build 

Affordable 

Unit 

Round and Build 

Units 

Build Units and Pay 

Fractional 
  

Inclusionary Units 27 45 45 18  18  

Payment in Lieu $0 $0 $0 $0  $0  

AMI Split 65% AMI 50/80/110% AMI 50/80/110% AMI 
  

All Costs $77,066,664 $76,082,952 $76,082,952 
  

Land Cost $20,099,549 $20,099,549 $20,099,549 
  

Land Cost Per Unit $111,664 $111,664 $111,664 
  

Average Cost Per Unit 

(Inclusive of Land) $428,148 $422,683 $422,683 
  

IRR 12.0% 10.9% 10.9% -1.1% -1.1% 

NPV $54,626  ($2,801,086) ($2,801,086) ($2,855,712) ($2,855,712) 
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BONUS DENSITY ANALYSIS 

A bonus density offers an incentive to a developer to build additional affordable units in exchange for 

market rate units. Under the existing IZ ordinance the density bonus provides a one-to-one ratio of 

more market rate units to affordable units. The existing density bonus has historically been 

underutilized because the financial incentive is not great enough. Under the proposed IZ ordinance, 

the density bonus is increased to a two-to-one ratio, providing for two market rate units for every 

affordable unit. Additionally, all the affordable units under the density bonus are targeted toward the 

50% AMI level. RKG tested the bonus impact of the proposed bonus density on the 65-unit project, as 

well as a hypothetical bonus density of three-to-one.  

65-Unit Rental Development with Bonus Density  
In the 65-unit rental development scenario under the proposed IZ ordinance, the bonus density allows 

for a maximum increase of bonus units of 20% of the total number of units in the development. Table 

16 on the accompanying page presents the findings of the analysis. In the case of a 65-unit 

development the total number of bonus units allowed are 13 (65 x 20%), meaning that 78 units are 

allowed on the site of a 65-unit development. In the case where a two-to-one bonus density is applied 

seven additional affordable units are provided in exchange for 14 market rate units (14 market rate 

units resulted from rounding, since 13 is a prime number with no multiples). The added increase in 

market rate units slightly improves the financial viability of the development. In the baseline scenario 

where no bonus density is used, the IRR of the project is 10.8% which indicates the development does 

not reach market return expectations. Under the two-for-one bonus density scenario the IRR of the 

project improves to 11.1% but still does not reach the 12% desired return, indicating the incentive is 

not enough to the developer. 

Applying a three-to-one bonus density results in the addition of four more affordable units in 

exchange for 12 market rate units (12 units results due to rounding because 13 has no multiples). The 

IRR of the project increases to 11.5%; however, the project still does not reach the minimum return 

expectation. The main reason why the bonus density is not working is because the affordable units 

that are provided through the bonus density are targeted towards the 50% AMI level. Due to the deep 

affordability level, the value loss that results is still too great for the developer to overcome.  
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Table 16. 65-Unit Rental Development With Bonus Density 

 

Method Two: 

Proposed IZ 

Ordinance 

(Build Unit 

and Fee in 

Lieu, No 

Bonus) 

Method Two: 

Proposed IZ 

Ordinance (Build 

Unit and Fee in 

Lieu, 2:1 Bonus) 

Method Two: 

Proposed IZ 

Ordinance (Build 

Unit and Fee in 

Lieu, 3:1 Bonus) 

Method 

Two vs.               

2:1 Bonus 

Method Two        

vs.                 

3:1 Bonus 

Location TOD TOD TOD 
  

Unit Type Rental Rental Rental 
  

Number of Units 65 79 77 14  12  

Parking Underground Underground Underground 
  

Special Permit Yes Yes Yes 
  

Inclusionary % 25% 25% 25% 
  

Inclusionary Treatment 

Build Units 

and Pay 

Fractional 

Build Units and 

Pay Fractional 

Build Units and Pay 

Fractional 
  

Inclusionary Units 14 21 18 7  4  

Payment in Lieu $875,250 $875,250 $875,250 $0  $0  

AMI Split 

50/80/110% 

AMI 50/80/110% AMI 50/80/110% AMI 
  

All Costs $27,616,564 $31,745,358 $31,294,727 
  

Land Cost $7,195,416 $7,195,416 $7,195,416 
  

Land Cost Per Unit $110,699 $91,081 $93,447 
  

Average Cost Per Unit 

(Inclusive of Land) $424,870 $401,840 $406,425 
  

IRR 10.8% 11.1% 11.5% 0.4% 0.7% 

NPV ($1,216,502) ($990,672) ($590,854) $225,830  $625,648  
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180-Unit Rental Development with Bonus Density  
Table 17 on the accompanying page presents the findings of the analysis. In the 180-unit rental 

development scenario under the proposed IZ ordinance, the bonus density allows for a maximum 

increase of bonus units of 20% of the total number of units which translates into 36 (180 x 20%) bonus 

units, meaning that 216 units are allowed on the site of a 180-unit development. In the case where a 

two-to-one bonus density is applied, 18 additional affordable units are provided in exchange for 36 

market rate units. The added increase in market rate units slightly improves the financial viability of 

the development. In the baseline scenario where no bonus density is used, the IRR of the project is 

10.9 percent which indicates the development is not financially feasible. Under the two-for-one bonus 

density scenario the IRR of the project improves to 11.2% but still does not reach the 12% desired 

return, indicating the incentive is not enough to the developer. 

Applying a three-to-one bonus density results in the addition of 12 more affordable units in exchange 

for 36 market rate units. The IRR of the project increases to 11.7%; however, the project still does not 

become financially viable. The main reason why the bonus density is not working is because the 

affordable units that are provided through the bonus density are targeted towards the 50% AMI level. 

Due to the deep affordability level, the value loss that results is still too great for the developer to 

overcome.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



INCLUSIONARY ZONING ANALYSIS   36 

 

Table 17. 180-Unit Rental Development With Bonus Density 

 

Method Two: 

Proposed IZ 

Ordinance 

(Build Unit 

and Fee in 

Lieu, No 

Bonus) 

Method Two: 

Proposed IZ 

Ordinance (Build 

Unit and Fee in 

Lieu, 2:1 Bonus) 

Method Two: 

Proposed IZ 

Ordinance (Build 

Unit and Fee in 

Lieu, 3:1 Bonus) 

Method 

Two vs.              

2:1 Bonus 

Method Two   

vs.                 

3:1 Bonus 

Location TOD TOD TOD 
  

Unit Type Rental Rental Rental 
  

Number of Units 180 216 216 36  36  

Parking Underground Underground Underground 
  

Special Permit Yes Yes Yes 
  

Inclusionary % 25% 25% 25% 
  

Inclusionary Treatment 

Build Units 

and Pay 

Fractional 

Build Units and 

Pay Fractional 

Build Units and Pay 

Fractional 
  

Inclusionary Units 45 63 57 18  12  

Payment in Lieu $0 $0 $0 $0  $0  

AMI Split 

50/80/110% 

AMI 50/80/110% AMI 50/80/110% AMI 
  

All Costs $76,082,952 $86,813,603 $87,120,486 
  

Land Cost $20,099,549 $20,099,549 $20,099,549 
  

Land Cost Per Unit $111,664 $93,053 $93,053 
  

Average Cost Per Unit 

(Inclusive of Land) $422,683 $401,915 $403,336 
  

IRR 10.9% 11.2% 11.7% 0.3% 0.8% 

NPV ($2,801,086) ($2,367,936) ($964,979) $433,150  $1,836,107  
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SUMMARY FINDINGS 

Based on the analysis conducted by RKG, it appears that project size (number of units) matters in 

relation to the IZ ordinance. The proposed IZ ordinance for small developments which can be defined 

as under six units seems to have a detrimental impact on the project financial feasibility. At the small 

scale, the addition of an additional unit of affordable housing has an outsized impact on the overall 

financial return of the project. Small scale developers have greater sensitivity to changes in their 

development program than larger developers because there are less units to spread the risk. For 

example, if a developer were to build a four-unit development under the proposed IZ, they would be 

required to pay a fee-in-lieu for the fractional unit (0.60) which would amount to $233,400. Under the 

rental scenario in the model a four-unit development costs about $1.8 million to build; the fee-in-lieu 

would be nearly 13% of the total cost. For a small project of that size, an increase in expenditures of 

that magnitude would have a detrimental impact.  

At the medium size project level of between six and 20 units, the proposed changes to the inclusionary 

zoning ordinance appear calibrated correctly as they result in more affordable units for the City, and 

a better financial outcome to the developer. The percent allocation of affordable units between AMI 

thresholds is critical. Under the proposed language for ownership units between seven and nine units, 

the unit allocation is 15% of the units at 110% AMI; while for rental developments between 10 and 20 

units the AMI allocation is 10% at 80% AMI, and 10% at 110% AMI. From the standpoint of building 

affordable units, these percent allocations help to incentivize the construction of units. Higher AMI 

thresholds minimize the value loss a developer experiences as compared to if they are required to 

provide units at a lower AMI threshold. The downside to this percent allocation is that housing for 

the lowest income levels does not get built; but if the incentive structure did not exist, then no housing 

would be built because the project would be financially infeasible.   

At the large size rental projects defined as 35 units and above, the proposed IZ ordinance as designed 

has a negative impact on the overall financial return of a prototypical development. The key issue 

within the proposed IZ ordinance is how percentages within the affordability tiers are allocated. Table 

18 below presents the affordability percentages for rental projects greater than 20 units. It can be 

observed that for developments falling between 51 and 100 units, there is a balance between units at 

50% AMI and those at 110% AMI. However, even with the proposed affordability tiers, the balance is 

not sufficient to overcome the overall value loss from the creation of many affordable units.  
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Table 18. Affordability Tiers 

  21-50 Units 51-100 Units 101+ Units 

Tiers Rental Rental Rental 

Tier 1, up to 50% AMI 5.0% 7.5% 10.0% 

Tier 2, 51% - 80% AMI 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 

Tier 3, 81% - 110% AMI 10.0% 7.5% 5.0% 

Total 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 

Source: City of Newton, 2018 

 

At the largest scale of development, those over 101 units, the affordability is further skewed 

downward toward the 50% AMI level. By requiring a developer to set aside 10% of their units at 50% 

AMI, with as an offset of only 5% of the units at 110% AMI, the financial feasibility of the project will 

be challenged. If the City is mandating deeper levels of affordability then there needs to be an offset 

or incentive that is attractive to developers. Even when factoring in the proposed bonus density of 

two units for every one affordable, the offset is not enough to compensate for the greater level of 

affordability. Within the bonus density proposal, for every market rate unit converted to an affordable 

50% AMI unit, two market rate units are given. Again, the compensation for the deep level of 

affordability is not a sufficient incentive for the developer. A shift in the percentages within the 

affordability tiers may offer a solution to making developments financially feasible.  

The proposed bonus density of two-for-one, while having an impact on the overall project feasibility, 

is not great enough to offset the number of affordable units that are required at the 50% AMI level. 

Even applying a hypothetical three-to-one ratio still does not yield a positive result. The key finding 

for the bonus density is that as currently structured, it is not sufficient for making the projects 

financially viable. One possible solution towards improving the bonus density is rather than require 

all affordable units resulting from utilizing the bonus density to fall within the 50% AMI threshold, 

the units could be allocated across all the AMI thresholds. This spreading of affordable units 

ultimately helps the development financially because it offsets the deeper affordable units.  
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APPENDIX 1 

 

Baseline Model Assumptions 

Revenues Assumptions 

Market Rents*   

Studio $2,233 

1BR $3,166 

2BR $4,005 

3BR $4,832 

Market Sales Values for Condos**   

1BR $419,000 

2BR $637,000 

3BR $862,000 

Parking Income (Rental) (per spot) $150  

Vacancy Rate (Rental) 5% 

    

Development Costs   

Construction Costs (PSF)   

Town House $192 

Stick $176 

Stick Over Podium $205 

Special Permit Costs (addition to soft cost) 10% 

Soft Costs 20% 

Land Costs Per Unit   

4 Owner $189,936 

4 Rental $210,260 

8 Owner $294,688 

20 Rental $192,567 

35 Owner $228,185 

65 Rental $110,699 

180 Rental $111,664 

Parking Costs (per stall)   

Surface $8,000 

Aboveground $25,000 

Underground $40,000 

Parking Ratios   

TOD 1.25 

NON-TOD 2.00 
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Financing Costs   

First Year of Operations 2018 

Construction Period 1 year 

Inflation Rate 3% 

Mortgage Term   

Rental (Years) 20 

For Sale (Years) 2 

Interest Rate   

Rental 6.00% 

For Sale 5.50% 

Equity   

Rental 30.00% 

For Sale 30.00% 

Capitalization Rate (Rental) 5.50% 

Cost of Sale 2.00% 

Reversion (Years)   

Rental (Years) 10 

For Sale (Years) 1 

Stabilization Period (Years) 1 

Origination Fee % 1.50% 

Developer Operating Expense Ratio (OE/PGI) 25.00% 

Discount Rate (NPV) Rental 12.00% 

Discount Rate (NPV) For Sale 20.00% 

* Based on market research 

**Used assessment database and market research 
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS 

 

Capitalization Rate – Ratio between the net operating income of a property and its sales value 

Discount Rate – The interest rate used in discounted cash flow analysis to determine the present 

value of future cash flows 

Density Bonus - A ordinance mechanism allowing a developer to build a greater number of units 

than the existing underlying zoning dictates in exchange for the creation of additional affordable 

units 

Equity – Initial out-of-pocket investment on the part of developer that is required to obtain 

financing 

Effective Gross Income – Gross income minus the vacancy collection loss  

Fee in-Lieu – Payment made to City to account for fractional affordable unit not built. 

Internal Rate of Return -  Annualized rate of return sought by a developer based on the project 

discounted cashflow 

Net Operating Income – Net income after deducting operating expenses from potential gross 

income 

Net Present Value – Net value of the initial investment and cashflows generated from a project, 

discounted back to the current year 

Operating Expenses – Expenses related to operating the building such as maintenance, salaries, 

and repairs 

Other Income – Income generated from the property aside from rent, this income is parking 

revenues for leased spaces  

Potential Gross Income – Potential income generated from rental income or sale of a property. 

Calculated by multiplying the number of units and rent for each unit 

Residual Land Value - The price a developer pays for a piece of land. Generally, involves 

calculating the income expectations for the developed land, subtract all expenses associated with 

this development, and the remainder is the land residual 

Vacancy and Collection Loss – Percent of rent that is uncollectable 

Value Gap – Difference in value between a market rate unit and affordable unit 
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