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CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
TUESDAY, JUNE 23, 2026, 7:00 P.M. 

RICHARD E. MASTRANGELO COUNCIL CHAMBER 
ADMINISTRATION BUILIDING, 149 MAIN STREET 

 

MINUTES 

 

ACCESS INFORMATION: 
A. This meeting will be held on June 23, 2026 at 7:00 P.M. Location: Richard E. 

Mastrangelo Council Chamber 149 Main Street, Watertown, MA 02472 
B. This is an in-person meeting - any remote access is provided solely as a 

courtesy and may not be relied upon as alternative access. Therefore, any 
interruption in remote access technology shall not interrupt the meeting, and the 
meeting will proceed accordingly in person. In the event of such interruption, in-
person attendance is available and encouraged. 

C. The in-person meeting will also be televised through WCATV (Watertown Cable 
Access Television): http://vodwcatv.org/CablecastPublicSite/watch-now?site=3 

D. The public may join the in-person meeting online: https://watertown-
ma.zoom.us/j/92991331344 

E. The public may join the in-person meeting audio only by phone: (877) 853-5257 
or (888) 475-4499 (Toll Free) and enter Webinar ID: 929 9133 1344 

F. Public may comment through email: vpiccirilli@watertown-ma.gov 
G. Please Visit the City Council Webpage here: https://www.watertown-

ma.gov/350/City-Council 
 
 
 
 
1. ROLL CALL 
 
Council President Sideris called to order a regular meeting of the City Council at 7:00 p.m. 
in the Richard E. Mastrangelo Chamber, Administration Building. Those present were 
Councilors Caroline Bays, Lisa J. Feltner, John G. Gannon, Nicole Gardner, Emily Izzo, 
Theophilus Offei, Anthony Palomba, Vice President Vincent J. Piccirilli, Jr., and Council 
President Mark S. Sideris. Also present were George Proakis, City Manager, Mark Reich, 
City Attorney, Doug Newton, Council Analyst and Brendan T. McCarthy, Council Clerk.  
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2.  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
3. PUBLIC FORUM  
 
There were no participants.  
  
4. EXAMINATION OF RECORDS OF PREVIOUS MEETINGS  
 

A. Minutes from City Council Meeting June 9, 2026 
 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to adopt the minutes and Councilor Feltner seconded.  
 
The motion carried unanimously in a Voice Vote. 
 
 
5. PRESIDENT’S REPORT  
  

A. Deliberation and Vote on Approval and Execution of the City Manager 
Contract for George Proakis 

 
President Sideris remarked that this contract reflects a four-year extension with a clause 
adding a fifth year should an agreement not be reached by the end of the fourth. Other 
aspects include added deferred compensation and salary increases that align with union 
contracts, which end after the second year of the contract to allow for flexibility should the 
City encounter difficult financial times.  
 
Linda Scott – 55 Olcott Street – Asked if salary increases also happen for non-union 
employees, and raised the issue that there wasn’t an evaluation form present in this 
instance for the public to view how the City Council adjudicated the City Manager’s merit.  
 
President Sideris replied that non-union personnel also get increases, and that the 
Committee on Personnel and City Organizations along with Human Recourses are 
working to get a formal document that illustrates that to be made public.  
 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to approve and execute the contract for the City Manager as 
presented and Councilor Feltner seconded. 
 
The motion carried unanimously in a Voice Vote. 
 
6. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

A. Public Hearing and Vote on a Proposed Ordinance Amending the City 
Manager's Salary 

 
President Sideris reiterated that the salary would be adjusted for a 4.5% increase (2.5% 
COLA 2% performance) for this year and next - $255,668 effective 26-08-15 & $267,173 



effective 27-07-01. 
 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to approve the ordinance adjusting the City Manager’s salary 
and Councilor Feltner seconded.  
 
President Sideris remarked that this amount is a result from three executive sessions 
which included examination of comparables in town as well as manager’s from other 
communities and outside consultation from Bernie Lynch. The salary figures reflect 
around the average amount, if not a little above average, but he considers Mr. Proakis to 
be a well above average city manager. He further remarked on how difficult it is to have 
longevity in such a position with a dedicated individual.  
 
The motion carried unanimously in a Roll Call Vote.  
 
City Manager Proakis thanked the City Council for their continued confidence in the work 
he is doing with an amazing team and community.    
 
 
7. MOTIONS, ORDINANCES, ORDERS, AND RESOLUTIONS 
 

A. Resolution Establishing Fiscal Year 2027 Expenditure Limits for Revolving 
Funds 

 
City Auditor Langan stated that the expenditure limits for the revolving funds must be 
reauthorized by the City Council.  
 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to approve the expenditure limits for Fiscal Year 2027 and 
Councilor Feltner seconded.  
 
The motion carried unanimously in a Voice Vote. 
 

B. Resolution Authorizing the Fiscal Year 2027 Retiree Health Insurance and 
Related Expenditures from the Other Post Employment Benefits (OPEB) 
Trust Fund 

 
City Auditor Langan stated that a requirement of MGL is that the health insurance 
premiums for retirees must be paid from the OPEB trust fund and authorized by the City 
Council. 
 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to approve the Fiscal Year 2027 expenditures from the OPEB 
trust fund and Councilor Feltner seconded.  
 
The motion carried unanimously in a Roll Call Vote. 
 

C. Resolution Authorizing a Transfer of Funds in the amount of $12,400 from 
the Fiscal Year 2026 City Council Reserve to the Fiscal Year 2026 City 
Auditor Accounting & Auditing account (Audit Level 1 Review of Watertown 
Contributory Retirement System and OPEB Plan) 

 



City Manager Proakis remarked that numbers from the recent actuary review significantly 
shifted the amount of funding needed for the pension fund, and this transfer is to double 
check those numbers with an external auditing.  
 
City Auditor Langan confirmed that this transfer reflects a request to CBIZ to perform an 
independent audit of both the Watertown Contributory Retirement System and the 
Watertown OPEB plan.  
 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to approve the transfer of funds and Councilor Feltner 
seconded. 
 
President Sideris remarked that he believes this to be an important action after 
conversations with the City Manager and City Auditor.  
 
The motion carried unanimously in a Roll Call Vote 
 

D. Resolution Authorizing a Transfer of Funds in the amount of $246,000 from 
various Fiscal Year 2026 Police Salary accounts to the Fiscal Year 2026 
Police Vehicle Replacement account 

 
City Manager Proakis stated that this is a traditional annual transfer request, but more 
importantly, is an example of all departments pulling together to reach climate plan goals. 
Many police vehicles idle continuously, so by replacing conventional combustion vehicles 
with electric, there is a result of great reduction in fuel consumption. This transfer would 
purchase three new vehicles  
 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to approve the transfer of funds and Councilor Feltner 
seconded. 
 
The motion carried unanimously in a Roll Call Vote. 
 
  

E. Resolution Authorizing a Transfer of Funds in the amount of $445,000 from 
the Fiscal Year 2026 Planned Debt and Fiscal Year 2026 
Authorized/Unissued Debt accounts to the Fiscal Year 2026 Transfer to 
Capital Projects - Public Buildings account (Photovoltaic Array Installation 
for DPW Roof) 

 
City Manager Proakis stated that this item represents the installation of a solar array on 
top of the DPW building. This item corresponds with a loan order that was passed in 
September of 2025 and a climate leadership grant. This does qualify for federal paybacks, 
but those may take time to realize, so this transfer eliminates the chase of running a 
negative account balance.  
 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to approve the transfer of funds and Councilor Feltner 
seconded. 
 
Councilor Offei asked what the total cost of the PVRA was. 
 
Director of Public Buildings Maroney replied that it is about $1.2 million for the roof array 



and solar canopies in the parking lot of the DPW. 
 
The motion carried unanimously in a Roll Call Vote. 
 

F. Resolution Authorizing a Transfer of Funds in the amount of $70,000 from 
the Fiscal Year 2026 Authorized/Unissued Debt account to the Fiscal Year 
2026 Transfer to Capital Projects - City account (Senior Bus) 

 
City Manager Proakis presented the item for a transfer to cover the costs of a shuttle bus         
for the senior center. 
 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to approve the transfer of funds and Councilor Feltner 
seconded. 
 
The motion carried unanimously in a Roll Call Vote. 

 
G. Resolution Authorizing a Transfer of Funds in the amount of $373,000 from 

the Fiscal Year 2026 Authorized/Unissued Debt account to the Fiscal Year 
2026 Transfer to Capital Projects - Public Buildings account (Parker 
Renovations) 

 
City Manager Proakis remarked on the complexity of the Parker Building renovation as the 
building continues to surprise the team with challenges. He recently asked the Director of 
Buildings to come forward with a lump some of the best total estimates needed in hopes 
to do no further borrowing. He added that there is about $85,000 committed to hazardous 
material abatement.  
 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to approve the transfer of funds and Councilor Feltner 
seconded.  
 
Councilor Feltner asked for clarification on monetary amounts of taking care of hazardous 
materials and new insulation. 
 
Director of Public Buildings Maroney replied the $85,000 reflects hazmat demolition and 
removal, layers of ceiling tiles containing asbestos. 
 
Councilor Gannon raised questions as to who was used to scope out the possibility of 
hazardous materials upon purchasing the building considering the additional request for 
funds. 
 
Ms. Maroney replied that there are many unknowns when purchasing a large old building, 
particularly in knowing what is installed in materials under layers of flooring – the 
bathrooms’ flooring alone has a change order of $320,000. The items are uncovered after 
ripping up materials, which happens after purchase.  
 
President Sideris added that this happened in the Lowell School as well. Restoring and 
renovating very old buildings brings these types of unforeseen challenges.  
 



Councilor Offei remarked that he believes the all in cost of $8 million in renovation is 
astounding and asked what the total cost of the project overran.  
 
City Manager Proakis replied that the renovations of the large building are extensive, 
includes everything that has been touched in the building, and consists of complete 
overhauls of electrical systems, fire systems, boilers, entire floor renovations, and all six 
rooftop units. The amount that the project is over is the $373k over the contingency, which 
was 15%. A 15% contingency is robust for a renovation project, but perhaps when 
purchasing a 90 year old building, they should consider raising it. 
 
Ms. Maroney agreed with the City Manager and suggested that a 20% contingency may 
be more appropriate when considering structures of such an age.  
 
City Attorney Reich added that public building construction under the relevant 
procurement statutes require a number of additional hurdles including prevailing wage 
application, bonding, subcontracting and subtrades etc., and that it can’t be compared to 
private projects.  
 
Councilor Gannon remarked that he would like to see the City Manager and City Attorney 
consult to see if there are any cost recovery avenues for assurance.  
 
The motion carried unanimously in a Roll Call Vote. 

 
H. First Reading on a Proposed Loan Order that the sum of $750,000 is 

appropriate to pay costs of purchasing a fire engine for the Fire Department, 
as more fully described in the City's Fiscal Year 2027 through 2031 Capital 
Improvement Plan, and the payment of all costs incidental and related 
thereto; and that to meet this appropriation, the Treasurer, with the approval 
of the City Manager, is authorized to borrow said amount under and 
pursuant to M.G.L. c.44, §7(1 ), or pursuant to any other enabling authority, 
and to issue bonds or notes of the City therefor. 

 
City Manager Proakis presented the first reading for a new fire engine.  

 
I. Resolution Authorizing a Transfer of Funds in the amount of $500,000 from 

the Fiscal Year 2026 Fire Full-Time Salaries account to the Fiscal Year 
Transfer to Capital Projects - Fire Department account (Fire Engine) 

 
City Manager Proakis stated that this amount reflects an effort to reduce the amount of 
borrowing for the fire engine loan order. He added that the reason there is $500,000 
available is that they previously funded the amount to run a second ambulance, but they 
are just now getting that personnel on board now. 
 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to approve the transfer of funds and Councilor Feltner 
seconded. 
 
President Sideris asked when the expected delivery of the engine is. 
 
Fire Chief Nicholson replied that this engine was ordered at a locked in prince in October 



of 2023, which probably saved several hundred thousand dollars. The fire engine is 
scheduled to arrive in November 2026. 
 
The motion carried unanimously in a Roll Call Vote. 
 

J. First Reading on a Proposed Order Establishing Water and Sewer Rates 
and Charges for Fiscal Year 2027 

 
City Manager Proakis presented the first reading on water and sewer rates. Fiscal Year 
2027 has a 4.5% projection for water and sewer, but there are ominous forecasts for 
future years, and further planning will be discussed at the next meeting.  

 
K. Consideration and Approval of Exemptions of Interests of Existing City 

Employees in Contracts with the City Including Summer, Winter, Holiday, 
and After-School Program Employment Positions in Response to 
Disclosures Filed with the City Clerk by Prospective Employees and 
Certification by the Recreation Director that No Employee of that 
Department is Available to Perform those Services as part of their Regular 
Duties in Accordance with G.L. c. 268A, sec 20(b) 

 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to approve the employee exemptions and Councilor Feltner 
seconded. 
 
The motion carried unanimously in a Voice Vote. 

 
L. Resolution Approving the Acceptance and Expenditure of Gifts to the 

Watertown Food Pantry 
 
City Manager Proakis stated that the Watertown Food Pantry received $31,967.38 in 
donations from many different entities over the past few month, and asked that City 
Council approve the generous gifts. 
 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to approve the acceptance and expenditure of gifts of funds and 
Councilor Feltner seconded. 
 
The motion carried unanimously in a Voice Vote. 

 
M. First Reading on a Proposed Noise Ordinance 

 
President Sideris stated that the report had been read at a previous meeting, and that this 
ordinance will be voted on at the upcoming meeting.  
 
8. REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
 

A. Committee on Climate and Energy Report regarding its meeting on March 
23, 2026 - Palomba, Chair 

 



Councilor Palomba presented the report.  
 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to accept the report and Councilor Feltner seconded. 
 
The motion carried unanimously in a Voice Vote. 
 
 

B. Committee on Public Works Report regarding its meeting on June 11, 2026 - 
Piccirilli, Chair 

 
ACTION ITEM: 
To recommend that the City Council approve the appointment of Christoper 
Coner to the Stormwater Committee for a term expiring July 15, 2027 

 
ACTION ITEM: 
To recommend that the City Council approve the reappointment of Russ 
Arico to the Solid Waste and Recycling Committee for a term expiring May 
15, 2029 

 
Councilor Piccirilli read the report.  
 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to accept the report and Councilor Feltner seconded. 
 
The motion carried unanimously in a Voice Vote. 
 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to approve the first action item and Councilor Feltner seconded. 
 
The motion carried unanimously in a Voice Vote.  
 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to approve the second action item and Councilor Feltner 
seconded. 
 
The motion carried unanimously in a Voice Vote.  
 
 

C. Committee on Human Services Report regarding its meeting from June 15, 
2026 - Palomba, Chair 
 
ACTION ITEM: 
To recommend that the City Council direct the Administration to further 
analyze the Watertown Affordable Housing Incentives Study and develop 
options for implementing specific programs and policies based on the 
Study's recommendations 

 
Councilor Palomba read the report. 
 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to accept the report and Councilor Feltner seconded. 
 
The motion carried unanimously in a Voice Vote. 



 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to approve the action item and Councilor Feltner seconded. 
 
The motion carried unanimously in a Voice Vote.  
 
 
 
9. COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE CITY MANAGER     
 

A. Request for Confirmation of Reappointments to the Watertown Affordable 
Housing Trust 

 
City Manager Proakis requested the reappointments of Cliff Cook, Helen Oliver, and Zoe 
Weinrobe to the Watertown Affordable Housing Trust. 
 
President Sideris stated that this gets referred to the Committee on Human Services. 

 
B. Request for Confirmation of Appointments to the Conservation Commission  

 
City Manager Proakis requested the appointments of Ian Clancy and Rachel Slater to the 
Conservation Commission. 
 
President Sideris stated that this gets referred to the Committee on Parks and Recreation. 
 
City Manager Proakis then announced various Pride Month activities, the farmers market 
and concert series, and Independence Day celebrations. 
 
 
10. REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION/REVIEW OF LIST OF PENDING 

MATTERS 
 
There were no requests for information. 
 
 
11. ANNOUNCEMENTS    
 
Councilor Gardner congratulated Eileen Ryan who will be awarded the Commonwealth 
Heroines Award. 
 
President Sideris announced upgrades to Council Chambers, and that the summer 
meetings will take place at the Parker Annex building.  
 
He then congratulated Doug Newton for becoming Town Administrator for Sheffield, MA. 
Mr. Newton was the first Policy Analyst for the Watertown City Council and should be 
proud of the effort he put in to fulfill the role. In addition to his accomplishments with the 
City Council, Mr. Newton also served well as liaison to Watertown’s first Human Rights 
Commission. President Sideris thanked Mr. Newton for his hard work and wished him well 
on his bright future.  





City Council Meeting 

Tuesday, June 23, 2026 at 7:00 PM 

Richard E. Mastrangelo Council Chamber 

Administration Building, 149 Main Street 

List of Documents 

 

1. City Manager Contract – Item 5B 
2. City Manager Salary – Item 6A 
3. FY27 Expenditure Limits for Revolving Funds – Item 7A 
4. FY27 Retiree Health Insurance OPEB – Item 7B 
5. Transfer of Funds - $12,400 CC Reserve – Auditing – Item 7C 
6. Transfer of Funds - $246k - Police Salary – Police Vehicle – Item 7D 
7. Transfer of Funds - $445k – Planned /Unissued Debt – Cap Proj Public Buildings 

– Item 7E 
8. Transfer of Funds - $70k - Authorized/Unissued Debt – Cap Proj City – Item 7F 
9. Transfer of Funds - $373k – Authorized/Unissued Debt – Cap Prob Public 

Buildings – Item 7G 
10. FR Loan Order - $750k – Fire Engine – Item 7H 
11. Transfer of Funds - $500k – Fire Salaries – Cap Proj Fire – Item 7I 
12. FR Order Water and Sewer Rates – Item 7J 
13. Employee Exemptions (20b) – Item 7k 
14. Gift of Funds – Food Pantry – Item 7L 
15. FR Noise Ordinance – Item 7M 
16. Committee on Climate and Energy Report – 26-03-23 – Item 8A 
17. Committee on Public Works Report – 26-06-11 – Item 8B 
18. Committee on Human Services Report – 26-06-15 – Item 8C 
19. Request for Confirmation of Reappointments to the Watertown Affordable 

Housing Trust – Item 9A 
20. Request for Confirmation of Appointments to the Conservation Commission – 

Item 9B  



ADDENDUM TO THE 
MINUTES OF THE JUNE 23, 

2026 CITY COUNCIL 
MEETING 



 

City Council Meeting 
Tuesday, June 23, 2026 at 7:00 PM 

Richard E. Mastrangelo Council Chamber 
 

Agenda 

 

 
   
ACCESS INFORMATION: 
 A.  This meeting will be held on Tuesday, June 23, 2026 at 7:00 P.M. Location: Richard 

E. Mastrangelo Council Chamber - 149 Main Street, Watertown, MA 02472 - Second 
Floor  

 B.  This is an in-person meeting - any remote access is provided solely as a courtesy 
and may not be relied upon as alternative access.  Therefore, any interruption in 
remote access technology shall not interrupt the meeting, and the meeting will 
proceed accordingly in person.  In the event of such interruption, in-person 
attendance is available and encouraged.  

 C.  The in-person meeting will also be televised through WCATV (Watertown Cable 
Access Television): http://vodwcatv.org/CablecastPublicSite/watch-now?site=3  

 D.  The public may join the in-person meeting online: https://watertown-
ma.zoom.us/j/92991331344  

 E.  The public may join the in-person meeting audio only by phone: (877) 853-5257 or 
(888) 475-4499 (Toll Free) and enter Webinar ID: 929 9133 1344  

 F.  Public may comment through email: vpiccirilli@watertown-ma.gov  
 G.  Please Visit the City Council Website here: https://www.watertown-ma.gov/350/City-

Council  

 
 
1.  ROLL CALL 
2.  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
3.  PUBLIC FORUM 
4.  EXAMINATION OF RECORDS OF PREVIOUS MEETINGS 
 A.  Minutes from City Council Meeting June 9, 2026  
5.  PRESIDENT’S REPORT 
 A.  Deliberation and Vote on Approval and Execution of the City Manager Contract for 

George Proakis  
6.  PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 A.  Public Hearing and Vote on Proposed Ordinance Amending the City Manager's 

Salary  
7.  MOTIONS, ORDINANCES, ORDER, AND RESOLUTIONS 
 A.  Resolution Establishing Fiscal Year 2027 Expenditure Limits for Revolving Funds  
 B.  Resolution Authorizing the Fiscal Year 2027 Retiree Health Insurance and Related 
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Expenditures from the Other Post Employment Benefits (OPEB) Trust Fund   
 C.  Resolution Authorizing a Transfer of Funds in the amount of $12,400 from the Fiscal 

Year 2026 City Council Reserve to the Fiscal Year 2026 City Auditor Accounting & 
Auditing account (Audit Level 1 Review of Watertown Contributory Retirement 
System and OPEB Plan)  

 D.  Resolution Authorizing a Transfer of Funds in the amount of $246,000 from various 
Fiscal Year 2026 Police Salary accounts to the Fiscal Year 2026 Police Vehicle 
Replacement account  

 E.  Resolution Authorizing a Transfer of Funds in the amount of $445,000 from the Fiscal 
Year 2026 Planned Debt and Fiscal Year 2026 Authorized/Unissued Debt accounts 
to the Fiscal Year 2026 Transfer to Capital Projects - Public Buildings account 
(Photovoltaic Array Installation for DPW Roof)  

 F.  Resolution Authorizing a Transfer of Funds in the amount of $70,000 from the Fiscal 
Year 2026 Authorized/Unissued Debt account to the Fiscal Year 2026 Transfer to 
Capital Projects - City account (Senior Bus)  

 G.  Resolution Authorizing a Transfer of Funds in the amount of $373,000 from the Fiscal 
Year 2026 Authorized/Unissued Debt account to the Fiscal Year 2026 Transfer to 
Capital Projects - Public Buildings account (Parker Renovations)  

 H.  First Reading on a Proposed Loan Order that the sum of $750,000 is appropriate to 
pay costs of purchasing a fire engine for the Fire Department, as more fully described 
in the City's Fiscal Year 2027 through 2031 Capital Improvement Plan, and the 
payment of all costs incidental and related thereto; and that to meet this 
appropriation, the Treasurer, with the approval of the City Manager, is authorized to 
borrow said amount under and pursuant to M.G.L. c.44, §7(1 ), or pursuant to any 
other enabling authority, and to issue bonds or notes of the City therefor.  

 I.  Resolution Authorizing a Transfer of Funds in the amount of $500,000 from the Fiscal 
Year 2026 Fire Full-Time Salaries account to the Fiscal Year Transfer to Capital 
Projects - Fire Department account (Fire Engine)  

 J.  First Reading on a Proposed Order Establishing Water and Sewer Rates and 
Charges for Fiscal Year 2027  

 K.  Consideration and Approval of Exemptions of Interests of Existing City Employees in 
Contracts with the City Including Summer, Winter, Holiday, and After-School 
Program Employment Positions in Response to Disclosures Filed with the City Clerk 
by Prospective Employees and Certification by the Recreation Director that No 
Employee of that Department is Available to Perform those Services as part of their 
Regular Duties in Accordance with G.L. c. 268A, sec 20(b)  

 L.  Resolution Approving the Acceptance and Expenditure of Gifts to the Watertown 
Food Pantry  

 M.  First Reading on a Proposed Noise Ordinance  
8.  REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
 A.  Committee on Climate and Energy Report regarding its meeting on March 23, 2026 - 

Palomba, Chair  
 B.  Committee on Public Works Report regarding its meeting on June 11, 2026 - Piccirilli, 

Chair 



 
ACTION ITEM: 
To recommend that the City Council approve the appointment of Christoper Coner to 
the Stormwater Committee for a term expiring July 15, 2027 
 
ACTION ITEM: 
To recommend that the City Council approve the reappointment of Russ Arico to the 
Solid Waste and Recycling Committee for a term expiring May 15, 2029  

 C.  Committee on Human Services Report regarding its meeting from June 15, 2026 - 
Palomba, Chair 
 
ACTION ITEM: 
To recommend that the City Council direct the Administration to further analyze the 
Watertown Affordable Housing Incentives Study and develop options for 
implementing specific programs and policies based on the Study's recommendations  

9.  COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE CITY MANAGER 
 A.  Request for Confirmation of Reappointments to the Watertown Affordable Housing 

Trust  
 B.  Request for Confirmation of Appointments to the Conservation Commission  
10.  REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION/REVIEW OF LIST OF PENDING MATTERS 
11.  ANNOUNCEMENTS 
12.  PUBLIC FORUM 
13.  RECESS OR ADJOURNMENT 
  

ELECTED OFFICIALS 

Mark S. Sideris,   
Council President 

Vincent J. Piccirilli, Jr., 
Vice President & 

District C Councilor 

Caroline Bays, 
Councilor At Large 

John G. Gannon, 
Councilor At Large 

Theophilus Offei, 
Councilor At Large 

Anthony Palomba, 
Councilor At Large 

Nicole Gardner, 
District A Councilor 

Lisa J. Feltner, 
District B Councilor 

Emily Izzo, 
District D Councilor 

 



CITY COUNCIL ATTENDANCE 
MEETING DATE: JUNE 23, 2026 

 
  YES  

  
  

NO  PRESENT  
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___X___  _______  _______  

LISA J. FELTNER 
 
  

___X____  _______  _______  

JOHN G. GANNON 
 

___X____  ______  _______  

NICOLE GARDNER 
 

___X___  _______  _______  

EMILY IZZO 
 

___X____  _______  _______  

THEOPHILUS OFFEI ___X____  ______  _______  

ANTHONY PALOMBA 
  

___X____  _______  ______  
  
  

VINCENT J. PICCIRILLI JR. 
  

___X____  _______  _______  

MARK S. SIDERIS,   
COUNCIL PRESIDENT  

___X____  _______  _______  

  
  
 



CITY COUNCIL ROLL CALL VOTE  
MEETING DATE: JUNE 23, 2026  
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CAROLINE BAYS ___X____  _______  _______  

 LISA J. FELTNER 
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ANTHONY PALOMBA ___X____  _______  ______  
  
  

VINCENT J. PICCIRILLI JR. 
  

___X____  _______  _______  

MARK S. SIDERIS,   
COUNCIL PRESIDENT  

___X____  _______  _______  

  
  
Motion to adopt the minutes from City Council Meeting June 9, 2026 



CITY COUNCIL ROLL CALL VOTE  
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JOHN G. GANNON 
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NICOLE GARDNER 
 

___X____ _______ _______  

 EMILY IZZO ___X____  _______  _______  

THEOPHILUS OFFEI  ___X____  _______  _______  

ANTHONY PALOMBA ___X____  _______  ______  
  
  

VINCENT J. PICCIRILLI JR. 
  

___X____  _______  _______  

MARK S. SIDERIS,   
COUNCIL PRESIDENT  

___X____  _______  _______  

  
  
Motion to approve and execute the City Manager Contract for George Proakis 
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EMPLOYMENT AGREEMENT 

BETWEEN 
THE CITY OF WATERTOWN AND 

GEORGE J. PROAKIS 
 

 
 This agreement is made this 23rd day of June, 2026 in accordance with the provisions of 
G.L. c. 41, Section 108N and Section 3-1 of the Watertown Home Rule Charter, between the 
City of Watertown, a municipal corporation, acting by and through its City Council (hereinafter 
referred to as “the Council”) and George J. Proakis (hereinafter referred to as “the Manager”),  
 
 In consideration of the mutual promises and covenants contained herein, the Council 
and the Manager agree as follows: 
 

1. Duties. In accordance with the authority of the Council under the provisions of the 
Watertown Home Rule Charter, the Council hereby continues to employ George J. 
Proakis as the City Manager. Mr. Proakis shall perform the duties and have the powers 
that are designated in Charter Section 3-2, and shall perform such other duties and tasks 
as the Council may assign to him by vote, ordinance or resolution.  For the purposes of 
the Fair Labor Standards Act, the Manager shall be an “exempt employee”. 

2. Term of the Agreement. The term of this Agreement shall be from August 15, 2026 to 
August 14, 2030. Nothing in the Agreement shall limit the authority of the Council to 
terminate the employment of the Manager in accordance with the Charter and any 
applicable ordinances.  

a. To ensure continuity in management for the City, the Council and the Manager 
shall notify each other in writing whether or not they intend to renew this 
Agreement no later than six months prior to the end date of this Agreement, i.e. 
by February 14, 2030. Provided that each party has notified the other of their 
desire to commence negotiations for a successor contract: 

i. The parties will endeavor to reach agreement on a successor contract no 
less than three months prior to the end date of this Agreement, i.e. by 
May, 14, 2030.   

ii. In the event the parties agree to renewal but are unable to reach 
agreement on a successor contract by May 14, 2030, this Agreement shall 
automatically renew for an additional year (until August 14, 2031), unless 
the timeframe for negotiation is mutually extended by the parties.     

3. Suspension, Termination and Severance Compensation. 
a. The Council may suspend or terminate the Manager in accordance with the 

Charter and any procedure the Council shall adopt by ordinance.  During any 
period of suspension, the Manager’s health insurance benefit shall not be 
affected unless otherwise required by the provisions of G.L. c. 32B. Vacation 
leave and sick leave shall not accrue during any suspension, but may be restored 
by act of the Council. 
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b. In the event the Council terminates the employment of the Manager, the 
Manager shall be entitled to receive the equivalent of twelve months of his 
salary calculated at his then current salary rate as his sole and exclusive 
severance compensation. This compensation shall be payable in either a lump 
sum or periodic payments over no more than twelve months, as the Council shall 
determine. The Manager shall not be entitled to any additional severance 
payment or compensation in the event of such termination.  In the event the 
Manager is terminated for criminal conduct or gross misconduct, the Manager 
shall not be entitled to any severance compensation. 

c. The Manager may request to end the term of this Agreement early. To end the 
term of this Agreement before the end date, the Manager must provide 90 days’ 
prior notice to the Council and the Council must approve the Manager’s request 
made under this subparagraph c. The Council will not unreasonably withhold its 
approval. Such early termination by the Manager shall not trigger severance 
compensation as otherwise contemplated in subparagraph b herein. 

4. Salary. The Council shall set the salary of the Manager by ordinance. The Council shall 
cause the Manager’s salary to be paid with the same frequency as the salaries of non-
unionized department heads of the City.  

a. Effective August 15, 2026, the salary of the Manager shall be set at $255,668 
b. Effective July 1, 2027, the salary of the Manager shall be set at $267,173 
c. Effective July 1, 2028, the Council shall consider adjusting the salary of the 

Manager following any performance evaluation the Council may conduct or 
cause to be conducted. 

d. No reduction in salary or benefits shall occur during this Agreement except to 
the degree such a reduction is part of a general reduction of benefits to the 
City’s non-unionized administrators.  

5.  Automobile allowance.  In recognition that the Manager’s duties require that a vehicle 
be used and mileage incurred, the Council shall provide the Manager with an annual car 
allowance. Such allowance shall be $4000 annually, and shall be paid with the same 
frequency as the salaries of non-unionized department heads of the City. The Manager 
shall be responsible for all costs of operation, maintenance and repair of his vehicle.  

6. Vacation Leave. The Manager will accrue vacation leave at the rate of 2.083 days for 
each complete month of service, the equivalent of twenty-five days each calendar year. 
The Manager may carry forward from one calendar year to the next calendar year no 
more than one week of unused vacation leave. The Manager may, at his option, elect to 
have the City “buy back” up to five (5) vacation days per year. This buy back will be 
subject to all legally required withholdings. The Manager shall obtain prior approval 
from the Council President before utilizing more than two consecutive weeks of 
vacation leave.  

7. Sick Leave. The Manager shall accrue sick leave at the monthly rate of 1.25 days for each 
complete month of service, the equivalent of fifteen days each calendar year. If the 
Manager’s employment is concluded by his death or retirement, but under no other 
circumstance, the Council shall buy back the Manager’s accrued sick leave balance at 
the rate of 25% of its value, up to a maximum of $6,500.00 (six thousand five hundred 
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dollars).  If the Manager wishes to resume employment with the City within three years 
after his retirement, he must first reimburse the City the buyback paid to him when he 
retired. Upon receipt of this reimbursement, the Council shall restore the Manager’s 
accrued sick leave balance to its level prior to the Manager’s retirement. 

8. Other Leave. The Manager shall be eligible for jury duty, bereavement leave, personal 
leave and holidays at the same level as non-unionized administrators employed by the 
City. 

9. Other Benefit Programs. 
a. The Manager shall be eligible for the group insurance program available to other 

non-unionized administrators of the City at the same premium cost as said City 
administrators. 

b. The City shall reimburse the Manager up to $3,000 annually for premiums for 
personal long-term disability insurance that he shall obtain. 

c. The Council shall contribute regularly to a Deferred Compensation Plan in an 
annual amount equal to $15,000.  

d. All provisions of law of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and the City 
related to retirement benefits shall apply to the Manager as they generally apply 
to regular employees of the City. 

10. Professional Development. In recognition of the importance of ongoing professional 
development on the part of the Manager, the Council shall pay the cost of dues for 
membership in the Massachusetts Municipal Management Association (MMMA), the 
International City Management Association (ICMA), the American Planning Association 
(APA) and the Manager’s certification dues in the American Institute of Certified 
Planners  (AICP), and subject to the prior approval of the Council President, such other 
professional associations related to the Manager’s professional development.  The 
Council shall pay for subscriptions to professional journals associated with full 
participation as an active member of such associations. The Council agrees to pay 
reasonable costs of travel, food and lodging directly associated with the Manager’s 
participation in the ICMA annual conference, the MMA annual conference and an 
annual conference that will permit the Manager to maintain AICP continuing education 
credits.  Subject to the prior approval of the Council President, the Council will also pay 
the reasonable costs of travel, food and lodging directly associated with the Manager’s 
participation in such other professional association conferences that would be beneficial 
to his professional development. 

11. Teaching. The Manager shall not be barred from engaging in occasional work limited to 
teaching as an adjunct lecturer or professor, not in conflict with his official duties, 
provided such work is performed after the normal business hours and/or on days of 
leave from work. The Manager shall notify the Council President of all such outside 
employment prior to its commitment. It is understood and agreed that the Manager’s 
primary professional responsibilities are to the City and such outside teaching will only 
be undertaken if it constitutes no interference with or diminishment to his primary duty 
to the City.  This provision constitutes the Council’s approval of this activity pursuant to 
Section 3-1(b) of the City Charter. If the Manager seeks to be involved in other 
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professional work, such work will require approval in advance from the Council, per 
Section 3-1(b) of the City Charter.  

12. General Expenses.  The Council shall cause the City to reimburse the Manager for usual 
expenses incurred in the performance of his duties. Such expenses shall be evidenced by 
receipts, petty cash vouchers, statements or personal affidavits.  

13. Performance Evaluation.  The Council shall evaluate the performance of the Manager 
during July of each year and at such other times as the Council may determine. The 
Council will review with the Manager the written evaluation tool to be used in the 
evaluation process as well as the criteria upon which his performance will be evaluated 
and will consider the Manager’s suggestions for appropriate and additional criteria upon 
which the evaluation might be based.  The evaluation tool will be completed by 
September 15th of each year of the contract.  

a. The Manager will receive a copy of the completed evaluation, and a copy shall be 
placed in the Manager’s personnel file. Upon the conclusion of the evaluation, 
and at such other times as it deems appropriate, the Council shall identify goals 
and performance objectives for the next evaluation of the Manager’s 
performance.  

14. Indemnification. The parties acknowledge that the City has accepted G.L. c. 258 
regarding indemnification of municipal officials. Pursuant to G.L. c. 258, the Council shall 
cause the City to defend, indemnify, and safe harmless the Manager from personal 
financial loss, all damages and expenses including reasonable legal fees and costs, if any, 
in an amount not to exceed one million dollars, arising out of any claim, demand, suit, 
award, compromise, settlement or judgement by reason of any act or omission if at the 
time of such act or omission the Manager was acting within the scope of his official 
duties or employment. In the event separate counsel for the Manager is recommended 
by the City Attorney and/or insurer, separate counsel will be provided by the City.  

a. This section 14 shall survive termination of the agreement.  
b. In the event the Manager is requested by the City, after the termination of this 

agreement, to actively participate in any matter, including but not limited to 
testifying in any legal proceeding, related to his duties and responsibilities while 
serving as Manager, the Council shall compensate the Manager on an hour for 
hour basis.  Said rate will be determined by converting the annual salary in effect 
at the termination of this agreement into an hourly rate using a 40 hours per 
week, 52 weeks a year basis.  In addition, the Manager will be reimbursed for 
any reasonable expenses incurred by him in relation to such participation.  

15. General Provisions. This agreement constitutes the entire agreement between the 
Council and the Manager. In the event any provision of this agreement is held to be 
invalid or unenforceable, the remainder of this agreement shall not be affected and 
shall remain in full force and effect. If there is any conflict between this agreement and 
the Charter, the Charter shall govern.  

16. Notices.  Notices pursuant to this Agreement shall be given by deposit in the custody of 
the United States Postal Service, postage prepaid, addressed as follows: 

 
CITY:    City Council President  
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     City of Watertown 
City Hall 
149 Main Street 
Watertown, MA 02472 

 
CITY MANAGER:         George J. Proakis 
     188 Florence Street 

Melrose, MA 02176 
   
Alternatively, notices required pursuant to this Agreement may be personally served. Notice 
shall be deemed as given as of the date of personal service or as of the date such written 
notice is placed in the United States postal mail.   

 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Council President, acting through a majority of its 
City Council, and the manager have signed and executed this Agreement on the 
date written above.  
 
 

City of Watertown 
City Council 

 
 
 

___________________________ 
Mark S. Sideris, Council President 

 
 
 
 

___________________________ 
George J. Proakis, Manager 

 
 

Approved as to Form 
 
 
______________________ 
City Attorney 

 
 
 
 



CITY COUNCIL ROLL CALL VOTE  
MEETING DATE: JUNE 23, 2026  

  
  YES  
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___X____  _______  _______  
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 EMILY IZZO ___X____  _______  _______  

THEOPHILUS OFFEI  ___X____  _______  _______  

ANTHONY PALOMBA ___X____  _______  ______  
  
  

VINCENT J. PICCIRILLI JR. 
  

___X____  _______  _______  

MARK S. SIDERIS,   
COUNCIL PRESIDENT  

___X____  _______  _______  

  
  
Motion to approve an ordinance establishing the City Manager’s salary at $255,668 effective 
August 15, 2026, and $267,173 effective July 1, 2027 
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VINCENT J. PICCIRILLI JR. 
  

___X____  _______  _______  

MARK S. SIDERIS,   
COUNCIL PRESIDENT  

___X____  _______  _______  

  
  
Motion to establish the FY27 expenditure limits for revolving funds  

















CITY COUNCIL ROLL CALL VOTE  
MEETING DATE: JUNE 23, 2026  
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VINCENT J. PICCIRILLI JR. 
  

___X____  _______  _______  

MARK S. SIDERIS,   
COUNCIL PRESIDENT  

___X____  _______  _______  

  
  
Motion to approve the FY27 retiree health insurance appropriation and authorization of 
expenditures from the OPEB trust fund 









CITY COUNCIL ROLL CALL VOTE  
MEETING DATE: JUNE 23, 2026  
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ANTHONY PALOMBA ___X____  _______  ______  
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___X____  _______  _______  

MARK S. SIDERIS,   
COUNCIL PRESIDENT  

___X____  _______  _______  

  
  
Motion to approve a transfer of funds in the amount of $12,400 from the FY26 City Council 
Reserve to the FY26 City Auditory Accounting & Auditing Account 







































CITY COUNCIL ROLL CALL VOTE  
MEETING DATE: JUNE 23, 2026  
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VINCENT J. PICCIRILLI JR. 
  

___X____  _______  _______  

MARK S. SIDERIS,   
COUNCIL PRESIDENT  

___X____  _______  _______  

  
  
Motion to approve a transfer of funds in the amount of $246,000 from various FY26 Police 
Salary accounts to the FY 26 Police Vehicle Replacement Account 
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MEETING DATE: JUNE 23, 2026  
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VINCENT J. PICCIRILLI JR. 
  

___X____  _______  _______  

MARK S. SIDERIS,   
COUNCIL PRESIDENT  

___X____  _______  _______  

  
  
Motion to approve a transfer of funds in the amount of $445,000 from FY26 Planned Debt & 
Authorized Unissued accounts to FY26 Cap Projects – Public Buildings – Solar Array 











CITY COUNCIL ROLL CALL VOTE  
MEETING DATE: JUNE 23, 2026  

  
  YES  

  
  

NO  PRESENT  

        
        
CAROLINE BAYS ___X____  _______  _______  

 LISA J. FELTNER 
 
  

___X____  _______  _______  

JOHN G. GANNON 
 

___X____  _______  _______  

NICOLE GARDNER 
 

___X____ _______ _______  

 EMILY IZZO ___X____  _______  _______  

THEOPHILUS OFFEI  ___X____  _______  _______  
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VINCENT J. PICCIRILLI JR. 
  

___X____  _______  _______  

MARK S. SIDERIS,   
COUNCIL PRESIDENT  

___X____  _______  _______  

  
  
Motion to approve a transfer of funds in the amount of $70,000 from FY26 
Authorized/Unissued Account to FY26 Cap Projects – City – Senior Bus 











CITY COUNCIL ROLL CALL VOTE  
MEETING DATE: JUNE 23, 2026  
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VINCENT J. PICCIRILLI JR. 
  

___X____  _______  _______  

MARK S. SIDERIS,   
COUNCIL PRESIDENT  

___X____  _______  _______  

  
  
Motion to approve a transfer of funds in the amount of $373,000 from the FY26 
Authorized/Unissued Account to FY26 Cap Projects –Public Buildings – Parker Renovations 



















CITY COUNCIL ROLL CALL VOTE  
MEETING DATE: JUNE 23, 2026  
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THEOPHILUS OFFEI  ___X____  _______  _______  

ANTHONY PALOMBA ___X____  _______  ______  
  
  

VINCENT J. PICCIRILLI JR. 
  

___X____  _______  _______  

MARK S. SIDERIS,   
COUNCIL PRESIDENT  

___X____  _______  _______  

  
  
Motion to approve a transfer of funds in the amount of $500,000 from the FY26 Fire Full 
Time Salaries Account to the FY26 Transfer to Cap Projects – Fire Department – Fire Engine  









TRANSFER AMOUNT: $ 500,000 

FROM: FY 2026 FIRE FULL TIME SALARIES 
0122051-510111 

TO: FY 2026 TR TO CAP PR - FIRE DEPT 
0193059-596510 

$ 500,000 

$ 500,000 

I hereby certify to the availability, authority of funding source, mathematical accuracy 
and appropriate fiscal year. 





















































































CITY COUNCIL ROLL CALL VOTE  
MEETING DATE: JUNE 23, 2026  
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THEOPHILUS OFFEI  ___X____  _______  _______  

ANTHONY PALOMBA ___X____  _______  ______  
  
  

VINCENT J. PICCIRILLI JR. 
  

___X____  _______  _______  

MARK S. SIDERIS,   
COUNCIL PRESIDENT  

___X____  _______  _______  

  
  
Motion to approve expenditure of gifts of funds – Watertown Food Pantry  











ORDINANCE #__                    2026 – O – _ 
 

 
WHEREAS noise pollution is a hazard to public health, welfare, safety, and quality of life; and  

 
WHEREAS a substantial body of science and technology exists by which noise pollution may be 
measured and abated; and 
 
WHEREAS people have a right to and should be ensured an environment free from excessive noise 
pollution that may jeopardize their health, welfare, or safety. 
 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Watertown that Title IX, Chapter 95 
of the Watertown Code of Ordinances, inclusive of all sections, is hereby repealed and replaced in its 
entirety with a new Chapter 95 as follows:   

 

95.01 Statement of Purpose 
 

A. Noise pollution is a serious hazard to public health, welfare, safety, and quality of life. A 
substantial body of science and technology exists by which noise may be measured and 
substantially abated, and the people have a right to and should be ensured an environment free 
from excessive noise that may jeopardize their health, welfare, or safety, or degrade their quality 
of life. This chapter serves to address persistent noise pollution. 
 

95.02 Definitions: 

A. Construction and demolition: Any site preparation, assembly, erection, substantial repair, 
alteration, destruction, or similar action for public or private rights of way, structures, utilities, or 
similar property, and also the use of any equipment for any processing of any material 

B. Emergency: Any occurrence or set of circumstances involving actual or imminent physical hazard 
or property damage which demands immediate action 

C. Emergency work: Any work performed to prevent or alleviate the physical hazard or property 
damage threatened or caused by an emergency 

D. Noise pollution: A noise source which increases noise level above ambient to the level prescribed 
in 95.03 (A), or the level prescribed in 95.03 (B) in the case of tonal noise 

E. A-weighted decibels (dBA): The A-weighted sound-pressure level expressed in decibels 

F. Ambient noise level: The sound level associated with a given environment, being a composite of 
sounds from all sources excluding the alleged offensive noise, at the location and approximate 
time at which a comparison with the alleged offensive noise is to be made 

G. Plainly audible: any sound that is detectable and distinguishable from ambient or background 
noise at a specified location, such that the sound’s source or character can be reasonably 
identified under ordinary conditions. A determination of plainly audible sound may be made by 
direct observation 

H. Tonal noise: any noise that is judged by a listener to have the characteristics of a pure tone, 
whine, hum, or buzz 



95.03 Prohibition of Noise Pollution 
 

A. Any activity, other than those exempted by 95.03(C) below, which creates or produces sound 
measured at 10 dBA above ambient noise level at any of the following locations shall be deemed 
a violation of this section: 

1. The property line of any property 
2. At least fifty feet away from the source of noise if on any publicly accessible 

space within a private property 
 

B. When a tonal noise, as defined in 95.02 (H) above, is emitted, the creation or production of noise 
measured at 5 dBA above ambient noise level at any of the following locations shall be deemed a 
violation of this section: 

1. The property line of any property 
2. At least fifty feet away from the source of noise if on any publicly accessible 

space within a private property 
 

C. Noise emanating from the operation of the following is exempt from the application of this 
section 95.03: 

1. Motor vehicles on a public highway 
2. Equipment used for construction and demolition 
3. Equipment used in domestic or commercial maintenance  
4. Noncommercial public speaking and public assembly as protected by state and 

federal constitutions 
5. An emergency or emergency work 
6. City-sponsored events 
 

D. No person owning, leasing or controlling a source of noise shall cause, suffer, allow or permit 
unnecessary emissions from said source of noise that causes noise pollution. 
 

95.04 Construction and Demolition 

A. All devices employed in construction or demolition which are plainly audible shall be permitted 
for use during the hours of 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM on Monday through Friday, and during the hours 
of 8:00 AM to 7:00 PM on Saturdays. All such devices shall be prohibited outside of such hours 
on Monday through Friday and Saturdays, and at any time on Sundays and legal holidays.  

B. Nothing in this section shall be construed to prohibit noise emanating from vehicles used in 
construction or demolition for the purposes of safety such as backup alarms on a vehicle. 

95.05 Domestic and Commercial Maintenance 
 

A. All devices employed in domestic lawn, garden, or grounds maintenance which are plainly 
audible shall be permitted for use during the hours of 7:00 AM to 8:00 PM on Monday through 
Friday, and from 8:00 AM to 7:00 PM on Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays. All such 
devices which are plainly audible are prohibited outside of such hours. 
 

B. All devices employed in commercial lawn, garden, or grounds maintenance which are plainly 
audible shall be permitted for use during the hours of 7:00 AM to 5:00 PM on Monday through 



Friday, and from 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM on Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays. All such 
devices which are plainly audible are prohibited outside of such hours.  
 

95.06 Waiver 

A. The Director of Public Health or their designee may grant a waiver for any activity otherwise 
forbidden by the provisions of this chapter upon a determination that compliance in the conduct 
of such activity would cause undue hardship on the person or persons conducting such activity or 
on the community, taking into account the extent of noise pollution caused by not requiring such 
compliance and whether reasonable efforts have been made to abate the noise. The Director of 
Public Health shall establish appropriate procedures for the processing of requests for such 
waivers, including such hearings as they deem appropriate. The Director of Public Health may 
seek the input of the Director of Public Works in waiver requests related to construction or 
demolition. In granting any such waiver, the Director of Public Health may impose such 
appropriate conditions as they deem necessary pursuant to this section. Copies of all such waivers 
shall be filed with the City Clerk and sent to all City Councilors.  

 

95.07  Enforcement 

A. The provisions of this chapter may be enforced by the Director of Public Health or their designee. 
The provisions of this chapter may also be enforced by the Chief of Police or their designee, the 
Fire Chief or their designee, and the Building Inspector or their designee.  

 

95.08  Penalty 

A. Pursuant to Chapter 40, Section 21D of Massachusetts General Law and the City’s non-
criminal disposition ordinance, any person who violates any provision of this chapter shall be 
issued a written and verbal warning for the first offense, then fined as follows: 

1. $100 for the second offense  
2. $200 for the third offense 
3. $300 for the fourth offense and each subsequent offense 

 
B. Each subsequent day or part thereof on which a violation occurs, whether continuous or 

intermittent, shall be considered a separate and succeeding offense. 

C. Nothing in this section shall be deemed to limit the use of other lawful methods of abating 
violations of this section, including but not limited to application for equitable relief from a 
court of law. 
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Watertown City Council 
Committee on Climate and Energy 

Councilor Palomba, Chair, Councilor Bays, Vice Chair, Councilor Offei, Secretary 
Committee Report from Committee Meeting held on March 23, 2026 

The Committee convened on Monday March 23, 2026, at 5:45 pm in the Richard E. 
Mastrangelo Council Chamber. The meeting was also on zoom.  Present were Councilor 
Anthony Palomba, Chair; Councilor Caroline Bays, Vice Chair; and Councilor Theo Offei, 
Secretary. Also present in chambers were Councilor Vincent Piccirilli, Councilor Lisa Feltner, 
and Councilor Nicole Gardner. Staff present were Mia Kania, Sustainability Planner; Silas Fyler, 
Assistant Director for Energy Management; Katie Swan, Environmental Planner and 
Conservation Agent; and Em Schule, Energy Advocate. Residents attending the meeting in-
person included Deborah Peterson, Nancy Hammett, Ernesta Kraczkiewicz, Susan Falkoff, Jolly 
Tager, and David Aitcheson. Resident Brian Hebeisen attended on Zoom. 

Purpose of the Meeting 
The purpose of the meeting was to review and discuss the Climate and Energy Plan 3-Year 
Metric Report.  The Report is attached. 

Opening Remarks 
Councilor Offei 
Councilor Offei thanked the public for their attendance and characterized the meeting as 
meaningful climate accountability work — not merely goal-setting, but pausing to measure 
progress honestly and course-correcting where needed. He thanked city staff for producing the 
three-year metrics report, acknowledging the difficulty of pulling from dozens of data sources, 
navigating gaps, and being transparent about what is not yet known. He also recognized WFCC 
for the quality and technical rigor of their written response, noting that their letter raised concrete 
methodological questions and proposed alternative approaches. He stated his goals for the 
meeting: clarity on data questions raised, a shared understanding of where the plan needs 
acceleration, and a path forward on metrics not yet being tracked. He requested his opening 
remarks be included in the official minutes. 

Councilor Palomba (Chair) 
Councilor Palomba thanked the sustainability team, WFCC, and all attendees. He noted that the 
2022 Climate and Energy Plan is subject to a five-year comprehensive review in 2027, making 
this metrics review a valuable preparatory step. He stated his intention to conclude the meeting 
no later than 8:00 PM and, if necessary, to schedule a follow-up meeting. He provided an 
orientation to the plan structure — five elements, each with goals, strategies, and actions, 
totaling 67 proposed actions — and noted that a column correlating plan actions to specific 
metrics had been added to the report at his request following the December committee meeting. 

Staff Presentation: Three-Year Metrics Review 



Mia Kania, Sustainability Planner, led the presentation on behalf of the sustainability team, 
joined by Silas Fyler, Katie Swan, and Em Schule. 

Plan Actions Status Overview 
Of the 67 total actions in the Climate and Energy Plan, staff reported the following status 
breakdown: 

• 22% Initiated — preliminary or ground-level work has begun
• 39% In Progress — initial research complete; city staff and partners actively working
• 12% Established and Ongoing — program built and functioning
• 6% Completed — specific end goal achieved (e.g., organics recycling program)
• 21% Not Yet Scheduled — no work or research begun

Context and Purpose of the Metrics Review 
Ms. Kania explained that the metrics were written by consultant KLA in the original 2022 plan 
and were not designed to correlate directly with specific plan actions — they were proposed as 
quantitative approximations of progress in each plan section. The metrics review asked three 
driving questions: Are the proposed metrics still appropriate? Are the data sources still viable? 
Where are data gaps that need to be addressed before the five-year review? 

Staff identified five categories of metric status used throughout the report: 

• Data remains consistent with the original source
• Updated to a more precise data source
• No metric was ever created for this action step
• Original source no longer available or not updated; alternative source needed
• No source or proxy available at this time; data cannot be reported

Ms. Kania noted that overall Watertown is trending toward most goals that could be tracked, 
while acknowledging real gaps in several areas. 

Discussion by Plan Element 
1. Buildings and Energy
Staff reported the following status across the eight Buildings and Energy metrics:

• Trending toward goals (4): potential solar capacity on rooftops; installed solar capacity;
number of gas/oil-heated residential properties; number of gas/oil-heated commercial
properties

• Trending away from goals (1): enrollment in Watertown Electricity Choice
• Data availability issues (3): percent of income spent on energy for households at 0–30%

AMI; estimated total solar electricity produced; commercial energy use intensity (EUI) for
buildings over 5,000 sq ft



Discussion 
Gas/Oil-Heated Residential Properties: Councilor Offei noted that the number of gas-heated 
homes increased slightly from 9,625 to 9,701 against a 2030 target of 5,775. Silas Fyler 
explained that the Specialized Stretch Code, effective 2024, now requires any new gas 
connection to include full electric wiring and panel capacity, effectively preventing further 
growth. The prior uptick was partly attributable to construction activity during the COVID period. 
Commercial properties showed improvement, declining from 510 to 347 against a target of 312. 

Fossil Fuel Pathway in Stretch Code: Councilor Offei noted that the Specialized Stretch Code 
contains a fossil fuel pathway — it incentivizes electrification but does not prohibit gas. Homes 
being fully renovated are still being sold with gas systems. He argued this distinction must be 
clearly communicated when claiming progress on this metric. 

Installed Solar Capacity — Data Jump: Installed solar capacity appeared to jump from 4,521 
kW to 811,902 kW. Mr. Fyler clarified this reflects a switch in data source from the Mass. CDC 
solar tracking program (which had significant missing entries) to DPW tracking of PPS1 and 
PPS2 — the original baseline was materially understated. The corrected figure is still 
incomplete, as it excludes installations that did not claim SMART incentives, including the city's 
own installations at Hosmer School and the new high school. Those facilities are not on SMART 
because the city elected to retain the RECs for municipal use; the new high school additionally 
cannot participate in SMART due to LEED Platinum certification requirements. 

Solar Goals Already Exceeded: Several members noted that if the corrected data is accurate, 
Watertown has already surpassed its original solar goals. Staff agreed the 2030 and 2050 
targets for this metric will need to be revised upward. Mr. Fyler offered to attempt to reconstruct 
historical figures, noting that PPS1 records do not include start dates, making this difficult. 

Watertown Electricity Choice Enrollment Decline: Concerns were voiced about why 
enrollment in the 100% renewable option was declining. Staff explained that the standard option 
has been upgraded to 100% Class 3 renewable energy, causing some residents to perceive the 
two products as equivalent and drop to the lower tier. Additionally, some residents are opting 
out of the community choice program entirely to seek individually negotiated rates. Solar panel 
owners also represent an opt-out segment. 

Assessor Database Accuracy: Councilor Piccirilli noted that the Assessor's database — 
proposed as a source for several metrics including gas/oil-heated properties — is materially out 
of date. He cited his own home as an example: a slate roof replaced in 2018 and gas heat 
replaced with electric heat pumps within the past year are both still recorded incorrectly. He 
urged the committee to address the reliability of this source before relying on it for plan metrics. 

Denominator and Definition Issues: Councilor Piccirilli raised a methodological concern 
applicable across multiple metrics: as Watertown adds housing, per-property and per-capita 
denominators change over time, making gross numbers hard to interpret without context. He 
argued that both gross numbers and percentages should be reported, and that key terms such 
as "residential property" should be precisely defined (e.g., whether a 100-unit apartment 
building counts as one property or 100). He noted that Watertown has added approximately 
500–600 new housing units since 2019, which could mean the percentage of gas-heated homes 
is declining even if the gross count is slightly up. 



Graph Presentation — Target Lines: Brian Hebeisen raised an overarching presentation 
concern: while 2030 and 2050 targets are listed in tables, they are not shown graphically within 
the charts, making it difficult for readers to assess progress visually. He requested that target 
lines be added to all charts. 

Proposed Metric 9 — Total Greenhouse Gas Emissions: WFC member Jolly Tager 
proposed the addition of a ninth metric tracking total citywide greenhouse gas emissions. This 
metric is not currently tracked. There was broad agreement among committee members that 
this metric is essential to the plan's goals. 

2. Transportation and Mobility
Staff reported the following status across the five Transportation and Mobility metrics:

• Trending toward goals (3): total EVs by percentage; total population within half mile of
public EV charging; number of publicly accessible EV charging stations

• Trending away from goals (1): residents using sustainable modes to travel to work (bike,
walk, transit)

• Data availability issues (1): roads rated 4 or 5 stress level — analysis from the Bike and
Pedestrian Plan has not been updated

Discussion 
Work-From-Home as a Sustainable Mode: Councilor Offei cited WFCC's critique that counting 
work-from-home (WFH) as a sustainable commute mode inflates the metric while only capturing 
approximately 20% of total car trips. Staff acknowledged the concern, explaining that WFH was 
included to show totals with and without it included and to account for pandemic-era shifts. Staff 
indicated willingness to explore a weighted methodology. 

Road Stress Level Data: The data for this metric comes from a stress-level analysis in the Bike 
and Pedestrian Plan, which has not been updated and has no published update date. WFCC 
representative Deborah Peterson suggested that as an interim measure, the city could assess a 
smaller subset of key north-south routes and major corridors. Staff indicated they would work 
with Transportation Planner Zeke Mermell to determine whether an update could be 
incorporated into an upcoming plan revision. 

Process Concern from WFCC: Deborah Peterson noted that WFCC responded to what they 
understood to be a finalized published document, but additional work has since been done on 
the metrics, creating an out-of-sync dynamic. She suggested that some methodological 
questions would be better resolved through direct conversations between WFC and 
sustainability staff rather than through formal public meetings. Councilor Palomba 
acknowledged the suggestion. Ms. Kania confirmed the metrics document has not been revised 
since its January 2026 publication. 

3. Natural Resources
Katie Swan, Environmental Planner, presented on Natural Resources metrics. Staff reported:



• Trending toward goals (2): open space per person; area (sq ft) of school and community
gardens

• Data availability issues (4): tree canopy coverage; impervious surfaces; number of public
trees; air quality

Discussion 
Open Space Per Capita — Data Discrepancy: The baseline figure of 3.25 acres per 1,000 
people appeared to jump to 15.3 acres — well above the 2030 target of 5 and the 2050 target of 
10. Ms. Swan explained that the original consultants used a methodology that could not be
replicated, as it required access to a proprietary program. Staff instead used census tract data
matched with citywide open space data, calculating an average. She acknowledged this is a
methodological shift, not simply updated data. Figures also vary significantly by census tract —
eastern Watertown shows higher open space per capita in part due to Mount Auburn Cemetery.

Definition of Open Space: WFCC noted that the distinction between open space and green 
space has not been defined in the plan. Artificial turf fields (e.g., BBN fields, Watertown High 
School athletic fields) should not be counted as natural open space for climate and ecological 
purposes. The committee agreed that a clear definitional framework is needed before the five-
year review. 

Tree Canopy Study: A tree canopy study is currently being administered by DPW with a 
consultant, expected to be delivered by June 30 with results likely available in July. The current 
baseline figure is from 2016 (20.89%), with a 2030 target of 23% and a 2050 target of 27%. 

Stormwater Quality as a Metric: A member speaking on behalf of the Stormwater Advisory 
Committee noted that the city already collects stormwater quality data from all drains annually 
as part of its MS4 permit reporting. She proposed that water quality data going from 
Watertown's drains into the Charles River could serve as a direct and measurable indicator of 
the combined impact of tree canopy, open space management, and infiltration practices. Staff 
and the committee received the suggestion positively, noting that the Natural Resources section 
already includes a goal to minimize stormwater runoff and improve quality. 

Open Space Equity Mapping: Councilor Gardner asked whether staff has data showing where 
open space gaps are greatest within the city. Ms. Swan confirmed this information exists in the 
raw data and offered to share it. Councilor Gardner indicated strong interest in making this 
information available to the full council. 

4. Infrastructure and Waste
Staff reported the following:

• Trending toward goals (4): tons of trash sent to incineration; household waste generation
(lbs/household/year); diversion rate (recycled tons / total tons); number of households
signed up for food waste pickup

• Data availability issues (1): critical infrastructure in hazardous areas — pending the
Hazard Mitigation Plan

Discussion 



Food Waste Pickup Enrollment: As of March 6, 2026, 3,316 households are enrolled in the 
food waste pickup program. 

Diversion Rate Definition: WFCC requested confirmation that the diversion rate metric 
includes both recycling and composting in the numerator. Staff indicated they would verify with 
Matthew Bacon, the city recycling coordinator, who provides the data directly from Republic 
Services and Waste Management. 

Coverage Gap for Multi-Family and Commercial Waste: Approximately 70% of Watertown 
residents use city-contracted trash services; the remaining 30% — primarily large residential 
buildings and commercial properties with private haulers — are not captured in current data. 
Staff committed to researching whether other municipalities have developed methods to track 
waste for this segment. 

5. Public Health and Community Preparedness
Staff reported the following:

• Trending toward goals (2): community members signed up for emergency alerts;
customer hours of weather-related power outages

• Data availability issues (3): number of census tracts with moderate or high heat
vulnerability scores; businesses signed up for emergency alerts; number of residents
served by resilience hubs annually

Discussion 
Weather-Related Power Outages: The data shows a dramatic improvement from the baseline 
figure. Staff acknowledged uncertainty about how the original metric was calculated and 
backtracked the data manually from annual state reports to verify consistency. The large 
improvement does appear to hold. Staff intends to continue using Eversource and 
DPW/Department of Public Utilities records as sources. 

Relevance of Power Outage Metric: Councilor Bays questioned whether city actions can 
meaningfully move this metric, since most outage duration is determined by Eversource's 
infrastructure and maintenance. Staff acknowledged that city tree maintenance does have some 
impact but that the city is not the primary responsible party. 

Heat Vulnerability Score Metric: The original data source was created for a one-time study 
and has not been updated. Staff has been unable to recreate the methodology and is working to 
identify an equivalent alternative. 

Business Emergency Alert Enrollment: Emergency alert data is collected through the 
Watertown Police Department, which has no way to distinguish individual from business sign-
ups. This metric cannot be tracked under the current system. 

Resilience Hubs: The city is actively working to establish resilience hubs but has not yet 
finalized locations or programming. Staff noted a related grant application was recently 
submitted. The metric for residents served cannot be reported until the program is operational. 



Next Steps 
Councilor Palomba closed the presentation and summarized the path forward: 

• The sustainability team will review suggestions from WFCC and councilors and
incorporate revisions as appropriate in preparation for the five-year plan review.

• The five-year comprehensive review of the Climate and Energy Plan is anticipated for
2027. Laurel Schwab returns from parental leave in approximately three weeks and will
lead that process.

• Several data sources and baseline figures require revision before the five-year review,
including at minimum: solar capacity data, open space calculation methodology, and
gas/oil-heated property definitions.

• A follow-up Committee meeting may be needed to continue discussion on unresolved
items.

• Staff will work with WFCC directly to address open methodological questions, including
the work-from-home commute classification and road stress data.

• Staff will consult with Transportation Planner Zeke Mermell on a timeline for updating the
road stress analysis.

• Staff will follow up on: accuracy of the Assessor's database as a heating system data
source; feasibility of tracking waste for the 30% of residents not on city-contracted
collection; and historical solar capacity figures if PPS1 start dates can be obtained.

Meeting Summary 
Key Findings 

● Watertown is trending toward most trackable goals. Real wins include solar growth,
composting enrollment, stretch energy code adoption, and EV charging infrastructure.

● Several goals have already been exceeded — notably installed solar capacity and open
space per capita — but this is largely the result of understated baselines and
methodology changes, not solely new progress. Targets in these areas must be revised
upward before the five-year review.

● The Specialized Stretch Code is an important policy tool but contains a fossil fuel
pathway — it does not require all-electric construction. Progress claims on gas/oil-
heated properties must reflect this nuance.

● The Assessor’s database is not being reliably updated and should not be used as a
primary data source for heating system type until its accuracy is verified.

● Total citywide greenhouse gas emissions are not currently tracked. There was broad
agreement that this must be added as a metric (proposed Metric 9) before the five-year
review.

● The sustainable commute metric is trending in the wrong direction, and the methodology
— including work-from-home as a sustainable mode — requires reassessment.

● Definitions of “open space” and “green space” are not established in the plan. Artificial
turf fields should be excluded from natural open space calculations.

● Approximately 30% of resident waste (multi-family and commercial with private haulers)
is not captured in current diversion and generation metrics.



Action Items and Next Steps 
● Staff — Solar data: Attempt to reconstruct a corrected historical baseline for installed

solar capacity using PPS1/PPS2 data; report back on what is recoverable.
● Staff — Solar and open space goals: Revise 2030 and 2050 targets for solar capacity

and open space per capita to reflect corrected baselines.
● Staff — Assessor database: Investigate why the Assessor’s database is not being

updated with current heating system and roof data, and assess its viability as a data
source for plan metrics.

● Staff — Charts: Add 2030 and 2050 target lines to all metric charts in the report.
● Staff — Greenhouse gas metric: Develop a methodology and data source for tracking

total citywide greenhouse gas emissions (proposed Metric 9) for inclusion in the five-
year review.

● Staff — Commute metric: Explore a weighted methodology for the sustainable
commute metric that accounts for the disproportionate share of total trips represented by
work-from-home, in consultation with WFCC.

● Staff — Road stress data: Work with Transportation Planner Zeke Mermell to
determine a timeline for updating the road stress analysis in the Bike and Pedestrian
Plan, or identify an interim subset of corridors to measure.

● Staff — Open space definition: Establish clear definitions of “open space” and “green
space” for use in the plan, ensuring artificial turf areas are excluded from natural open
space calculations.

● Staff — Open space equity data: Share open space gap analysis by census tract with
Councilor Gardner and the full council.

● Staff — Stormwater metric: Work with the Stormwater Committee to evaluate
incorporating MS4 stormwater quality data into the Natural Resources metrics.

● Staff — Diversion rate: Confirm with Matthew Bacon that the diversion rate metric
includes both recycling and composting in the numerator.

● Staff — Waste coverage gap: Research how other municipalities track waste for
residents and commercial properties not on city-contracted collection services.

● Chair — Follow-up meeting: Councilor Palomba to schedule a follow-up Committee
meeting as needed to continue discussion on unresolved items ahead of the 2027 five-
year review.

Motions and Votes 
No formal motions were made or votes taken at this meeting. The session was a presentation 
and discussion forum. The committee anticipates further action at a follow-up meeting once 
outstanding data and methodology questions have been addressed by staff. 

The meeting adjourned 7:50 PM 
Minutes were prepared by Councilor Offei 
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Watertown City Council 
Committee on Public Works 

Councilor Piccirilli-Chair, Councilor Feltner-Vice Chair, Councilor Palomba- Secretary 
Committee Report of June 11, 2026 Meeting 

Presented to the City Council on June 23, 2026 
 

The Committee on Public Works met on Thursday, June 11 in the City Council Office at 5:30 
PM to interview Christopher Coner for appointment to the Stormwater Committee, Eileen Ryan 
for reappointment to the Solid Waste and Recycling Committee, and Russ Arico for 
reappointment to the Solid Waste and Recycling Committee. Present at the meeting where 
Councilor Piccirilli, Chair, Councilor Feltner, Vice Chair, and Councilor Palomba, Secretary. 
 
Please note that Ms. Ryan was unable to attend the meeting. The Committee will schedule a 
meeting in the future to interview her. 
 
Appointment of Christopher Coner to the Stormwater Committee to fill the unexpired 
term of Lilian Muscala. 
 
Mr. Coner and his family have lived in Watertown since 2015. He has extensive experience as 
an environmental scientist and consultant. He has served in this capacity for the last 15 years. 
He decided to apply to serve on the Stormwater Committee after he received an invitation to do 
so from the City.  
 
He believes that he can contribute to the Stormwater Committee’s mission because of his 
professional experience. In addition, he feels he can assist the Committee’s public education 
efforts given his ability to translate technical information into language that residents will 
understand. While he has not had direct experience working or volunteering with municipalities, 
he is very interested in learning about the scientific goals of the Committee and helping to 
achieving those goals. He is also interested in the efforts of the Committee’s chair to revitalize 
the Committee and increase its interaction with Watertown residents and believes he can make 
a valuable contribution to these important efforts. 
 
Councilor Feltner made the following motion – 
The Committee on Public Works recommends that the City Council approve the 
appointment of Christopher Coner to the Stormwater Committee for a term expiring July 
15, 2027. 
Councilor Palomba seconded the motion and it passed 3 – 0. 
 
Reappointment of Russ Arico to the Solid Waste and Recycling Committee 
 



Mr. Arico is proud of what the Solid Waste and Recycling Committee has done and continues to 
do. He feels above all else recycling has the most positive impact on our environment. He is 
particularly pleased with the Swap Shop program which has taken place four times to date.  He 
has participated in three of the programs. He believes it is a great community event in addition 
to a valuable recycling activity as residents are genuinely appreciative of being able to bring 
items to the Sway Shop and at the same time leave with something they need.  

-2- 
 
He has great respect for Matt Bacon, our Recycling and Sustainability Coordinator, who staffs 
the Committee.  He personally does not have specific suggestions on what new initiatives the 
Committee might pursuit. However, he believes that it is important that whatever the Committee 
agrees to do in the future they must create goals that can be reached for accomplishing specific 
goals is key to the Committee’s future growth, collaboration, and effectiveness.   
 
Councilor Feltner made the following motion –  
The Committee on Public Works recommends that the City Council approve the 
reappointment of Russ Arico to the Solid Waste and Recycling Committee for a term 
ending May 15, 2029. 
Councilor Palomba seconded the motion and it passed 3 – 0. 
 
Councilor Feltner made a motion to adjourn which was seconded by Councilor Palomba and 
passed 3 – 0.  The meeting adjourned at approximately 6:25 PM.  Minutes were prepared by 
Councilor Palomba. 
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Watertown City Council 
Committee on Human Services 

Councilor Palomba-Chair, Councilor Bays-Vice Chair, Councilor Izzo- Secretary 
Committee Report of June 15, 2026 Meeting 

Presented to the City Council on June 23, 2026 

The Committee convened on Monday, June 15, 2026, at 5:30 p.m. in the City Council 
Chamber. Present were Tony Palomba, Chair, Caroline Bays, Vice Chair, and Emily 
Izzo, Secretary. Also present were Council President Mark Sideris, Councilor Vinnie 
Piccirilli, Councilor Nicole Gardner, and Councilor John Gannon. City staff present 
included Gideon Schreiber, Director of Planning and Zoning and Will Downie, Senior 
Planner for Housing. Representatives from the Metropolitan Area Planning Council 
(“MAPC”) included Adam Ploetz, Emma Yudelevitch, and Evelyne St-Louis. Also 
present were Cliff Cook, Chair of the Affordable Housing Trust, Barney Heath, 
Executive Director of Metro West Collaborative Development, Jacky van Leeuwen, 
Jamie Gordon, and Daniel Pritchard from Housing for All Watertown, and resident Dawn 
Slaven. Ms. St-Louis, Mr. Pritchard, and Ms. Slaven were present via Zoom.  

The purpose of the meeting was to receive a presentation and discuss the Watertown 
Affordable Housing Incentives Study prepared by MAPC. Please see the Study 
attached. 

Mr. Downie explained that the study originated from the Watertown Square planning 
and zoning process. As part of that effort, the City adopted several affordable housing 
incentives with the understanding that a broader evaluation would be undertaken to 
examine additional strategies for encouraging both market-rate developers and 
affordable housing developers to produce more affordable housing. The study was 
intended to evaluate potential incentives, identify barriers to housing production, and 
provide recommendations for future policy consideration. 

MAPC staff presented the study findings and recommendations. The study examined 
incentives that could encourage market-rate developers to provide affordable housing 
beyond the requirements of Watertown’s Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance, as well as 
strategies to support the development of affordable housing projects. The study 
concluded that incentives that reduce development costs, increase predictability, and 
shorten permitting timelines are generally the most effective tools for improving project 
feasibility and encouraging additional affordable housing production. 



The presentation highlighted a number of recommendations for market-rate 
development, including density bonuses, height and dimensional relief, reductions in 
parking requirements, expedited permitting, waiver of certain ground-floor commercial 
requirements, and fee reductions. MAPC noted that many of these incentives can 
improve project feasibility by reducing construction costs or increasing the number of 
units that can be developed on a site. The study also emphasized that reducing 
uncertainty in the permitting process can provide significant value to developers and 
may encourage greater housing production. 

The Committee also received information regarding recommendations designed to 
support affordable housing developers. MAPC explained that affordable housing 
projects face significant funding challenges because affordable rents generate less 
revenue than market-rate developments. As a result, affordable housing projects often 
rely on multiple subsidy sources and face funding gaps that can delay or prevent 
development. Recommendations included reducing land acquisition costs through the 
use of publicly owned land, reducing parking requirements, waiving commercial space 
requirements where appropriate, reducing fees, and exploring targeted financial 
assistance programs to support deeper affordability. 

The presentation further discussed a potential “buy-down” program through which the 
City could provide financial assistance to support affordability levels below those 
currently required by inclusionary zoning. MAPC explained that deeper affordability 
generally requires substantial public investment because of the gap between affordable 
rents and market-rate rents. The study estimated that significant subsidies would be 
necessary to convert market-rate units into affordable units or to deepen affordability 
levels within projects that already contain affordable housing. 

Committee members discussed the relationship between zoning reform and incentive-
based approaches. Questions were raised regarding whether broader streamlining of 
zoning and permitting processes could be more effective than project-specific 
incentives. MAPC responded that the two approaches are not mutually exclusive and 
that streamlining development review can itself function as an incentive by reducing 
project delays, carrying costs, and uncertainty. The Committee also discussed the 
importance of clear development standards and expectations so that applicants better 
understand what is required before entering the permitting process. 

Discussion also focused on the practical implementation of the study recommendations. 
It was noted that the recommendations are complex and may interact with one another 
in different ways. Questions were raised regarding potential unintended consequences 
and the need to evaluate how various incentives would function within Watertown’s 
existing zoning framework. It was emphasized that the study should serve as the 
beginning of a broader policy discussion involving the City Council, Administration, 



Watertown Affordable Housing Trust, City’s housing advocates, and development 
community. 

Public comment highlighted the continuing regional housing shortage and the 
challenges affordable housing developers face in competing for land and securing 
financing. Commenters expressed support for further exploration of the study’s 
recommendations and emphasized the importance of identifying practical ways to 
increase affordable housing production in Watertown. Concerns were also raised 
regarding staff capacity and the resources that may be necessary to implement future 
housing initiatives. The study presents a number of potential policy options and provides 
a useful framework for future discussion. The Chair emphasized the need to actualize 
the study recommendations in a timely fashion and to further investigate issues 
identified in the study such as parking requirements, additional methods of increasing 
density, the elimination of permit fees, and tax-exemption options. 

Councilor Palomba made the following motion, 

The Committee on Human Services recommends that the City Council direct the 
Administration to further analyze the Watertown Affordable Housing Incentives Study 
and develop options for implementing specific programs and policies based on the 
Study’s recommendations.  

Councilor Bays seconded the motion and it passed by a vote of 3–0. 

The meeting adjourned at 7:07 p.m. Report prepared by Councilor Emily Izzo. 



City Council Committee on Human Services 

Watertown Affordable Housing 
Incentives Study

June 15, 2026



Agenda 

• Study overview

• Recap of process and major tasks

• Summary of recommendations
• Recommendations for market-rate projects

• Recommendations for affordable projects  
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Project Overview



Purpose of this Study

The purpose of this study is to assess voluntary incentives that would encourage 
either or both: 

• Market rate developers to produce more or deeper affordable units than is 
already required by Watertown’s mandatory inclusionary zoning (IZ) policy

• Greater production of affordable housing developments (e.g., 100% affordable 
LIHTC projects)
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Watertown’s Existing Policy Context

• Threshold: new developments with a 
minimum 6 units 

• Small-scale development (6-19 units): 
12.5% of units at 80% AMI (rental and 
ownership)

• Medium- to large-scale development (20+ 
units): 10% of units @ 80% AMI + 5% of 
units @ 65% AMI (rental); 15% at 80% AMI 
(ownership)

• Multifamily projects in Watertown Square 
with at least 50% of units affordable at 
<80% AMI are eligible for incentives. 

• Incentives: 
• 1 additional floor if affordable units are 

<80% AMI 
• 2 additional floors if affordable units 

are <60% AMI average
• Reduced parking minimum (0.25 

spaces/unit); greater reduction by 
special permit 

Mandatory inclusionary zoning (IZ) policy Incentives for affordable projects in 
Watertown Square

5 Affordable Housing Incentives Study
*Only considering incentives for rental developments



Policy Context + Incentive Study 
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Watertown Square 
(WSQ) Incentives

Study of Voluntary 
Incentives 

WSQ informed 
list of incentives 

Holistic assessment, 
not specific to WSQ or 
other neighborhoods 

Not site-specific, but 
can be tailored to 
Zoning Districts

Recommendations



Recap of Process and Major Tasks 



Recap of Major Tasks
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Phase 1: Understanding the Local Context

Phase 2: Informing the List and Use of Voluntary Incentives 

• Market and submarket assessment
• Zoning assessment 

• Interviews with market-rate developers
• Interviews with affordable housing developers
• Focus group with Planning and Zoning Board members
• Case study research of voluntary affordable housing incentive programs in other municipalities 

Phase 3: Testing the Incentives 
• Market-rate financial feasibility analyses: market rate pro forma and a simplified buy-down model 
• Affordable sources & uses model for a typical 100% affordable project 

Phase 4: Recommendations 
• Summary of recommendations based on findings from Phases 1-3



Phase 2: Informing the List and Use of Voluntary Incentives 

Phase 1: Understanding the Local Context

Recap of Major Tasks
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• Market and submarket assessment
• Zoning assessment 

• Interviews with market-rate developers
• Interviews with affordable housing developers
• Focus group with Planning and Zoning Board members
• Case study research of voluntary affordable housing incentive programs in other municipalities 

Phase 3: Testing the Incentives 
• Market-rate financial feasibility analyses: market rate pro forma and a simplified buy-down model 
• Affordable sources & uses model for a typical 100% affordable project 

Phase 4: Recommendations 
• Summary of recommendations based on findings from Phases 1-3



Phase 2: Informing the List and Use of Voluntary Incentives 

Phase 1: Understanding the Local Context

Recap of Major Tasks
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• Market and submarket assessment
• Zoning assessment 

• Interviews with market-rate developers
• Interviews with affordable housing developers
• Focus group with Planning and Zoning Board members
• Case study research of voluntary affordable housing incentive programs in other municipalities 

Phase 3: Testing the Incentives 
• Market-rate financial feasibility analyses: market rate pro forma and a simplified buy-down model 
• Affordable sources & uses model for a typical 100% affordable project 

Phase 4: Recommendations 
• Summary of recommendations based on findings from Phases 1-3

Focus of 
Dec 2025 
presentation



Recap of Major Tasks
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Phase 1: Understanding the Local Context

Phase 2: Informing the List and Use of Voluntary Incentives 

• Market and submarket assessment
• Zoning assessment 

• Interviews with market-rate developers
• Interviews with affordable housing developers
• Focus group with Planning and Zoning Board members
• Case study research of voluntary affordable housing incentive programs in other municipalities 

Phase 3: Testing the Incentives 
• Market-rate financial feasibility analyses: market rate pro forma and a simplified buy-down model 
• Affordable sources & uses model for a typical 100% affordable project 

Phase 4: Recommendations 
• Summary of recommendations based on findings from Phases 1-3



Recap of Major Tasks
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Phase 1: Understanding the Local Context

Phase 2: Informing the List and Use of Voluntary Incentives 

• Market and submarket assessment
• Zoning assessment 

• Interviews with market-rate developers
• Interviews with affordable housing developers
• Focus group with Planning and Zoning Board members
• Case study research of voluntary affordable housing incentive programs in other municipalities 

Phase 3: Testing the Incentives 
• Market-rate financial feasibility analyses: market rate pro forma and a simplified buy-down model 
• Affordable sources & uses model for a typical 100% affordable project 

Phase 4: Recommendations 
• Summary of recommendations based on findings from Phases 1-3

Focus of 
March 2026 
presentation



Recap of Major Tasks
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Phase 1: Understanding the Local Context

Phase 2: Informing the List and Use of Voluntary Incentives 

• Market and submarket assessment
• Zoning assessment 

• Interviews with market-rate developers
• Interviews with affordable housing developers
• Focus group with Planning and Zoning Board members
• Case study research of voluntary affordable housing incentive programs in other municipalities 

Phase 3: Testing the Incentives 
• Market-rate financial feasibility analyses: market rate pro forma and a simplified buy-down model 
• Affordable sources & uses model for a typical 100% affordable project 

Phase 4: Recommendations 
• Summary of recommendations based on findings from Phases 1-3



Recap of Major Tasks
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Phase 1: Understanding the Local Context

Phase 2: Informing the List and Use of Voluntary Incentives 

• Market and submarket assessment
• Zoning assessment 

• Interviews with market-rate developers
• Interviews with affordable housing developers
• Focus group with Planning and Zoning Board members
• Case study research of voluntary affordable housing incentive programs in other municipalities 

Phase 3: Testing the Incentives 
• Market-rate financial feasibility analyses: market rate pro forma and a simplified buy-down model 
• Affordable sources & uses model for a typical 100% affordable project 

Phase 4: Recommendations 
• Summary of recommendations based on findings from Phases 1-3

Focus for 
today



List of Incentives Tested
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Market-rate Pro 
Forma

Affordable Sources & 
Uses Model

Free Publicly Owned Land ✓
Reduced Parking Minimum (0.25 spaces per unit)* ✓
Reduced Parking Minimum (0.5 spaces per unit)* ✓ ✓
Waived Commercial Requirement ✓ ✓
Waived Permitting Fees ✓ ✓
Waived Commercial Requirement and Permitting Fees ✓
Density bonus (1x) ✓ ✓
Density bonus (2x) ✓ ✓
Density Bonus (1x) and Reduced Parking (0.25 spaces per unit) ✓
Density Bonus (1x) and Reduced Parking (0.5 spaces per unit) ✓
Density Bonus (1x) and Waived Commercial Requirement ✓
Density Bonus (1x) and Waived Permitting Fees ✓



Summary of Recommendations



Approach to recommendations 

• Total of seven recommendations: 
• Four for market-rate projects

• Three for affordable projects 

• MAPC worked closely with City Staff to develop these recommendations.
• When moving from testing incentives to formulating recommendations, there is a need 

to balance what may be granted (incentive) for what is gained (more or deeper 
affordability). Narrative includes what tradeoffs should be considered. 

• Some recommendations can be applied citywide (regardless of the zoning district), and 
some require tailoring to the neighborhood/zoning district context.

• Some recommendations are new, while some the city is already pursuing, but are 
important to emphasize.
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Summary of Recommendations
Recommendations for market-rate projects



Recommendation #1: Consider adopting a voluntary incentive program for market-
rate development projects that provide more or deeper affordability, available 
citywide, tiered by project size. 
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• #1a: Small-scale development (6-19 units) affordable + incentive options:
• For more affordable units (15% of units at 80% AMI): Waive commercial requirements + 

permitting fees. 
OR

• For deeper affordability (10% of units at 65% AMI): Less viable unless a density bonus is 
offered. Note that a density bonuses could change scale/size from small-scale to a medium-
scale.

• #1b: Medium-to Large-scale development (20+ units) affordable + incentive options:
• All incentives and affordable options (more or deeper affordability) could be considered in a 

voluntary incentive program. 
• Consider offering a menu of incentives based on housing and economic goals. 



Recommendation #2: Consider offering zoning standard relief incentives by base 
zoning district as part of the City's comprehensive zoning update, so that market- 
rate projects are encouraged to provide more or deeper affordability. 
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Because some incentives can directly change the proposed development, it is important to tailor 
these incentives to local zoning and neighborhood context. Incentives that could be tailored by 
neighborhood/zoning district context and goals:

• Density bonuses are not only feasible but an attractive incentive across the board. 

• Rightsize parking ratios based on zoning and neighborhood context. 

• Consider waiving commercial requirements for medium- to large-scale projects in areas 
where mixed-use development is less important and/or financially challenging. 



Recommendation #3: Adopt a buy-down tool to achieve more or deeper 
affordability within market-rate projects subject to the City’s inclusionary zoning 
policy.  
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Consider adopting a buy-down tool to create additional affordable units:

• Buy-down a market-rate unit to an 80% AMI unit (estimated fee of $215,000 to $290,000 per unit)

OR

• Buy-down a market-rate unit to an 60% AMI unit (estimated fee of $373,000 to $448,000 per unit) 

OR

• (To achieve deeper affordability) Buy-down an 80% AMI unit to a 60% AMI unit (estimated fee of 
$158,000 per unit). 

• This approach is more cost-effective and could be most promising for the City to explore. 



Recommendation #4: Maintain a strong commitment to other ongoing actions that 
the City is already pursuing, including tracking inclusionary units and incentives 
over time, and regularly reassessing the City’s inclusionary zoning program. 
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• #4a: Regularly revisit the City’s inclusionary zoning policy and incentives. The City’s latest 
Housing Plan identifies such an assessment as a “near-term” strategy. 

• #4b: Continue to track inclusionary zoning units, voluntary affordable units, and incentives. 
This is essential for evaluating which incentives are effective. Making this data publicly available 
is also a best practice.

• #4c: Educate the development community about what incentives are available, especially 
after they are adopted. Building relationships with the development community is key to a 
healthy housing market and ecosystem.

• #4d: As part of the comprehensive zoning update, include consideration of the City’s 
permitting/approval process. This will help the city better areas of improvement/streamlining. 



Summary of Recommendations
Recommendations for affordable projects



Recommendation #5: Adopt an incentive package available to affordable projects 
citywide, including streamlined permitting, ground-floor commercial requirements 
waiver, permit fee waivers, and reduced parking minimum to 1 space per unit. 
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These incentives all had some positive impact on affordable projects and offering them as a 
package helps increase their impact. They can be implemented in different ways, and they also all 
also have some tradeoffs to consider. 

• Streamlined permitting could be implemented by allowing affordable projects by-right citywide 
(e.g., site plan review only with no special permit required). 

• Waiving ground-floor commercial requirements could be offered as an incentive by-right or on 
a discretionary basis. 

• The range of permit fees to be considered for the waiver would need to be determined by City 
staff with more specificity. 

• The minimum parking ratio for affordable developments (other than in WSQ district) could be 
set to 1 space per unit. 



Recommendation #6: Consider offering density bonuses and further parking 
reduction (<1 space per unit) as incentives for affordable projects on a district-
specific basis, to be implemented as part of City’s comprehensive zoning update.

25 Affordable Housing Incentives Study

Consider offering these incentives on a district-specific basis:

• Density bonuses provide important flexibility to affordable developers and tend to be most 
helpful in making affordable projects feasible on smaller lots. (Note: Density bonus can be 
applied in different ways, e.g., residential floor area, FAR, height, etc.)

• Reduced parking minimums provide developers with the option to reduce their parking if the site 
or projected demand warrants it. 

• There is already a precedent for these types of incentives in WSQ. 



Recommendation #7: Maintain a strong commitment to other actions the City is 
already pursuing to incentivize affordable developments.
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• #7a: Dedicating publicly owned land and offering land for free or at discounted rates is a very 
meaningful way to incentivize affordable projects. The City’s Housing Plan includes this strategy. 

• #7b: Providing City funds as a local funding match (from the AHT, CPA, or other local funds) is 
an essential way for the City to support affordable projects and help them meet EOHLC criteria. 

• #7c: Tracking voluntary incentives offered to affordable projects will be important for 
evaluation of the effectiveness of incentives over time. Making this data publicly available is also 
a best practice.

• #7d: Growing and educating the network of affordable developers who could be active in 
Watertown is essential. The AHT has done outreach to affordable developers about Watertown 
opportunities and the latest Housing Plan includes this as a strategy.



Thank you!
Adam Ploetz: aploetz@mapc.org 

Emma Yudelevitch: eyudelevitch@mapc.org 

Evelyne St-Louis: est-louis@mapc.org 

mailto:APloetz@mapc.org
mailto:eyudelevitch@mapc.org
mailto:est-louis@mapc.org
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Appendix



Market Rate Financial Feasibility Analysis



Overview 

• Purpose: Test the impact of incentives on the financial feasibility of 
market-rate developments providing more or deeper affordability than 
what is currently required under Watertown’s IZ policy. 

• Main focus: Zoning-based and other ‘indirect’ incentives as tested in the 
Pro Forma Model (Method 1) 

• Preliminary exploration of direct subsidy incentives as tested in the Buy-
Down Model (Method 2)
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Market Rate Financial Feasibility Analysis
Method 1: Pro Forma Model



Methodology – Pro Forma Model 

• Pro Forma Model: a tool that a developer typically uses to understand 
whether a real estate project is likely to be profitable.

• For policy makers, a pro forma model is a useful tool to understand how 
a particular policy might impact the local housing market.

• Data sources: CoStar, Warren Group, Zillow, RS Means, MAPC’s rental 
listings database, and Developer interviews

32 Market Rate Financial Feasibility Analysis



Prototypes – Pro Forma Model 

Prototype = hypothetical developments representing what could be 
built in Watertown based on current market conditions.

Note: Not site-specific, but based on aggregated data. 

Prototype 1: 8 units with 800 sq ft of commercial space 
• 2 stories – wood frame construction, 100% surface parking

Prototype 2: 25 units with 3,500 sq ft of commercial space 
• 3 stories – wood frame construction, 100% podium parking

Prototype 3: 60 units with 5,000 sq ft of commercial space,
• 5 stories – podium construction, 100% podium parking
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Affordability Scenarios

Prototype Current IZ Policy More Units Deeper 
Affordability

Even Deeper 
Affordability

Prototype 1:
8 units w/ 800 sq ft

12.5% units @ 
80% AMI

15% units @ 
80% AMI

10% units @ 
80% AMI

+
5% units @ 

65% AMI

10% units @ 
80% AMI

+
5% units @ 

50% AMI

Prototype 2:
25 units w/ 3,500 sq ft

Prototype 3:
60 units w/ 5,000 sq ft 

10% units @ 
80% AMI

+
5% units @ 

65% AMI

15% units @ 
80% AMI

+
5% units @ 

65% AMI

10% units @ 
80% AMI

+
5% units @ 

60% AMI

15% units @ 
80% AMI

+
5% units @ 

50% AMI
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Incentives Tested for Market-Rate Analysis 

Waived Commercial Requirement 

Waived Permitting Fees

Reduced Parking Ratio (0.5 space/unit)

Incentives that reduce construction costs: 
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Incentives Tested for Market-Rate Analysis 

Waived Commercial Requirement 

Waived Permitting Fees

Reduced Parking Ratio (0.5 space/unit)

Incentives that reduce construction costs: 

*WSQ base is 0.5 space/units 
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Incentives Tested for Market-Rate Analysis 

Waived Commercial Requirement 

Waived Permitting Fees

Reduced Parking Ratio (0.5 space/unit)

Incentives that reduce construction costs: 

Waived Commercial Requirement 

+ Waived Permitting Fees

+

*WSQ base is 0.5 space/units 
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Density Bonus (1x)

Density Bonus (2x)

Incentives Tested for Market-Rate Analysis 

Incentives that increase revenue: 
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Density Bonus (1x)

Density Bonus (2x)

Incentives Tested for Market-Rate Analysis 

Incentives that increase revenue: 

An extra density bonus above the by-
right maximum is by far the most 
common development incentive. 
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Density Bonus (1x)

Density Bonus (2x)

Incentives Tested for Market-Rate Analysis 

Incentives that increase revenue: 

This could look like…

• Additional height*

• Increased Floor-Area-Ratio (FAR)

• Additional % of floor area or unit 
count

* WSQ offers extra height
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Density Bonus (1x)

Density Bonus (2x)

Incentives Tested for Market-Rate Analysis 

4 additional affordable units 

8 additional affordable units

Prototype 1: 8 units
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Density Bonus (1x)

Density Bonus (2x)

Incentives Tested for Market-Rate Analysis 

Coupled Density Bonus (1x) with other incentives:

+ Waived Commercial Requirement 

+ Waived Permitting Fees 

+ Reduced Parking Ratio
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Feasibility of Small-Scale Development 
Prototype 1: 8 units w/ 800 sq ft 



Findings

• Deeper affordability requirements (50% AMI) are not feasible for small-scale 
housing projects. 

• 65% AMI might be possible if commercial requirements are waived and density 
bonuses allowed.  

• Adding more units for 80% AMI is possible if the commercial requirements are 
waived. 

• Density bonuses can make small-scale development feasible, but they also 
significantly change the project size.    
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Preliminary Takeaways

• More affordable units (15% units @ 80% AMI) can be carved out with a 
menu of incentives for small-scale developments:

Possible Menu of Incentives
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Waived Commercial Requirement and Permitting Fees

Density Bonus (1x) with the option to couple additional incentives 

Density Bonus (2x) 

• All incentives can also help small-scale development pencil out under 
the current IZ policy. 



Feasibility of Medium- to Large-Scale Development 
Prototype 2: 25 units w/ 3,500 sq ft 
Prototype 3: 60 units w/ 5,000 sq ft 



Findings

Most Attractive Incentives 

Waived Commercial Requirement 

Waived Commercial and Permitting Fees 

Density Bonus (1x) with the option to couple additional incentives 

Density Bonus (2x) 
47 Feasibility of Medium- and Large-Scale Development

• For medium-scale projects, most affordability options were feasible, with 
some incentives being more attractive than others.   

• For large-scale projects, all affordable options were feasible, with some 
incentives being more attractive than others.  



Waiving commercial requirements for market-rate developments 
that opt for more or deeper affordability is an attractive incentive.

Coupling it with waived permitting fees provides additional 
financial offsets to construction costs.

Preliminary Takeaways

Offering a density bonus for market-rate developments that opt for 
more or deeper affordability is an attractive incentive.

Coupling it with other incentives increases the potential margin 
of profitability, allowing for more or deeper affordable gains. 
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Lowering the floor and ceiling set for parking ratios allows for greater 
flexibility.
 

Coupling parking reduction with other incentives make the incentive more 
meaningful.

Preliminary Takeaways

Waiving permitting fees alone is not an attractive incentive, but it 
can be when coupled with other incentives. 

Auditing the permitting/approval process will help clarify the real time and 
cost to development. 
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Revisiting and recalibrating IZ policy and incentives periodically will be 
important to ensure policy reflects market conditions change. 



Detailed Assumptions: Market Rate 
Feasibly Analysis
Additional Appendix Materials



Density Bonus (1x)

Density Bonus (2x)

Incentives Tested for Market-Rate Analysis 
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8 additional affordable units 

17 additional affordable units

Prototype 2: 25 units



Density Bonus (1x)

Density Bonus (2x)

Incentives Tested for Market-Rate Analysis 
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12 additional affordable units 

24 additional affordable units

Prototype 3: 60 units



Findings – Small-scale Development
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Incentives Current IZ 
Policy More Units Deeper Affordability Even Deeper 

Affordability

Feasible + 
Attractive Possible Possible Not Feasible

Feasible Not Feasible Not Feasible Not Feasible

Feasible Not Feasible Not Feasible Not Feasible

Feasible + 
Attractive Feasible Possible Not Feasible

Feasible + 
Attractive Feasible + Attractive Feasible + 

Attractive
Feasible + 
Attractive

Waived Commercial 
Requirement 

Waived Permitting 
Fees

Reduced Parking 
Ratio



Findings – Medium-scale Development
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Incentives Current IZ Policy More Units Deeper Affordability Even Deeper 
Affordability

Feasible + 
Attractive

Feasible + 
Attractive

Feasible + 
Attractive Feasible

Feasible Possible Feasible Possible

Feasible Possible Possible Possible

Feasible + 
Attractive

Feasible + 
Attractive

Feasible + 
Attractive

Feasible + 
Attractive

Feasible + 
Attractive

Feasible + 
Attractive

Feasible + 
Attractive

Feasible + 
Attractive



Findings – Large-scale Development
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Incentives Current IZ Policy More Units Deeper Affordability Even Deeper 
Affordability

Feasible + 
Attractive Feasible Feasible Feasible

Feasible Feasible Feasible Feasible

Feasible Feasible Feasible Feasible

Feasible + 
Attractive

Feasible + 
Attractive

Feasible + 
Attractive

Feasible + 
Attractive

Feasible + 
Attractive

Feasible + 
Attractive

Feasible + 
Attractive

Feasible + 
Attractive



Market Rate Financial Feasibility Analysis
Method 2: Buy Down Model 



Overview – Buy-down model
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• Buy-down programs are an alternative way to achieve deeper or more affordability 
in an existing market rate project subject to IZ. 

• Instead of offering indirect incentives, a buy-down program involves a direct 
payment by the municipality to the developer.  

• The buy-down model is a tool to estimate how much subsidy a municipality 
would need to pay a developer to:
• Deepen the affordability of an existing affordable unit (e.g. 80% AMI to 60% AMI)

• Add a new affordable unit, by buying down a market rate unit to an affordable unit.



Overview – Buy-down model

• Buy-down programs are an alternative way to achieve deeper or more affordability 
in an existing market rate project subject to IZ. 

• Instead of offering indirect incentives, a buy-down program involves a direct 
payment by the municipality to the developer.  

• The buy-down model is a tool to estimate how much subsidy a municipality 
would need to pay a developer to:
• Deepen the affordability of an existing affordable unit (e.g. 80% AMI to 60% AMI)

• Add a new affordable unit, by buying down a market rate unit to an affordable unit.

Note: This is a preliminary analysis. More work would be needed to refine the results and 
explore program design and implementation in more detail.
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Methodology – Buy-down model

• Buy-down costs are expressed as a range based on three different methods to 
reflect the variability and complexity in how this cost is estimated. 

• Some similarities with methods for estimating in-lieu fee payments.

• Calculations are based on Prototype 3 and use many of the same assumptions.
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Methodology – Buy-down model

Method 1: 
Affordability Gap 

Fee = Difference 
between the fair market 
value and the value of the 
affordable unit (based on 
rents). 

Method 3: 
Development Cost

Fee = Difference between 
the total development cost 
and the value of the 
affordable units (based on 
rents).

Method 2: 
Revenue Loss

Fee = Difference in rental 
income over 20 years, plus 
cost of operating an 
affordable unit (annual 
income certification, 
selection lottery, etc.)

• Buy-down costs are expressed as a range based on three different methods to 
reflect the variability and complexity in how this cost is estimated. 

• Some similarities with methods for estimating in-lieu fee payments.

• Calculations are based on Prototype 3 and use many of the same assumptions.
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Findings

Fee needed to buy down… Approximate fee range 

Market rate unit to 60% AMI $373,000 to $448,000 per unit 

Market rate unit to 80% AMI $215,000 to $290,000 per unit

80% AMI unit to 60% AMI unit $158,000 per unit*

*The results are the same across the three methodologies for the 80% AMI to 60% AMI scenario because the difference in 
value between a 60% AMI unit and an 80% AMI unit is a constant value. 
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Preliminary Takeaways 

• Buy-down payments are a potentially viable incentive, especially for buying 
down deeper affordability from existing IZ units (e.g., 80% to 60% AMI), but 
would require greater subsidy from the municipality. 

• Further work is needed to assess developer interest and the specifics of 
program design and implementation. 

• Watertown may want to continue exploring a buy-down program as 
complementary to other proposed incentives.
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Affordable Housing Sources & Uses Model



Methodology – Sources & Uses Model 

• We use a simplified ‘source & uses model’ to represent project costs (uses) and 
revenues (sources) for a typical 100% affordable housing project that might be 
expected in Watertown.

• Whereas a pro forma model compares the impact of incentives on the profitability 
of different prototypes, the sources & uses model compares the impact of 
incentives by looking at the relative change in the funding gap.

Affordable Housing Sources & Uses Model64



Methodology – Sources & Uses Model 

• We use a simplified ‘source & uses model’ to represent project costs (uses) and 
revenues (sources) for a typical 100% affordable housing project that might be 
expected in Watertown.

• Whereas a pro forma model compares the impact of incentives on the profitability 
of different prototypes, the sources & uses model compares the impact of 
incentives by looking at the relative change in the funding gap.

Note: The sources & uses model is supplemented with interviews with affordable housing 
developers, which provide additional context that cannot be as easily quantified. 
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Methodology: What is a funding gap?  
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Note: Equity sources vary, but most 
often are federal and/or state tax 
credits, and/or the developer’s own 
equity. 
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Anything that helps close the funding 
gap is beneficial. For example, the 
funding gap can also be closed by 
reducing total development costs. 
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Prototypes – Sources & Uses Model 
Prototype = hypothetical developments representing what could be built in 
Watertown based on typical 100% affordable housing development trends. 

Note: Not site-specific, but based on aggregated data. 

Prototype A: 30 units @ 55% AMI with 2,000 sq ft of commercial space 

• 3 stories – wood frame construction

• 100% surface parking

Prototype B: 60 units @ 55% AMI with 3,500 sq ft of commercial space 

• 5 stories – 4 wood frame over 1 podium

• 50% surface parking, 50% podium parking 
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Baseline Development Costs & Funding Gap

$121,000 (21%) $121,000 (20%)

$480,000 (79%) $515,000 (80%)
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Prototype A
(30-unit, 3-story wood frame)

Prototype B
(60-unit, 5-story podium)

Baseline Per Unit Capital Stack

Estimated Funding Gap Per Unit

Total Permanent Debt Per Unit

TDC: $601,000/unit
TDC: $636,000/unit
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Incentives Tested for Affordable Analysis 

Waived Commercial Requirement 

Incentives that reduce construction costs: 

Reduced Parking Ratio (0.5 spaces/unit)
Reduced Parking Ratio (0.25 spaces/unit)

Waived Permitting Fees

Free publicly-owned land

Affordable Housing Sources & Uses Model74

*WSQ base is 0.5 space/unit 
and 0.25 space/unit is the 
current incentive.



Density Bonus (1x)

Density Bonus (2x)

Incentives Tested for Affordable Analysis 

Incentives that increase revenue: 

Prototype A: 30 to 45 units
Prototype B: 60 to 75 units 

Prototype A: N/A
Prototype B: 60 to 90 units

Density Bonus (1x) + Reduced Parking Ratio (0.25 spaces/unit)

Affordable Housing Sources & Uses Model75

*WSQ offers extra height



Incentives Prototype A Prototype B

Waived commercial requirement -6% -5%

Waived permitting fees -1% -1%

Reduced parking ratio (0.5)  -2% -3%

Reduced parking ratio (0.25) -3% -5%

Free publicly-owned land -19% -17%

Density bonus (1x) -6% ** -4% **

Density bonus (2x) n/a -7% **

Density bonus (1x) + Parking -9% ** -9% **

Findings

Percent Change in the Per Unit Funding Gap Relative to the Baseline 

Affordable Housing Sources & Uses Model76



Incentives Prototype A Prototype B

Waived commercial requirement -6% -5%

Waived permitting fees -1% -1%

Reduced parking ratio (0.5)  -2% -3%

Reduced parking ratio (0.25) -3% -5%
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Incentives Prototype A Prototype B

Waived commercial requirement -6% -5%

Waived permitting fees -1% -1%
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Reduced parking ratio (0.25) -3% -5%

Free publicly-owned land -19% -17%

Density bonus (1x) -6% ** -4% **

Density bonus (2x) n/a -7% **

Density bonus (1x) + Parking -9% ** -9% **

Findings

Percent Change in the Per Unit Funding Gap Relative to the Baseline 

Affordable Housing Sources & Uses Model78



Incentives Prototype A Prototype B
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Waived permitting fees -1% -1%

Reduced parking ratio (0.5)  -2% -3%

Reduced parking ratio (0.25) -3% -5%

Free publicly-owned land -19% -17%

Density bonus (1x) -6% ** -4% **
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Incentives Prototype A Prototype B

Waived commercial requirement -6% -5%

Waived permitting fees -1% -1%

Reduced parking ratio (0.5)  -2% -3%

Reduced parking ratio (0.25) -3% -5%

Free publicly-owned land -19% -17%

Density bonus (1x) -6% ** -4% **

Density bonus (2x) n/a -7% **

Density bonus (1x) + Parking -9% ** -9% **

Findings

Percent Change in the Per Unit Funding Gap Relative to the Baseline 

Although there is a 
reduction in the per 
unit funding gap, the 
total funding gap 
increases as the 
number of affordable 
unit increases.
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Incentives Prototype A Prototype B

Waived commercial requirement -6% -5%

Waived permitting fees -1% -1%

Reduced parking ratio (0.5)  -2% -3%

Reduced parking ratio (0.25) -3% -5%

Free publicly-owned land -19% -17%

Density bonus (1x) -6% ** -4% **

Density bonus (2x) n/a -7% **

Density bonus (1x) + Parking -9% ** -9% **

Findings

Percent Change in the Per Unit Funding Gap Relative to the Baseline 

While there are 
benefits to more 
efficient projects, an 
increase in the total 
funding gap means 
more funding 
sources are needed.
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Most impactful

Preliminary Takeaways

Somewhat impactful

Free publicly-owned land
Also supports affordable developers in other ways, e.g., having a patient 
land seller; reduced competition with market rate developers.

Waived commercial requirements
Affordable developers also noted this as an appealing incentive.

Affordable Housing Sources & Uses Model82



Preliminary Takeaways

Reduced parking minimums 
Provide greater flexibility, but impact varies based on the site and developer. 

Somewhat impactful, but varies

Affordable Housing Sources & Uses Model83

Density bonuses
Provide greater flexibility and help with economies of scale, but impact 
varies based on the site and developer. 

Less impactful

Waived permitting fees
Minimal impact if offered alone; couple with other incentives for more impact.



Most impactful

Other Considerations

Mechanisms that allow 100% multifamily affordable housing by-right
Discretionary review creates significant risk and uncertainty.

Local funding match
Key for most capital stacks and often impacts ability to secure tax credits. 

Impactful

Network of locally active affordable developers 

Staff capacity
Can help champion and shepherd projects through local review processes.

Affordable Housing Sources & Uses Model84

Informed by interviews with affordable 

housing developers



Submarket Analysis
High-level Takeaways
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Initial Findings

• City’s Median Rent: $2,357

• Small differences in median rent and median unit size by neighborhood

• There is little variation in market conditions by neighborhood, so no evidence of 
strong submarkets in Watertown.

• However, incentives tailored to neighborhood context may still make sense 
based on zoning allowances. 
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Market Level Synthesis - Residential
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Unit Type % of Housing Stock Average Sq Ft Median Rent

Studio 16% 626 sq ft $2,300

1-bedroom 46% 782 sq ft $2,800

2-bedroom 32% 1,089 sq ft $3,400

3-bedroom 6% 1,501 sq ft $3,900

Source: Costar, Zillow, MAPC Rental Listing Database
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Market Level Synthesis – Commercial 
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Type Market Rents per Sq Ft Average Sq Ft

Office $43.50 3080 sq ft

Retail $33.00 2960 sq ft

Source: Costar

*Pending Data Update – Numbers may change.

Vacancy Rate Range: 10%-15% 
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Submarket Analysis - Residential
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Source: Costar, Zillow

Pleasant Street Watertown Square Arsenal Street

Average Unit SF: 
960 sq ft

Average Rental Price: 
$3,300

Average Unit SF: 
800 sq ft

Average Rental Price: 
$3,000

Average Unit SF: 
940 sq ft

Average Rental Price: 
$3,500
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Map of Recent Developments by Submarket

90Source: Costar

Next Steps:

• Add Zoning Layer 
to Submarket Map
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Zoning Assessment
High-level Takeaways
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Purpose

• Understand use and dimensional regulations for residential 
development

• Identify potential constraints to housing production and 
potential areas where zoning relief may be considered as an 
incentive for providing affordability
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Zoning Assessment Framework

Geographic Areas

• Pleasant Street Corridor

• Arsenal Street Corridor

• Watertown Square

• Mt. Auburn Street Corridor/ 
Coolidge Square

We looked at

• Future uses and allowable uses

• Dimensional regulations

• Requested zoning relief from past 
development 

• Opportunities + Considerations 
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Spoiler alert!

Good news: Watertown’s existing zoning is quite good

Bad news: Fewer obvious or easy places to use zoning 
incentives to incentivize affordability
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Future Land Use (2023 Comp Plan)
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Future Land Use (2023 Comp Plan)
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Pleasant Street Corridor 
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High density residential

Residential mixed use

Office-industrial

Future land use Existing zoning

Pleasant Street Corridor

PSCD-1: Multifamily by SP
   Res. mixed-use by SP

PSCD-2: Multifamily not permitted
   Res mixed-use by SP

PSCD-3: Multifamily not permitted
   Res. mixed-use not permitted

R1.2:   Multifamily by SP
   Res. mixed-use not permitted

99

2023 Comp Plan Zoning Map
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Pleasant Street Corridor

100

Min. lot size 10,000 sq.ft.

Min. frontage n/a

Front build-to line 10-30’

Side setback 0’ or 18’*

Rear setback 18’*  

Open space 20%

Max. bldg. coverage 50% or 60% with SP

Max. height 55’/5 stories or 66’/6 stories with SP

Max. density 1,000sqft/unit (44 units/acre)

Max. FAR 1.0 / 2.0 with SP / 2.0 for mixed use

Res. parking minimums 0.75-2.0 spaces/unit

Retail/office parking min. 1 space per 350 sq.ft. (ground floor)

Dimensional Requirements

*Setbacks or reduced heights within 40’ of S-6 or T districts

Requested Zoning Relief

PSCD: Two projects
• Height (one)
• Parking (one)
• FAR (one)

Dec 16, 2025



Arsenal Street Corridor 
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Future land use Existing zoning

Arsenal Street Corridor

I-3: Multifamily by SP
Res. Mixed-use by SP

I-2: Multifamily not permitted
Res. Mixed-use not permitted

I-1: Multifamily not permitted
Res. Mixed-use not permitted

RMUD: Multifamily not permitted
Res. mixed-use by Master Plan SP102

2023 Comp Plan Zoning Map

Office-industrial

Regional mixed use

High-density residential

Commercial mixed use

Neighborhood commercial
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Industrial-3 RMUD

Min. lot size n/a 2 Acre Min.

Min. frontage 50’ 50’

Front build-to line 10-30’ 10-30’

Side setback 25’ 15’

Rear setback 30’ 20’

Max. bldg. coverage 50% 75%

Max. height 55’/5 stories* 55’/5 stories*

Max. density 800 sqft/unit n/a

Max. FAR 1.0 / 2.0 with SP 1.0 / 2.0 with SP

Open space 20% 20%

Res. parking min. 0.75-2.0/unit 0.75-2.0 /unit

Dimensional Requirements

Arsenal Street Corridor

103
*Additional setbacks or reduced heights abutting residential districts

Requested Zoning Relief

Industrial-3: Two projects
• FAR (one)
• Façade length (one)

RMUD: Two projects
• Height (two)
• Façade length (one)
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Watertown Square 
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Future land use Existing zoning

2023 Comp Plan Zoning Map

Watertown Square

105

WSQ mixed-use

Res. mixed-use

High density res.

Com. mixed-use

Office/Ind.

Neighborhood com. Dec 16, 2025



Existing zoning

Zoning Map

Watertown Square

TODO:   Multifamily by right
  Res. mixed-use by right

WSQ-3: Multifamily by SP
  Res. mixed-use by SP

WSQ-2: Multifamily by SP
  Res mixed-use by SP

WSQ-3: Multifamily by SP
  Res. mixed-use by SP

NMU:     Multifamily by SP
  Res mixed-use by SP

R .75:    Multifamily by SP
  Res mixed-use not permitted

I-3:  Multifamily by SP
  Res. mixed-use by SP

LB:  Multifamily by SP
  Res. mixed-use by SP
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Watertown Square

107

Dimensional Requirements
WSQ-3 WSQ-2 WSQ-1 NMU

Min. lot size n/a n/a n/a n/a

Min. frontage n/a n/a n/a n/a

Front setback 0’ 0’ 0’ 5’

Side setback 0’ or 10’ 0’ or 10’ 0’ or 10’ 0’ or 10’

Rear setback 10-20’ 10-20’ 10-15’ 10-15’

Max. bldg. coverage n/a n/a n/a n/a

Max. height (flat roof) 82’/5+ stories 66’/4+ stories 53’/3+ stories 38’/3 stories

Max. density n/a n/a n/a n/a

Max. FAR n/a n/a n/a n/a

Open space 5% 10-15% 15-20% 15-20%

Min. parking spaces 0.5/unit 0.5/unit 0.5/unit 0.5/unit Dec 16, 2025



Mt. Auburn Street Corridor / 
Coolidge Square 
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Neighborhood commercial

Residential mixed-use

Commercial mixed-use

High density residential

Office/industrial

Future land use Existing zoning

Mt. Auburn Street Corridor/Coolidge Square 

LB:   Multifamily by SP
  Res. mixed-use by SP

NB:   Multifamily by SP
   Res mixed-use not permitted

I-2:    Multifamily not permitted
   Res mixed-use not permitted

R.75: Multifamily by SP
    Res. mixed-use not permitted
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2023 Comp Plan Zoning Map
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Mt. Auburn Street Corridor/Coolidge Square 
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Dimensional Requirements
LB NB R.75 R1.2

Min. lot size n/a n/a 5,000 sq.ft 5,000 sq.ft

Min. frontage 40’ 50’ 50’ 50’

Front setback n/a n/a 15’ 15’

Side setback 0’ or 15’ 0’ or 10’ 20’ 25’

Rear setback 20’ 15’ 25’ 30’

Max. bldg. coverage 80% 50% 35% 50%

Max. height 40’/4 stories* 35’/2.5 stories* 35’ 45’

Max. density n/a n/a 1,500 sf./unit 1,000 sf./unit

Max. FAR 1.0 0.5 0.75 1.2

Open space 10% 10% 20% 20%

Min. parking spaces 0.75-2.0/unit 0.75-2.0/unit 0.75-2.0/unit 0.75-2.0/unit
*Additional setbacks or reduced heights abutting residential districts Dec 16, 2025



Potential Zoning Opportunities

Changes that could provide value in exchange for affordability/promote affordable development:

• By-right multifamily development in targeted zoning districts 

• Waive ground-floor commercial requirements 

• Increase in height and/or offer height bonus

• Increase FAR maximums and/or offer density bonus

• Reduce parking minimums

• Façade and set-back relief

This list will inform the incentives that will be tested in the next phase of research.
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Market-Rate Developer Interviews
High-level Takeaways
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Initial Findings 

• Generally, developers are going to include parking, but parking ratios vary by developer preference 
and project.

• Height and density bonuses are dependent on the proposed development and the type of 

developer.

• Land acquisition costs are high, with landowners holding out for the best price on density. Free or 
discounted land was seen as a valuable incentive. Property tax relief would provide a real financial 
offset. 

• Every developer noted that the permitting and approval process (informal + formal) took several 
years, which adds costs to the project, in addition to the cost of the permits.

• Zoning in WSQ districts was mentioned as positive changes.
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Affordable Developer Interviews
High-level Takeaways
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Initial Findings 

• Discretionary review process creates risk and uncertainty

• For affordable housing developers, having certainty about what is permitted is important. It is 
especially impactful when trying to attract ‘new players’ to your community 

• Cambridge AHO mentioned as an excellent model 

• Land acquisition is often a major impediment 

• Nonprofit developers struggle to compete with market rate developers. Having a patient seller (such as 
a municipality) is a big advantage while the developer goes through pre-development and financing.  

• Donated or discounted land can significantly reduce the funding gap, and is often considered a form 
of local funding match by EOHLC.

• Having a local funding match is essential, such as CPA or AHT funding
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Initial Findings 

• Other types of incentives help --  

• Waived ground-floor commercial requirement– seen as very impactful 

• Reduced parking requirement – seen as impactful, although developers noted that parking ratios 
would depend on site dimensions and location within Watertown. 

• Density/height bonus – flexibility is good, but not necessarily impactful for 100% affordable housing 

• Waived permitting fees – somewhat impactful, but tend to represent a low amount and can be counted 
towards LIHTC eligible basis 

• Property tax relief – seen as impactful   

• But in general, by-right approvals, land acquisition, and local funding were seen 
as more impactful issues relative to the incentives noted above. 

• Lack of affordable housing developers/CDCs in Watertown was also mentioned
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Zoning + Planning Board Focus Group 
High-level Takeaways
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Initial Findings 

When asked about the development approval process:

• Board members noted a quick (formal) approval process, in part due to the 
developer conference completed beforehand. 

• Developers noted the opposite, which means there may be a disconnect 
between what developers’ view as the formal approval process/timeline.

• Special Permits as a tool that gives boards more ability to balance development 
and community, allowing for more flexibility in granting development reliefs. 

• Believed more can be done with funding the Affordable Housing Trust to help 
with affordable housing development, such as better coordination between AHT 
and CPC. 
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Initial Findings 

When asked about the voluntary incentives:

• There was some hesitancy among participants with offering more voluntary 
incentives to developers without getting more units at deeper affordability. 

• Parking minimums were seen as a favorable offering,but noted the dilemma of 
having more cars on the street. 

• Property tax relief was a non-starter given the current political and economic 
climate, but offering other financial offsets, such as waiving building permit fees, 
was seen as more favorable. 
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Comparison Communities Research 
High-level Takeaways
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Purpose and approach

• Purpose: Analyze affordable housing incentive programs from relevant 
comparison communities to help inform Watertown’s policy decisions.

• Case study approach used to assess successes and challenges of different 
program designs  

• Step 1. Conducted a broad scan of existing voluntary incentive programs targeting deeper 
affordability in and outside of MA. 

• Step 2. Agreed to a list of seven comparison communities with Watertown staff.

• Step 3. Reviewed each program’s enabling ordinance in detail.   

• Step 4. Conducted 1:1 interviews with municipal staff* and collected data when possible.

*Interview with Cambridge city staff is still pending
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Context on voluntary incentive programs

• Voluntary incentive programs differ based on a number of criteria: 

• Fully voluntary vs. blended program type (mandatory IZ + additional voluntary incentives) 

• Type/menu of incentives offered 

• Affordability requirements 

• Project eligibility  

• Alternative forms of compliance 

• Program effectiveness depends on: 

• Market conditions

• How long the program has been active 

• Balance between the value of the incentives vs. affordability required in return 
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Selected Comparison Communities 
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Jurisdiction Program Name Program Type
Year 
Effective

Taunton, MA Inclusionary Housing  
Fully voluntary (Note: Taunton does 
not have a mandatory IZ policy)

1989

Cambridge, MA
100 Percent Affordable 
Housing Overlay (AHO)

Fully voluntary (Note: Cambridge 
has a separate IZ policy) 

2020

Denver, CO
Expanding Housing 
Affordability (EHA)

Blended mandatory / voluntary 2022

Minneapolis. MN Inclusionary Zoning Blended mandatory / voluntary 2019

Kirkland, WA
Affordable Housing 
Incentives Program

Blended mandatory / voluntary 2010

Salt Lake City, UT
Affordable Housing 
Incentives (AHI) 

Fully voluntary 2024

Iowa City, IA
Tax Exemption for Affordable 
Rental Housing

Fully voluntary 2019



Initial Findings from Interviews 

Overall findings:

• Voluntary incentives may not be effective at spurring additional affordable units 
if they do not offer benefits that are significantly more desirable for a developer 
than the no-incentive scenario.

• Market rate developers showed limited interest in pursuing deep affordability 
(<50% AMI) even when paired with voluntary incentives. 

• Denver, and to some degree Minneapolis and Kirkland, offer examples of 
blended programs that have had some success in generating additional 
affordability beyond their mandatory IZ program. 
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Initial Findings from Interviews

More about incentives: 

• Offering a menu of incentives and tiered affordability requirements was generally 
seen as an effective strategy, as it provides flexibility across different sites and 
developers. 

• Expediting the permitting process was often seen very positively by developers.

• Providing zoning-based incentives on a by-right basis (rather than discretionary 
basis) was seen very favorably because of the predictability it offers. 

• Height and density bonuses are a common zoning-based incentive, and are often 
tied to underlying zoning allowances.
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Initial Findings from Interviews

Other considerations for program implementation:

• Educating and building relationships with developers impacts program success, 
especially in the initial adjustment period after program implementation.

• Tracking program outcomes is key for ongoing program evaluation and 
recalibration. 
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Taunton, MA

Program Characteristics

• Fully voluntary program. Through special permit, a density bonus may be offered to residential projects that 
agree to provide one of the following affordability options: 

• Option 1: 10% of units donated to Taunton Housing Authority (THA) or other nonprofit

• Option 2: 15% of units purchased by THA and 15% sold or rented at < 50% AMI 

• Option 3: 100% of units sold or rented at <120% AMI, with at least 25% of units at < 80% AMI

• In-lieu fee payment (negotiated through the SP process, equal to construction costs) 

• Maximum allowable density with bonus = base density x 1.75 to 2.75

Outcomes

• Program has been used by 5-6 projects in the last decade, but all projects opted for the in-lieu fee payment. 

Generated $2.8 million (about $510,000 per project).

• Average density bonus offered was 2.0 

• Lack of data and tracking; generally seen as a helpful tool but not very impactful 
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Cambridge, MA
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Program Characteristics

• Fully voluntary program for projects with 100% units <100% of AMI, and at least 50% of units <80% of AMI. 

• Applies in all zoning districts except for Open Space districts. 

• Incentives offered: 

• No special permit approval required. There is still a requirement to conduct at least 2 community meetings and 
participate in a non-binding design consultation with the Planning Board. 

• Height, density, and parking zoning relief offered by-right. Most notably, up to 12 stories in AHO corridors and up to 
15 stories in AHO squares. 

Outcomes

• Based on data available online, the program has been frequently used : 9 projects have completed the AHO 

process (750 units) and 7 projects are underway. 

• Average affordable housing production has increased from 40-60 units/year prior to 2020, and closer to 

150 units/year in the 2020-2025 period.

• Still pending an interview with Cambridge staff. 



Denver, CO
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Program Characteristics

• Blended program: Mandatory IZ policy with baseline incentives and affordability requirements, and 
enhanced incentives for enhanced affordability requirements. 

• Baseline affordability vs. enhanced affordability: Varies between Typical vs. High Market areas; generally, 
between 8-15% of units at 60-70% AMI for rental, with enhanced requirements increasing the set-aside 
requirements by 2-3 percentage points. 

• Baseline incentives: Building permit fee reduction; waiver of commercial linkage fee for ground-floor 
commercial space; parking reduction between 0.25 to 0.75 parking spaces per unit

• Enhanced incentives: By-right height increases (varies by zoning); by-right FAR increase in Downtown; no 
minimum parking. Expedited review was supposed to be offered, but it has been oversubscribed. 

Outcomes

• Successful at generating more affordability – 16 out of 58 market-rate projects subject to IZ opted for 

enhanced affordability. 

• Setting the in-lieu fee rather successfully encouraged on-site provision of units. 



Minneapolis, MN
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Program Characteristics

• Blended program: Mandatory IZ policy with baseline incentives and affordability requirements; enhanced 
incentives for enhanced affordability requirements. 

• Baseline affordability: 8% of units at <60% AMI OR 4% of units at <30% AMI for min 20 years  

• Enhanced affordability: 20% of units at <50% AMI for min 30 years 

• Baseline incentives: Modest height and FAR bonus. 

• Enhanced incentives: City Revenue Loss Offset Program, a form of Tax Increment financing; greater 
height and FAR bonuses 

Outcomes

• 21 out of 26 projects opted for building units on-site. Of these 21 projects, 19 opted for 8% of units at 

60% AMI. Although only one project opted for 20% of units at <50% AMI, staff believe that education 

about the specifics of the TIF program will help generate more interest in this option. 

• Great example of ongoing tracking and recalibration of program requirements over time. 



Kirkland, WA
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Program Characteristics

• Blended program: Mandatory IZ policy with baseline incentives and affordability requirements; enhanced 
incentives for enhanced affordability requirements. 

• Baseline affordability: 10% of units at <50% AMI ; Enhanced affordability: Not clearly defined. 

• Baseline incentives: 8-year multifamily tax exemption (MFTE); exemption from certain permitting fees and 
school impact fees; modest height/density bonus options and other zoning relief.  

• Enhanced incentives: 12-year (instead of 8-year) multifamily tax exemption (MFTE); exemption from 
traffic impact fees and park impact fees; additional relief on zoning standards on a discretionary basis. 

• “Pioneer provision”– requirements increase over time in TOD districts to encourage new development.

Outcomes

• Estimated 4 out of 40 projects opted for the enhanced affordability option (generating about 150 

affordable units, including one 100% affordable project). The remaining 36 projects generated about 310 

affordable units.  



Salt Lake City, UT
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Program Characteristics

• Fully voluntary program, as mandatory IZ is illegal in UT. 

• Complex program, with affordability requirements and incentives varying by zoning district (Type A, B, C)

• Menu of incentives, primarily height bonus, reduced parking, and expedited review 

• Menu of affordability requirements, ranging across AMI levels, set-asides, and unit sizes 

• Note: The program also applies in SF/two-family density residential areas, with incentives primarily in the 
form of allowable housing types, and relied from certain parking, yard, and density requirements. 

Outcomes

• Newer program; market conditions also made the program start-up slow. 

• 6 out of the 7 MF projects that have utilized the program so far have been 100% affordable. They might 

have moved forward anyway, but this still represents a benefit for them. Most popular requests were for 

additional height (5) and for expedited administrative review process (2). 

• A few projects in Salt Lake City’s SF zones have also utilized the incentives (2 for-sale, 5 rental) 



Iowa City, IA
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Program Characteristics

• Three different programs – all of which are fully voluntary since mandatory IZ is illegal in IA 

• Tax Exemption for Rental Housing: 15% of units at <40% AMI, in exchange for a 10-year, 40% property tax 
exemption 

• Riverfront Crossing Upzoning: In the Riverfront Crossing area only, projects must provide 10% of units at <60% 
AMI rental, or <110% AMI for-sale, in exchange for upzoning request, with most rezoning requests allowed up to 
max height of 6-8 stories. In-lieu fee option allowed. 

• TIF: In urban renewal areas only, projects can get TIF benefits (financial incentives) if they provide 15% of units at 
<60% AMI

Outcomes

• The Tax Exemption for Rental Housing has not had use since its implementation in 2019. Staff suspect 

this is due to the lower AMI targeted by this program, and the fact that the property tax exemption did not 

sufficiently offset this level of affordability. 

• Riverfront Crossings and TIF programs have both been used, which staff suspect may be due to the 

higher AMI level. Approximately 13 projects have used the Riverfront Upzoning, and 5 have used TIF, 

although about one thirds of projects have opted for in-lieu payments. 
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