
 

 
Memorandum 

To: Amanda Chiancola, Planner, City of Salem 

From: 
Karina Milchman, Chief of Housing + 
Neighborhood Development, MAPC 

On: February 18, 2019 

Re: 
Salem Inclusionary Zoning + Engagement 
Advisory Committee and Pop-Up, 02-13-2019 

 

On February 13th, 2019, the MAPC project team (Karina Milchman, Alexis Smith, Alex 
Koppelman, and Francis Goyes) facilitated two events as part of the Salem Inclusionary Zoning + 
Engagement project: The third Advisory Committee (AC) meeting in the morning and a pop-up 
event for the public in the evening.  This memo summarizes discussion at the first meeting and 
events at the second. 

 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 

AC Members in Attendance 
 

 John Boris, Salem Housing Authority 
 Jen Lynch, League of Women Voters 
 Councilor Christine Madore, Ward 2 City Council 
 Councilor Domingo Dominguez, City Council 
 Mickey Northcutt, Salem AHT and NSCDC 
 Patricia Zaido, Co-chair of the Salem for All Ages taskforce  
 David Pablich, developer 
 Andrew DeFranza, Harborlight Community Partners 

Additional Participants 
 

 Mayor Kim Driscoll, City of Salem 
 Amanda Chiancola, City of Salem 
 Tom Daniel, City of Salem 

 



Workshop Debrief 
 

MAPC gave a brief summary of the January 30th housing workshop (see Workshop Memo for a full 
summary) and shared the flipbook of housing concerns and responses used to prompt discussion 
at that event. The AC appreciated the flipbook and is interested in having copies at the March 5th 
forum if the timing to translate and print the material works. It was flagged that the number of 
recently-built Affordable Housing units listed in the flipbooks needs to be reviewed for accuracy. 
Some workshop attendees are already using the flipbook information to speak up online and at 
public events. 

Inclusionary Zoning Recommendations 
 

MAPC led a discussion of inclusionary zoning recommendations for Salem. Recommendations 
(italics) and AC comments (bullet points) are listed below. 

 Voluntary or Mandatory: Inclusionary zoning should be mandatory rather than voluntary 
o Consensus was reached that the policy would be mandatory 

 

 Geography: The inclusionary policy should apply citywide 
o Consensus was reached that the policy would be citywide 

 

 Project Size: Projects with 6 units or more should be subject to Salem’s inclusionary policy 
o It was suggested that smaller developments, potentially only smaller luxury projects, 

should make a payment to the Affordable Housing Trust Fund, but determined 
that this would not be financially feasible 

o Consensus was reached that the policy would apply to projects with 6 units or more 
 

 Affordability: 10% of units should be set aside as Affordable to 60% AMI ($64,680 for a four-

person household) for rental units and 80% AMI ($81,100 for a four-person household) for 
ownership units 

o Consensus was reached on this set-aside 
o It was suggested that there should be an awareness campaign to explain that a 10% 

set aside for households earning 60% AMI is a big win, and that inclusionary 
zoning is only one of the many tools to create more Affordable Housing 

o The idea of requiring a greater percentage of Affordable units from larger scale 
developments was raised, but it was determined that the economies of scale do not 
impact financial feasibility after development reaches a certain scale 

 

 Location: Inclusionary units should be provided on-site; units may be provided off-site only with 

approval of the Planning Board 



o There was some push back to the idea of off-site units, an option perceived to be 
exclusive, to encourage poorer unit quality, and to perpetuate existing segregation 
in the city; the concerns that off-site units could be provided through 
redevelopment of existing units and therefore not result in more overall units was 
also raised 

o Some suggested developers should offer deeper levels of affordability, more units, 
or other assets in exchange for providing units off site 

o It was agreed that off-site units will not be permitted 
 

 Payment In-Lieu of Units: In-lieu payments should not be permitted (with the exception of 

fractional units and the possible exception of ownership units) 
o There is consensus around this recommendation 

 

 Incentives: Offer expedited permitting, a density bonus of 25%, and a reduced parking ratio of 1 

space per unit (current requirement is 1.0 - 1.5 spaces per unit) for developments within walking 
distance of the commuter rail station, all by right 

o General agreement on incentives 
o The density bonus incentive should include height and setback relief to ensure the 

additional density can be utilized 
o The group recommended that the parking reduction be available to projects 

citywide when transportation demand management measures are utilized 
o It was suggested that even lower parking for projects near transit, perhaps with 

transportation demand management, should be an option, but general agreement 
is that 1 space per unit should be the minimum  
 

 Design Standards: Inclusionary units must be externally indistinguishable from market-rate units, 

but may have differences in size (up to 15% difference) and finishes (must still be good quality) within 
defined parameters 

o General agreement on requirements 
o It was discussed how to enforce requirements; there was support for the idea that 

planning staff should oversee 
o It was suggested that developers must provide specs 

 

 Fractional Units: When the required inclusionary percentage results in a fraction of a unit, the 

developer must pay a fee proportional to the required fraction 
o There is consensus around this recommendation 
o A formula for calculating fractional payments must be sensitive to Salem’s context 

and goals 



o Payments should go to the Affordable Housing Trust Fund; payments should be 
earmarked to support oversight of ownership units and to expand homeownership 
opportunities through down payment assistance and other programs 
 

 Affordability Length: Inclusionary units should be affordable in perpetuity (99 years) 
o General agreement on this requirement 

 

Public Forum 
 

The AC meeting concluded with a brief update on the proposed format and agenda for the 
upcoming public forum on March 5th, 2019, at 7 PM, which is summarized here: 

1. Open House (20 min) 
a. Sign in, take handouts, review posters and other materials 

2. Mayor Driscoll’s Welcome (10 min) 
a. Salem’s housing goals and efforts/tools to expand housing opportunity 

3. Inclusionary Zoning presentation (25 min) 
a. Building on past planning processes, process to date, goals and trade-offs, 

recommendations 
4. Small Group Discussion (50 min) 

a. Review, comment on, and ask questions about each recommendation 

Suggestions from the AC included: 

 Provide context for the housing crisis, including that addressing it requires many more 
tools than inclusionary zoning alone. 

 Ask the public what other housing tools they think the City should pursue. Tools can 
include leveraging publicly-owned land, micro-units, infill housing, accessory dwelling 
units, and rental housing subsidies. 

 Include a report-out following the small group discussions. 

 Provide key housing terms and definitions for attendees; avoid jargon; state dollar amounts 
instead of Area Median Income percentages and include salaries of different occupations. 

 Ensure that materials are easy to understand. 

 

SALEM MEET & EAT POP-UP EVENT 

MAPC project team members and City staff attended the Salem Meet & Eat, held at the 
Saltonstall School cafeteria from 5:30PM – 7:00PM, to promote the upcoming forum and increase 
awareness of and answer questions on new City housing initiatives. In addition, project team 



members aimed to build support for expanded housing opportunity in Salem. Approximately 60 
community members were present.  

As attendees ate and talked, MAPC staff shared with attendees various engagement materials on 
Salem housing need and tools, as well as flyers for the upcoming forum. About 20 community 
members also wrote letters in support of housing to their City Councillors; these will be shared 
with the Councillors by City staff. Overall, community members were supportive of the City’s 
housing initiatives, and agreed that there is need for more Affordable Housing in Salem. 


