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Madalyn Letellier

From: Meredith Porter <
Sent: Thursday, April 9, 2026 1:52 PM
To: Public Comments
Subject: Affordable Housing Overlay Amendment (ID #26-0204)
Attachments: Land Use - 2026-04-2 AH Overlay Amendment (with 26-0204).pdf; Land Use - 

2026-04-02 AH Overlay Presentation (with 26-0204).pdf

To whom it may concern: 
 
Regarding the proposed Affordable Housing Overlay Amendment (ID #26-0204) which is on the 
agenda for consideration again at the April 16 joint hearing of the Land Use Committee and Planning 
Board, PPZ Director Bartman presented revised versions of the amendment and of the comparison 
table in his presentation to the April 2 meeting of the Land Use Committee, and those are attached. 
The comments below outline a few corrections to those which I believe are needed. Perhaps these 
corrections will be reflected in the presentation at the April 16 hearing. In any case, I am submitting 
these corrections to ensure that they are considered. 
 
Note that the elimination of Parking Setbacks reflected in the revised amendment (but not yet in the 
comparison table, as noted below) would address the concern which Connor Ring of Just A Start 
expressed in his written comment of April 2. 
 
Best regards, 
Meredith Porter 

 
Somerville, MA 02144 
 

From: "Meredith Porter"  
To: "Daniel Bartman" < ,  
Cc: "Mayor Jake Wilson" < >, "Ben Ewen-Campen" 

, "Jesse Clingan" , "Lance Davis" 
 "Matthew McLaughlin" , "Naima Sait" 

 
 AM 

Subject: Affordable Housing Overlay Amendment - thanks; a few more updates needed 
 
Dear PPZ Director Bartman and members of the Planning staff, 
 
Thanks for your updates regarding the Affordable Housing Overlay Amendment (ID #26-0204) that 
Director Bartmen presented to the Land Use Committee at their April 2 meeting. These are very 
helpful in clarifying the proposed changes. 
 
I noticed just a few errors in the latest versions of the amendment and of the comparison table (Table 
8.1.6 - Compared to Existing) which were presented at that meeting (as attached), which I am writing 
to call to your attention. Here they are: 
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1) The Revised AH Overlay values for Green Score shown in the comparison table do not match 
those in the latest version of the amendment that was presented. Judging from what Director Bartman 
stated at the April 2 Land Use Committee meeting, the values in the amendment should be updated 
from the current 0.20 Minimum and 0.25 Ideal to the 0.25 Minimum and 0.30 Ideal indicated in the 
comparison table. With this change, the values would agree with those in the Revised AH Overlay 
column of the comparison table, and the notations in red of "(+0.05)" there would make sense, and 
would be consistent with this statement from Director Bartman at the meeting: "So you can see we 
pulled forward the 100% lot coverage from the MR6 zoning district and decreased the open space 
requirement; maximizes the amount of building footprint, and in doing that we actually kept the Green 
Score score requirements from the MR3 and 4 districts, which is higher than in MR6, so you're 
decreasing the space available but trying to up the quality requirement 'cause we knew we're 
impacting the green score." 
 
Thank you very much for this improvement to the Green Score requirements relative to the previous 
version. 
 
2) Parking setbacks (both Primary Front and Secondary Front) have been removed from the latest 
version of the amendment. Thus, the comparison table should show "None" (in black) for these in the 
Revised AH Overlay column rather than the current "30 ft" in green. 
 
3) For Side Setback (min), the amendment currently specifies values for "Lot Width < 100 ft" and "Lot 
Depth > 100 ft." The "Lot Depth" here should clearly be "Lot Width." Furthermore, one of these should 
read either "<= 100 ft" or ">=100 ft." Otherwise, the case where a lot is exactly 100 ft wide is not 
covered. 
 
4) For Rear Setback (min), the amendment currently specifies values for "Lot Depth < 100 ft" and "Lot 
Depth > 100 ft." One of these should read either "<= 100 ft" or ">=100 ft." Otherwise, the case where 
a lot is exactly 100 ft deep is not covered. 
 
Thanks in advance for your attention to these issues, and thanks for all your efforts. 
 
Best regards, 
Meredith Porter 
 



















Thank you!












