
 

staff contact Lara Kritzer, Community Preservation Program Manager 

email lkritzer@newtonma.gov,  phone 617-796-1144 
 

7          p5          

 

______________________________________________________________ 

Newton Affordable Housing Trust 

APPROVED MINUTES 

April 10, 2023   
 

The hybrid meeting was held on Wednesday, April 10, 2023, beginning at 4:04 PM. Newton 
Affordable Housing Trust (NAHT) members Tamirirashe Gambiza, Ann Houston, Peter Sargent and 
Judy Weber were present in Room 204 and City Councilor Alicia Bowman and Jason Korb attended 
virtually. Trustee Mayor Ruthanne Fuller was not present for this meeting. 
 
Staff present in Room 204 included Planning and Development Director Barney Heath and 
Community Preservation Program Manager Lara Kritzer. Director of Housing and Community 
Development Amanda Berman and Housing Development Planner Allison McIntyre also attended 
virtually. Ms. Kritzer served as recorder.  Ms. Houston opened the meeting and Trustees and staff 
introduced themselves at this time. 
 
Status update on the City’s Existing Housing Projects and Initiatives 
 
Members had received an updated spreadsheet showing the City’s existing housing projects and 
initiates. It was noted that list had been used to compare the funding to new construction versus 
rehabilitation  and that it would take additional work to sort through this list for more general use. 
Staff also presented a second list of possible or potential projects that could come in in the future for 
Trust funding.  Ms. Houston added that she could think of two potential projects and one additional 
project to include. She anticipated that if Beacon Communities and the owners of the Dunston East 
Development reached an agreement that they could expect Beacon Communities to request some 
level of support from the Trust.  She asked if the Dudley Road property was still a potential project as 
well. Mr. Heath answered that there were no set plans yet for that property but that it could be 
appropriate for the Trustees to keep it in mind as a potential project in the future. Ms. Houston 
agreed that it might not be ready to be added to the chart but was good to keep in mind. She stated 
that she could imagine the sort of arrangement where Beacon Communities might purchase a portion 
of Dunstan East or partner with its developer to complete a 100% affordable building. She also 
thought this could be a possibility for other stalled projects.   
 
Trustees were asked if they knew of any other potential projects. Ms. Weber stated that she is on the 
boards of both the Newton Housing Authority (NHA) and the Newton Community Development 
Foundation (NCDF) and noted that both were completing strategic plans and considering their 
development goals. She thought that both could be interested in collaborating with other developers 
on a future project. She suggested that it might be worth reaching out to Metro West Community 
Development or other affordable housing developers as well  to see what might have in their 
pipeline. 
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Ms. Houston asked if Trustees would like to ask developers to come in and meet with the Trust when 
they are first considering a project or are early on in a project.  Ms. Weber noted that  
four of the CANDO properties acquired by the NHA were located on Cambria Street near the 
Waltham line and that the NHA had considered the possibly of buying the building in between their 
existing units. She explained that the sellers had been interested but had conditions so the project 
was not moving forward. However, this had gotten the NHA to think about how they might move 
forward with developing new housing in the future. Ms. Weber wondered what other organizations 
might also be likely candidates for funding.   
 
Mr. Gambiza noted that if the Trust knew that list ahead of time, it would give them time to do some 
due diligence on the projects and to be ready to act quickly.  Ms. Weber thought that the availability 
of that information would depend on the type of candidates and projects that might be out there.  
Ms. Houston asked if anyone knew of any other potential acquisition projects that the Trust may 
want to keep in mind. Mr. Korb suggested that they speak with Josephine McNeil about this question.  
He stated that he did not know anything definite but that there were a couple of properties out there 
that might be potential projects. For example, there was a possibility of a 15 unit project on River 
Street. He noted that Newton lacked housing for very low income people and had thought that  this 
would be the type of project that would be coming in.  He also noted that they could see smaller 
projects targeted for very low income households. 
 
Ms. Houston noted that Heywood House was not included on the potential project list but had been 
discussed at the last meeting. Staff explained that other funding sources had been found to fill in a 
gap in the contingency funding for the project. However, a portion of the project had recently had a 
sprinkler problem which had caused significant damage. NHA was still looking into the extent of the 
damage and repair costs but this was anticipated to be covered by the contractor and insurance for 
the project.  
  
Discussion of Trust’s Priorities for the type of projects to be funded, including whether the Trust 
will fund pre-development proposals 
 
Ms. Houston stated that this topic had been added to the agenda after being raised at previous 
meetings. Ms. Kritzer and Mr. Heath both noted that the Trust had previously discussed funding 
housing preservation versus funding housing production, but that the City did not want to lose one in 
favor of the other.  Mr. Heath stated that Newton’s existing units were very important to the City and 
that they often didn’t have other places to go to for funding when there were new requirements 
needed to be met. In the past, the CPA program had served this need along with CDBG funding, 
which was the best option when it could be used but, many projects could not meet its requirements. 
Mr. Heath noted that the NHA was now using CDBG funds to rehabilitate units work which was a 
great solution but that the City would also have projects in the future that do not meet those 
requirements. 
 
Ms. Houston noted that having state resources available to proceed was a key piece to a project 
which was not usually available if the project was not already ready to move forward.  She thought 
that they needed to balance their use of funds with existing timelines and the need to get the 
available funding spent.  Mr. Heath thought that they would still want to be able to spend some 
funding on preservation and rehabilitation in the future. Ms. Houston suggested that the Trust could 
signal the types of priorities that they would like to encourage without prohibiting applications for 
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other types of projects. She noted that the Trust did not exist separate from the other areas of the 
City and that they needed to work in concert with other City factors that might need to use their 
resources. 
 
Discussion turned to the type of development that the Trust wanted to encourage. Trustees 
discussed whether they wanted to encourage pre-development projects, completed fleshed out 
plans, or mid-construction work.  It was suggested that pre-development projects could come in on 
specific types of projects.  Trustees also discussed whether to fund rental versus ownership projects 
and agreed to fucus on rental housing due to the cost of new housing.  The population to be served, 
whether to focus on production or preservation, and the potential funding of projects in construction 
were discussed. It was also asked whether these were the right categories to consider at this time.    
 
Mr. Sargent asked what income levels the Trust might want to look at more seriously. Some Trustees 
felt that this was a fluid factor.  It was noted that the Trust currently did not have a lot of money and 
that while Trustees did not want to discourage anyone from requesting funding, they also wanted to 
signal that there was not a lot to work with at the moment. Newton had recently had a robust period 
of affordable housing development with a lot of work underway at the same time but right now 
things were wide open. Most currently proposed projects  were still looking way into the future. It 
was suggested that when there is a larger development property available, any plans for it should be 
taken competitively and seriously when they were ready for consideration. 
 
Ms. Houston thought that the Trust should also address project size. She thought that there was a 
tendency in the past to spend more money per unit on smaller projects. Ms. Weber stated that she 
was not as sure about this and thought that the actual numbers varied widely.  She thought that less 
funding was spent on existing structures than on new construction but Ms. Houston was not sure that 
was always true either.  Ms. Weber stated that was important to know what has been done so far 
and to consider the costs of new versus existing construction. She also noted that total unit numbers 
were higher on newer projects as well.  Ms. Houston noted that there were several different 
approaches to these decisions being suggested as Ms. Weber was saying that the Trust needed more 
data to make these determinations while Mr. Sargent was saying that they could just discuss what 
they would like to see done.  Ms. Houston asked if there was also an income tier that the Trust would 
like to focus on.  Mr. Sargent stated that he would like to see deeper levels of affordability in funded 
developments. He did not want to just see 20 units at 80% AMI but a blend of resources used to bring 
down the affordability levels to 50% or 60% AMI.   He added that he thought 30% AMI was difficult to 
reach.  Ms. Houston thought that the lower levels of affordability were the most critical for them to 
reach but also thought that the projects would need to include operating subsidies to be successful. 
 
Ms. Weber suggested that the Trust focus on identifying criteria for future projects and that this 
could be done in coordination with the other City housing groups.  Ms. Houston stated that she 
would like to meet with the other housing groups but that this had been hard to schedule and she 
wanted to go ahead and gain a sense of where they should start.  Mr. Sargent thought that it was 
hard enough to get one group together and that multiple groups could take awhile to coordinate.  
Ms. Houston polled the group on their priorities at this time. Trustees agreed that deeper 
affordability was a priority, specifically 60% AMI households and below with a significant number 
preferring very low income affordability when possible. Ms. Weber stated that she thought about this 
issue differently. She noted that the Community Preservation Committee (CPC) accepted applications 
for any type of project and worked from that starting point to shape the project.    



Newton Affordable Housing Trust   
Approved Minutes for April 10, 2023 

4 
 

Mr. Gambiza noted that at the last meeting, Trustees had discussed asking the community what they 
needed or should be done. He asked if the Trust was going to consider working with non-profits 
within the City or with more established developers with experience that are doing larger scale 
projects.  Ms. Houston thought that the Trust should keep their options open but also raised the 
questions of whether to focus on new development or the preservation of what the City already has. 
She asked if the Trust wanted to encourage one over the other. Mr. Gambiza stated that he wanted 
to see both but that he also did not want to see production be as flat as it is now. He suggested that 
they could achieve both goals by prorating funds. He asked how much it had historically cost to 
maintain existing units and thought that once they had that percentage, then the remaining funding 
could be set aside for production.    
 
Mr. Heath stated that he was not sure whether they could come up with that number but thought 
that it was a great idea to consider reserving some portion of the funding for each use. Ms. Houston 
agreed with that idea and noted that in the last ten years, 41% of the CPA housing funds had been 
used to preserve or rehabilitate existing units.  She continued that 31% of funds had been used for 
new senior housing and 18% for new family housing and thought that this gave a good sense of how 
the programs had been funded in the past.  She asked if the Trustees would be comfortable 
recommending that they allocate 40% on average over time to new production projects and to invest 
in the City’s existing portfolio with the remaining funds.  Mr. Sargent thought that income level 
should be part of this discussion. He noted that the West Newton Armory project had helped to show 
what the City is looking for after funding two large senior housing projects.  Ms. Houston noted that 
family housing was important and knew that many people in the community would like to see more 
of it coming in the future.  Ms. Weber suggested that they divide up the funding between new and 
existing unit projects and types of occupancy. She noted that they could also already see that over 
the last ten years the City has spent more on existing units than new ones.  She stated that they have 
this information on what has been done and asked whether it was a  good roadmap for the future or 
a sign that it was time to change their funding focus to another direction. 
 
Mr. Korb stated that he had found it hard to pick up on full discussion being on zoom but that it was 
his opinion that family housing was especially important right now. He noted that a lot of senior 
affordable housing has been built in the City and having looked at all of the tax credit deals going to 
senior housing, he would love to see the Trust focus on funding family housing across the income 
spectrum. As a Newton resident, he wanted to see more diversity in his kids’ classrooms and in the 
overall community.  He thought that looking at the past was helpful but he also wanted to look at 
where they want to go in future and agreed that housing for lower income levels was also very 
important. Mr. Korb added that this was an important moment in the economy right now as well. 
 
Councilor Bowman wanted to encourage more deeply affordable family housing. She stated that 
what was generating affordable housing in the City today was only going so far and noted that 
Inclusionary Zoning funding was limited and only went to 65% AMI while the City’s other requirement 
programs remained at 80% AMI.  She was beginning to hear developers talk about the difficulties of 
working in Newton if they had to meet all these requirements and get special permits and was 
concerned that these smaller projects would be lost. She was very interested in the idea of Beacon 
Communities taking a piece of a previously approved project and was wondering how else they could 
encourage more deeply affordable units. 
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Ms. Houston noted that Mr. Korb was clearly focusing on developments with 30% AMI, 50% AMI and 
60% AMI affordability and that Councilor Bowman was interested in more deeply affordably units 
between 30% AMI and 50% AMI. She stated that she had gone back over the Trust’s guidelines which 
referenced extremely low, very low and low but didn’t give specific definitions.  Ms. Houston noted 
that low income for HUD was 80% AMI but was 60% AMI for tax credits and 65% AMI for the HOME 
program. She noted that CDBG funding was also different and thought that it would be useful to 
know which definition the Trust was using when they referenced these terms. 
 
Mr. Gambiza thought that they had chosen to use the terms to try to avoid using a specific number 
and to instead have the type of funding define the terms. He thought that this would allow more 
flexibility in reviewing projects in the future.  Mr. Heath noted that any project that was 100% 
affordable was probably also using tax credits but might also have some inclusionary zoning funding 
and could have a mix of 80% AMI and 50%  AMI units that created an average of 65% AMI for the 
project.  Mr. Gambiza suggested that they add an addendum to the guidelines to define the 
affordability terms  
  
Ms. Houston suggested that the Trust could describe what they would like to see in a future 
application. Mr. Sargent thought that at this point in time the Trust did not want to discourage 
anyone from coming in and suggested that the examples that came in for funding be the guide for 
future priorities. Ms. Weber agreed and noted that the Trust wanted to work as a bank and not a 
regulator. Mr. Sargent thought that to Mr. Korb’s point, the City was in a very different construction 
environment now than in the recent past and they could not be sure what might be coming in in the 
future. 
  
Ms. Houston thought that the Trust needed to  have some sense of what they wanted to accomplish 
or would never get there. It was suggested that the Trustees needed an analysis of what has been 
done in Newton and what the unmet need was to better understand where the priorities should be.  
Ms. Houston stated that she understood from Josephine McNeil that the City has a deep unmet need 
for deeply affordable housing.  Ms. McNeil spoke up to suggest that Trustees focus on where the 
need was and stated that the City had just had a needs assessment which stated that there was a 
need for family housing and housing for extremely low and very low income households. She thought 
that this was where focus was needed and lacking.  Councilor Bowman agreed with Mr. Korb’s  point 
that Newton was more diverse now than in the past but felt that the missing element for diversity 
was income level.  She thought that there were now more higher income residents of color in 
Newton but that if a household did not have a lot of money they could not move into this community.  
She agreed that housing for lower and extremely low income housing was important. 
 
Ms. Houston asked how the Trust could work to encourage certain types of development.  She 
thought that there could be advantages to having all of the housing groups come together to speak 
on this. Mr. Sargent thought that the Village Center Overlay District could be an interesting and 
important new element and could encourage new types of housing in the future.  Ms. Houston stated 
that she was ready to move on from the is topic but wanted to stay in touch with this situation. She 
agreed that the worsening economy could be an opportune time to promote new affordable housing. 
She suggested that they come back to the next meeting with new steps on this issue. 
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Review Application process and establish deadlines 
 
Ms. Houston noted that they had previously reviewed the application process but had not established 
a deadline for when applications must be submitted. They were now anticipating future applications 
and the deadline for applications had become a critical question.  Ms. Houston noted that during the 
Trust’s previous conversations two to three weeks had been considered sufficient time to review an 
application. Mr. Sargent felt that the Trust should follow the CPC’s standards for applications which 
used a three week review period.  Mr. Sargent moved that the Trust adopt a three week deadline for 
new applications to be reviewed before being heard at the next available public meeting. Ms. Weber 
seconded the motion. 
  
Mr. Korb suggested that if an application was submitted with less than three weeks before the next 
available meeting, it could still be accepted if there was a good reason for the shorter time frame. Ms. 
Berman stated that she was also thinking along these lines as the Trust was a different animal from 
the CPC and there was a desire to have Trust funds move faster using a more streamlined process 
when possible. She thought the Trust was meant to move more quickly but appreciated that they also 
needed to have time to review the materials. It was noted that this could be true for acquisition 
projects and Trustees discussed how additional time might or might not benefit specific projects.    
 
Ms. Houston asked if the deadline should change for pre-development or acquisition projects and 
whether they might want to have a shorter time period available only for production projects that are 
meeting the Trust’s desired affordability. She suggested for some types of projects, the Trust could 
have a separate timeline for a more expedited process. Mr. Gambiza stated that he would be open to 
that. Mr. Sargent noted that some projects would be asking for funding from the Trust and the CPC 
and asked if they should establish now which group should do the first review.  Members discussed 
the question of flexibility and agreed that a two week deadline would work in most cases. 
  
Ms. Houston asked if Trustees wanted to consider making predevelopment and acquisition funds 
available more quickly.  Trustees discussed whether these resources might be needed immediately or 
whether the Trust should assume that anyone applying would have at least some funding to get 
underway. Ms. Weber noted that the NHA had recently considered an acquisition project and had 
needed to know if funding would be available more quickly than two weeks in order to make an offer.  
Trustees agreed that this was an issue that needed to be addressed but were unsure whether they 
had enough information yet on the types of applications that might come in to address it.  Mr. Heath 
suggested that the Trust look into the best practices used in other Housing Trust communities to see 
how they handled these questions. Trustees agreed and asked staff to research this question.  Mr. 
Korb noted that they had spent a lot of time considering this question during the application review 
process and had looked at what might be necessary for both options. He also noted that Cambridge 
funded a lot of these types of projects.   
 
Update on Village Center Overlay District Status and Review of Incentives for Greater Levels of 
Affordability Memo 
 
Mr. Heath explained that the Village Center Overlay Districts recommended height bonuses and 
parking reductions. David Rockwell from the Housing Partnership had worked with the City and their 
consultants, Utile, to look at how these changes could be made and he believed that they had 
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developed a great proposal. Mr. Heath stated that he had wanted to bring it to the Trust to see if 
they would want to send a letter of support for the proposed changes. 
 
Mr. Heath explained that the Zoning and Planning (ZAP) Committee had already reviewed the 
proposed changes and would be reviewing them again this evening. He thought that there was 
general support for a footprint bonus for developments that had at least 25% affordable units 
available at 65% AMI. He went on to explain how the additional height bonus would work to support 
greater affordability as well. He thought that this proposal could be acceptable to both the City 
Council and ZAP, noted that they had received a lot of feedback on height, and expected that they 
will be given more direction for the village center maps which would be coming out later this month.   
 
Mr. Heath explained that in the Village Center 3 (VC3) Districts, a building could be 4.5 stories by right 
but could add an extra story for 5.5 stories in Option 1 with the height bonus. They had worked with 
Utile to consider the feasibility of this option and they had found that this would work for up to 30% 
affordability, but the City had wanted more flexibility so had settled for 25% of units at 65% AMI.  In 
Village Center 2 (VC2) Districts, buildings could be 3.5 stories by right and 4.5 stories with height 
bonus that came with 25% affordability. Option 2 would allow a developer to add two stories on each 
of the by right options if 30% of the units were affordable, but staff felt that it was unlikely that this 
option would have the support to pass.  Mr. Heath stated that they were pleased to get the 
affordability proposed in either option for one or two more stories. 
 
It was noted that the details of each option were included in the memos circulated to members and 
that both Chuck Eisenburg and David Rockwell had been looking at this for months. Mr. Rockwell 
stated that the Housing Partnership was in support of these proposals. He knew how hard it was to 
reach these communities, and felt that if they could add these bonuses it would allow more 
development near transit.  He thought that the current plans provided the City with some control 
over these parameters and was based on good numbers from Utile which included a cushion 
between feasibility and the options. He also hoped to keep the two story option alive if possible.    
 
Councilor Bowman noted that the Casselman House senior housing development in Newton Center 
was at least six stories high already. She thought that there was not much difference between five 
and six stories once a building was constructed and that there were already places in Newton where 
the buildings were much higher. She was concerned that the City was limiting itself by only going up 
one level.  Ms. Houston asked if Councilor Bowman was moving to let ZAP know that the Affordable 
Housing Trust endorses both the one and two story overlay options.  Councilor Bowman agreed with 
the Newton Housing Partnership that the City desperately needed more housing and also asked why 
they should limit themselves to only one story. She noted that some properties could still be 40Bs 
and get up to six stories anyway with these changes and asked why they would want to step back 
from Option 2. She hoped that the Trust would want to encourage the use of the most bonuses 
possible. Mr. Korb supported both Mr. Rockwell and Council Bowman’s comments.  Mr. Sargent also 
echoed Mr. Rockwell’s  comments. He stated that he knew this was an ongoing process but thought 
that the Trust should support whatever can be done that would result in the most affordable housing 
that can be built.  Mr. Korb stated that he was not opposed to making a bold statement that the Trust 
wanted the City Council to think long and hard about allowing the two additional stories.  At the end 
of day, he thought that this could provide a significant amount of additional housing.   
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Ms. Houston stated that there is a strong consensus that the Trust enthusiastically supports both 
height bonus options to incentivize more affordable housing. Mr. Sargent moved that the Trust issue 
their support for both options that increase building height in return for greater levels of 
affordability. Mr. Gambiza seconded the motion.  Mr. Korb stated that he would not vote for that 
motion but would enthusiastically support Option 2 which allowed up to two additional stories.  Ms. 
Houston thought that they were not mutually exclusive and that there would be times when one 
story was appropriate and times when two were appropriate. She read this motion as giving 
developers the option of doing either and thought that there could be good reasons for both. 
Trustees agreed that the overlay zoning should be authorized offering both height options.  The 
motion was called and passed unanimously.  
 
Review and Approval of Draft Minutes for November 17, 2022 and January 11, 2023 
 
The completed November and January draft minutes had been revised and sent out to Trustees for 
review prior to the meeting.  Ms. Weber moved to approve both sets of minutes as revised. Mr. 
Sargent seconded the motion which passed by unanimous vote. 
 
Schedule additional meetings for July – December 2023 
 
Members reviewed the dates previously set for the remaining 2023 Affordable Housing Trust 
Meetings which were noted to be July 20, September 21, and November 16. Ms. Weber stated that 
she would not be available for the July or September meetings.  Trustees agreed to reschedule the 
July meeting to Wednesday, July 19. 
 
  
 
 
Items For Future Agendas  
Information and analysis of what Affordable housing work has been done and what needs are still 
unmet   
Next Steps for setting Trust Priorities and Goals 
Consider best practices used by Housing Trusts in other communities 


