
    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Newton Affordable Housing Trust 

APPROVED MINUTES 

July 11, 2023 
 
The hybrid meeting was held on Tuesday, July 11, 2023, beginning at 7:00 P.M. Present in Room 205 
were Newton Affordable Housing Trust (NAHT) members City Councilor Alicia Bowman, Tamirirashe 
Gambiza, Ann Houston, Jason Korb, and Peter Sargent and Community Preservation Committee (CPC) 
members Eliza Datta, Byron Dunker, Jennifer Molinsky and Martin Smargiassi. Community 
Preservation Committee Members Susan Lunin, Mark Armstrong, and Robert Maloney were also 
present virtually.  CPC Members Dan Brody, Trustee Mayor Ruthanne Fuller, and CPC Member and 
Trustee Judy Weber were not present at the start of the meeting.  Community Preservation Program 
Manager Lara Kritzer and Planning Director Barney Heath were also present, and Ms. Kritzer served 
as recorder.  
 
Chair Jennifer Molinsky opened the Community Preservation Committee’s public meeting at 7:00P.M. 
and introduced the CPC members present at this time.  Ms. Houston then opened the Housing Trust 
Meeting and the Trustees introduced themselves as well.  
 
Continued Public Hearing on the Warren House Preservation and Rehabilitation Project  
 
Ms. Molinsky noted that this was the first joint meeting of the CPC and Housing Trust but that both 
groups had previously heard presentations on the project. 
 
Jeanne Strickland, Executive Director of the Newton Community Development Foundation (NCDF) 
was present to explain the new materials submitted for review at this meeting. She was pleased that 
the majority of the members of both groups had been able to come by for a tour of the Warren 
House over the last month and explained that since May, Gale Engineering had completed the 85% 
submission drawings and gained two new bids. The project was now estimated to cost $3.74 million, 
which was less than the original budget of $4.16 million.  Ms. Strickland noted that the packet 
included both Gale’s estimated cost and the estimates that they had received from Essex Builders and 
Sugrue and Associates and that Chris Musorofiti from Gale Associates was present to answer any 
questions on the scope and bids. She noted that they had also updated their One Stop application 
and that they were now requesting $2.1 million from the CPA fund and $1.575 million from the 
Housing Trust fund.  She pointed out that the project would preserve the integrity of the façade as 
well as the affordability of the units.  They were now also proposing to make six additional units 
affordable at 50% AMI in perpetuity, one of which would be a three-bedroom unit, and to make four 
additional units affordable at 80% AMI.   
Ms. Strickland noted that the funds were not intended to construct new units but will assist with the 
preservation of an historic resource and create additional affordable housing at a cost of less than 
$157,000 per unit.  She added that David Levy of Community Associates was present to address any 
questions on the funding and that Maureen Cavanaugh of PAL was present to report on the 
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possibility of using historic funds.  Ms. Strickland stated that at the request of Mayor Fuller, NCDF had 
docketed a request with City Council to extend the land lease for 99 years which was approved by the 
full City Council last night.  Under the new agreement, NCDF would pay $1 million in interest over the 
course of the lease and $1.5 million up front. She stated that the cost associated with preserving the 
exterior envelope of the nearly 100 year old building was also significant and that they could not 
reduce those costs without extending them into the future. Ms. Strickland believed that they were a 
steward for the site on behalf of City, that the Warren House was a valuable resource to the City and 
stated that NCDF was committed to preserving the building for the future. She stated that they were 
asking the committees for this funding to continue to provide this resource. 
 
Mr. Musorofiti stated they he had revised the project estimate based on the updated scope of work 
and felt comfortable with the updated numbers. He noted that there had been a question of value 
engineering but that there was not much that could be done in that regard since it was really just a 
window replacement project. He noted that they could pull out some of the masonry work but that 
that would just need to do in the future and that they could use wood for some elements but that 
that would require more maintenance. 
 
Ms. Cavanaugh stated that her company, PAL, included preservation planners and that they had been 
asked to speak to the possibility of using a Massachusetts Preservation Project Fund (MPPF)  grant for 
the project. She explained that the MPPF program was run by the Massachusetts Historical 
Commission (MHC) and that they typically issued small grants which were between $10,000 and 
$100,000 in her experience. Another option was Historic Tax Credits, which she had helped  NCDF 
with in 2009 and 2015 to fund the previous two phases of the project. She noted that this was the 
third phase in a long term planning effort and that it was unfortunate that they had not taken on the 
window replacement in the past as the landscape has now changed and the National Park Service is 
now focused on restoration over rehabilitation programs. She explained that the Tax Credit Program 
had been founded to encourage developers to work on buildings which they would otherwise not 
want to work on. She had seen the windows at the Warren House and agreed that they are in bad 
shape but in her experience, it was likely that the Massachusetts reviewer for the National Park 
Service (NPS) would want those windows to be restored instead. She cited an example she was 
working on elsewhere where she was getting a lot of pushback on having windows rebuilt instead of 
replaced.  Ms. Cavanaugh expressed her concern that if this project was submitted to NPS they would 
say that the windows looked great and would never allow the windows to be replaced. She thought 
that if they did submit the project they would also need to consider the cost of rebuilding all of the 
windows. However, the NPS did not usually look at the costs of a project, particularly the 
Massachusetts reviewer. 
 
Mr. Smargiassi stated that he had done similar projects in the past and had always replaced the 
windows and was very surprised by this change.  Ms. Houston stated that she understood their 
frustration with the Park Service and asked if the MHC provided any funding for masonry and roof 
work or if it would be possible to go back to them for funding for the windows.  Ms. Cavanaugh 
stated that the MHC would view the project similarly to the NPS and would not allow window 
replacement in a state credit project. She noted that they had recently seen this in the Dracut Center 
School project.  Mr. Korb stated that he had not had that problem with MHC but had had issues with 
NPS.  He agreed that Ms. Cavanaugh is the expert in this area and that what she had to say on this 
topic is gospel. He suggested that they put together a package to send to the MHC for an advisory 
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review to see if the work would meet the substantial rehabilitation test. If yes, then Mr. Korb believed 
that the project would qualify for both federal and state tax credits. He thought that this could mean 
up to $1.8 million in funding for the project between the federal and state tax credits.  Mr. Korb 
explained how this might work and that while he understood timing was an issue. However,  he 
thought that to dismiss this option without going through any of the reviews concerned him as he felt 
that the MHC was more reasonable.  Ms. Houston agreed that this was an excellent suggestion and 
suggested that they keep moving forward with it.   
 
Mr. Sargent asked if there were any possible energy credits associated with the new windows. He 
noted that there were lots of windows and wondering if that had been considered.  Mr. Levy stated 
that he was trying to get an answer out of the State’s Department of Energy Resources (DOER). He 
stated that this was the only other source of funding that they had been able to find.  He noted that 
they would need matching funds for DOER funding but that they would not need those for the LIHTC  
or other sources. He was not sure about the exact amounts available but believed it was $40,000 per 
window unit.  Ms. Sargent asked if the LIHTC funds would include historic funding. Mr. Levy stated 
that he was not sure but would keep trying to find out. He added that time was the biggest issue here 
and that if they kept putting off bidding and contracting, the funding amount would continue to be an 
issue.  Ms. Houston stated that she agreed and understood the situation. Mr. Levy agreed to keep 
talking to the potential funding sources and trying to work with them.    
 
Mr. Korb noted that  Mass Saves has an affordable housing audit program which considered the 
whole building as well as one programs that could help with the windows. Mr. Levy stated that they 
would look into it but that he had been told that they did not consider projects if they were only 
replacing the windows.  Mr. Korb asked if they had looked into the new Climate Bank funding 
available from Gov. Healey. Mr. Levy did not think that fund would work for them and did not think 
that there is any real savings available from the energy efficiency work they were doing. He also 
noted that those funds were a loan and not grant funds.  Ms. Strickland added that MassSaves 
programs did not work for Warren House as it was only 42% affordable and those programs were for 
sites with at least 50% affordable units.  Mr. Levy stated that they had also talked with the City about 
the possibility of using ARPA funds for energy savings, had considered for a match but will keep 
working on this question. 
 
Ms. Molinsky asked staff to review the past history of the project and ground lease. Mr. Heath stated 
that the original ground lease was made in 1991. The agreement was for NCDF to pay $75,000 a year 
for 20 years which amounted to $1.5 million over the life of the ground lease. Since 1991, the City has 
only received one negligible payment. In addition to the principle, the City was now due interest on 
the unpaid amount which was initially set at 8% so that the current amount due is now the original 
$1.5 million plus $2.4 million in interest. Discussions have been going on for some time on how to 
address this amount and structure the new land lease, which would need to go to the state legislation 
for approval as a home rule petition. The City had agreed to waive $1.4 million of the interest owed 
and to give NCDF until 2064 to pay the remaining $1 million, at which point they would only owe 
regular payments until end of the lease. The principle of $1.5 million was to be paid back as part of 
the building’s refinancing. As part of this agreement NCDF would also make four more units 
affordable at 80% AMI. This would mean that the building would go from a total of 21 to 25 
affordable units, or 42% of the building.  
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Ms. Houston asked where the $1.5 million would go and Mr. Heath answered that it would be added 
to the City’s general fund.  Ms. Kritzer then gave a brief review of the historic preservation work 
previously funded on the building using CPA funds. 
  
Mr. Sargent and Mr. Korb both commented on the high level of taxes paid per unit at Warren House. 
Ms. Strickland stated that she had consulted with their attorney and the taxes are in line with those 
paid by other affordable housing units in the City. She added that they were also in line with the 
other units owned by NCDF.  Mr. Korb stated that the Massachusetts Housing Partnership has good 
data on this issue and explained how he had used their help in working on other projects. Mr. 
Gambiza asked if the property had been recently assessed and Ms. Strickland answered that they 
were considered every year.  Mr. Gambiza asked whether restructuring the mortgage to gain more 
money would impact how the building was assessed. Mr. Korb believed that it would as would the 
future improvements.  Ms. Houston also questioned whether a lower assessment would impact their 
refinancing.  Mr. Korb asked about the abatement process and Ms. Strickland stated that they had 
used that on other properties but that their attorney did not think that they would be eligible for one 
in this case. 
 
Ms. Strickland asked if the Affordable Housing Trust would be more comfortable with the project if 
42% of units were affordable and the rest were rented at market rate.  Ms. Molinsky recapped the 
suggestions made during the discussion for NCDF to look into other funding opportunities including 
weatherization funding, historic grants, refinancing, considering tax abatements, and changes to the 
ground lease.  Ms. Houston asked who they were going to for permanent financing. Ms. Strickland 
answered that they had spoken with Mass Housing, MHP and Rockport Bank.  Mr. Levy stated that 
they could not work with Rockport without triggering Davis Bacon. Both MHP and MassHousing had  
very similar products but MHP was slightly better on terms and interest rates. He stated that neither 
had done all of their underwriting yet but that they could share the term sheets. 
 
Mr. Sargent thought that the placeholder rate on their One Stop application was pretty high. He 
thought that if it was 25 base points lower, the cost could be $300,000 to $400,000 lower. He asked if 
this was an indicative rate. Mr. Levy stated that it was not the rate that they had given him and that 
he had added a cushion since they did not know when things would happen.   Mr. Sargent noted that 
they had used 7% in the One Stop with a 40 year term and that MHP has some loans available for 6%   
Ms. Houston stated that she appreciated the need to have some cushion in the budget. Mr. Levy 
stated that the financial climate has changed since they had put this application together and that the 
market might be slowing down. Ms. Houston thought that the rate remained an issue and also noted 
that while 10% was a common contingency for hard and for soft costs, in this case it was really 20%.  
Mr. Levy stated that the first 10% was for a design contingency as they did not yet have a hard bid. He 
explained the reasons for having both 10% contingencies for now and believed they could reduce the 
design contingency once they had a hard bid.  Ms. Houston noted that a 5% contingency was usual 
for soft costs. Mr. Levy thought that 5% would be too small and had increased it to 10% but thought 
that they could reduce once things were farther along. He added that he was perfectly comfortable 
coming back to both committees with a refined and reduced funding request but that things needed 
to happen in a parallel way in order to meet their timeline.   
 
Ms. Houston stated that she wanted to be clear that the Housing Trust thinks the Warren House is a 
very valuable, high quality, attractive resource for low income housing but is concerned with utilizing 
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an enormous amount of the City’s resources here and wants to be sure as a first project that the 
Trustees are being really good stewards of the City’s funds.  Mr. Dunker asked the applicants how 
they determined what amount to request from the CPC and the Housing Trust.  Mr. Levy thought that 
the amounts had come from the City and noted that they would be preserving affordable units as 
well as the historic building. Mr. Dunker noted that the CPC has generally treated historic resource 
projects differently from Affordable Housing ones and has required significant leveraging for other 
historic resource projects in the past. He noted that they had turned down a City Hall project in the 
past because it did not include any leveraging. 
 
Ms. Houston suggested that they look at the funding from a per unit cost, in which case the 
affordable share was $1.543 million so the Trust would be carrying a slightly higher percentage than 
the CPC.  Ms. Molinsky agreed that the affordable housing was import but that they next need to 
consider the historic resource issues.  
 
Mr. Korb expressed concern with the ground lease funds going into the City’s general fund. He did 
not understand why they would require this when the City had the ability to defer the whole thing or 
to push it out to 2064 and reduce the current project cost. He thought that this was a great project 
but that they were being asked to essentially move Trust funds to the general fund and that there 
should be more reason for the charge than that it was included in the 1991 agreement.  Mr. Heath 
noted that the building was 42% affordable with the rest of the units rented at below market rates. 
This use was separate and apart from the lease payment and he thought the project was appropriate 
to consider for funding.  Mr. Korb reiterated his concern that the City was taking affordable funding 
and moving them to the general fund.  Mr. Gambiza asked if there is a way to project out what the 
affordable units would cost if they were brought to market rates. He wondered if it that would be 
$1.5 million and it was noted that the market rate units were already rented at below market rates. 
He thought that the difference between the market and additional affordable rental costs could 
justify the funding.  
 
Ms. Houston noted that the repayment of the land lease was a serious issue and thought it would be 
useful to sit down with the Mayor to talk this through at the Trust’s next meeting if possible.  She 
stated that one additional Housing Trust issue was that when Trust funds were used the new 
affordable units must have a perpetual restriction. She proposed that all 25 affordable units be 
perpetually restricted with this funding as it would make the per unit costs much more palatable.  Ms. 
Strickland stated that they would agree with all 25 affordable units being restricted through either 
the term of the ground lease or in perpetuity. Ms. Strickland also agreed that it would be helpful to 
have the Trustees discuss this with the Mayor as NCDF had been negotiating on this issue since 2018 
and would be grateful for any amount that could be forgiven. 
 
Ms. Molinsky opened discussion to public comment at this time. David Koven stated that he was a 
member of NCDF’s Board of Directors and had written a letter of support. He thanked staff for their 
guidance and thought it would be good to have the Mayor or her staff meet with the Trust.  There 
were no further public comments at this time. Ms. McNeill stated that given the back and forth with 
this application, she hoped that the public comment period would remain open so that the public 
could comment as it continues. 
 



Newton Affordable Housing Trust   
Approved Minutes for July 11, 2023 
 

6 

Mr. Korb asked if the project still had investors. Mr. Levy stated that the project had multiple 
investors, including a few people who have been around since the beginning and did not want to get 
out of the project at present. He stated that they were working with the investors but that none of 
them had seen any funding from the project in years.    
 
Committee members reviewed why the discussion was beginning with the Affordable Housing 
components. Ms. Datta noted that this is the first joint application to come to both the Housing Trust 
and CPC and that both groups were learning how to work together on this project.  Mr. Smargiassi 
asked if the Committees could do a soft approval of a few of the project pieces.  Mr. Sargent believed 
that they could and proposed that the Trust issue a soft funding commitment while the specific items 
are moving forward. It was suggested that the first step of meeting with the Mayor be done before 
the Trust approves that funding. Trustees agreed that that discussion would be helpful, noting that 
this was their first project and that they were under the public eye as the stewards of these local and 
state funds. Trustees felt that once they had met with the Mayor that they would be ready to give a 
soft commitment while the applicants sought additional information.   
 
Ms. Houston believed that there would be other project elements that will need clear decisions as 
quickly as possible. She noted that the Trust generally has a two week review period for funding 
applications and that she still wanted information on how taxes were appraised, an understanding of 
how restricted units were assessed, a timeline for moving forward with the advisory review with the 
Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC), and information on a possible application for Dept. of 
Energy funding for the July 20 meeting.  She also asked the applicants to provide financing term 
sheets.  Mr. Levy and Ms. Cavanaugh agreed that the MHC does not do advisory reviews and will not 
provide comments during their formal review process. Applications were due by Aug 31 and they 
would receive comments by January 2024. Mr. Levy thought that they would begin moving forward 
with that review process.    
 
Ms. Houston asked the applicants to include in a cover letter the information on the MHC review. Ms. 
Sargent also asked that the applicants include the Massachusetts Housing Partnership (MHP) 
information on their intended rate.  Mr. Korb stated that the MHP was a great lender for tax credit 
projects but wondered why NCDF was not looking to local banks here and requested term sheets.  
Mr. Levy spoke to the potential use of local banks and stated that they were trying to avoid using a 
construction loan and wanted to have a streamlined process.  Mr. Sargent moved that the Trust is  
very supportive of and believe in the Warren House Preservation Project and is ready to issue a soft 
commitment with the understanding that there will be a meeting with the Mayor and others to 
clarify the process to address existing issues, and that the applicant will submit additional information 
on the real estate taxes, loans, and leveraging.  Mr. Korb seconded the motion and all voted in favor. 
 
The CPC continued the discussion with a review of the Historic Resource. Ms. Datta thought that a lot 
of the previous conversation on other potential funding sources answered the questions the CPC’s 
questions. She noted that this was a significant request for Historic Resource funding and that the 
most recent similar request had been for $1.4 million to Grace Church, which had been required to 
fundraise for 50% of their project costs. She liked where the Trust was landing with their follow up 
items and leveraging questions. Ms. Datta added that if there were savings found in their review of 
the project costs, that there should be a discussion between the CPC and Trust as to how the savings 
should be shared.  Ms. Houston agreed and suggested that it be divided on a pro rata basis. 
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Mr. Maloney reminded members about the CPC’s funding goals and that the Historic Resource 
category had only reached 12% of overall spending in the last five years.  He also noted that there 
were other potential historic resource projects that were anticipated to be submitted soon.   Ms. 
Molinsky agreed that both the project and improved funding leveraging was important and stated 
that she would like to develop a process for the joint review of these projects.  Mr. Levy noted that 
NCDF would be putting $600,000 of its own funding into the project. Ms. Molinsky asked if there was 
any way to break the project up into phases. Ms. Strickland stated that they were continuing to work 
with Gale Engineering on the designs and would focus on addressing these questions as well as the 
leveraging ones. Ms. Strickland stated that they would work towards completing the construction 
documents and the MHC review process and to get additional funding information and term sheets. 
She thought that this would be as far as they could go without funding approvals and added that they 
were currently absorbing most of the project costs through operations and would be repaid with the 
refinancing funds.  Mr. Levy clarified that the rest of the refinancing funds would be used to pay off 
the second mortgage held by Mass Housing. 
 
Mr. Smargiassi stated that he would be supportive of funding a smaller amount at this early stage and 
asked if a soft approval would be helpful. Mr. Levy stated that it would be as they were lining up the 
project for Spring 2024 and had seven months yet to complete it.  Ms. Datta agreed that she would 
like to give the applicant’s a decision that allows them to move forward and suggested that they 
move to make a hard commitment to approve some funding with the invitation to come back in the 
future when they have final numbers. Ms. Molinsky agreed but was unsure what the number would 
be at this time.  Mr. Levy stated that it did not have to be a lot, that a commitment of a few hundred 
thousand would be fine for now, and that they could put a number together.  He thought that getting 
that type of commitment would signal that the City was serious about giving some project funding 
and would be a great first step. 
 
Ms. Strickland stated that she will forward the requested letters on the project’s process and the 
term sheets to the CPC’s staff.  Mr. Levy noted that the Warren House was also a City resource as 
NCDF only holds a ground lease. Ms. Datta was comfortable with the CPC issuing a vote of support 
now with the idea that the applicants can come back in the future for additional funding once they 
have additional details. CPC members discussed the next steps for the project and agreed that a vote 
of confidence from the CPC could be helpful for finding additional leveraging for the project.  Ms. 
Datta moved that the CPC vote in support of this important project and would like to see the Warren 
House Preservation Project move forward but that more information is needed on the requested 
follow up items and how any additional leveraging might reduce the historic resource funding 
request. Mr. Brody seconded the motion and all voted in favor. 
 
Public Hearing on the Newton Affordable Housing Trust Annual Funding Proposal  
 
Ms. Molinsky introduced the Newton Housing Trust’s proposal requesting $1,967,119 million in CPA 
funding for future funding applications that meet the CPA’s requirements for Community Housing. 
NHT Chair Ann Houston and Vice Chair Peter Sargent presented the application.  Mr. Korb left the 
meeting at the start of this discussion. 
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Ms. Houston stated that over the last year, the Trust has been organizing and getting its procedures 
and documents in order. The Trust wants to set clear priorities with other housing groups on the 
types of affordable housing that it wants to promote in the City and create ways to support it.  In 
particular, Trustees have been considering ways to use the funding to support affordable housing 
production and looking at how the Trust can encourage more developers to propose new projects in 
Newton.  Ms. Houston explained that what the CPC could see in this request is that the Trust needed 
enough money to  be able to really do something. Even at 35% of the CPA funds annual allocation, 
more funding was needed and the Trust was looking for other options but would need this amount at 
a minimum to stimulate more affordable housing. 
 
Ms. Molinsky thought that it was fortuitous that this application had come in at the same time as the 
first joint funding review and stated that it was enjoyable to see the Trust in action. She asked if there 
were any future projects that the Trust was anticipating.   Mr. Sargent noted that most large scale 
projects were stalled at the moment but that there were whispers of potential projects that might be 
coming in. For example, there was a chance that a portion of the Dunston East development might 
move forward as an affordable housing project. Mr. Sargent also noted that the W. Newton Armory 
had been unexpectedly fully funded this year by the state.  If there were no large projects on the 
horizon, then they wanted to consider ways in which they could parcel out some of the funding to 
broaden the developer base, develop some smaller projects, or seed some larger projects. On 
projects like the Dunston East development, Trust funding could be used an important means of  
deepening the affordability of the inclusionary zoning units.  Mr. Sargent also noted a couple of other 
stalled projects that could be a part of this process. 
 
Mr. Dunker noted that the CPC had also been discussing how to reach out to smaller applicants to let 
them know that project funding was available.  Mr. Sargent stated that this it would be great to share 
resources on these issues. Ms. Datta explained that the CPC had held an information session targeted 
at potential new projects and applicants. Ms. Houston explained how the Trust had met with UCHAN,  
a local affordable housing group within the community, to discuss how they could work with the 
Trust to help spread the word and that she had also spoken with the interfaith council about future 
possibilities.  Ms. Weber thought that there were opportunities for additional production and noted 
that the Newton Housing Authority (NHA) had just completed a strategic plan and were considering 
where they had places to build or other opportunities for projects like Haywood House. She thought 
that the Trust might hear from the NHA in the future. 
 
Ms. Houston stated that the Trust has also worked to be an important voice in helping to add 
additional affordability elements to the new village zoning legislation which they hoped would pass in 
time to qualify for the MBTA communities requirements. She explained that the new legislation was 
structured to allow more by-right construction in village centers and on smaller parcels in order to 
open up opportunities and hopefully help to level the field. She believed that this could lead to 
significantly more affordable housing and was looking forward to seeing that piece done and the 
process moving forward. 
 
Ms. Datta stated that she had read through the Trust’s guidelines and thought that it was great to see 
the progress that they had made. She was interested in how the Trust would address the question of 
leverage and had not seen this called out in the guidelines.  She asked Trustees how they were 
thinking about this issue and also asked about how they might also address the sustainability feature 
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of CPA funding. Ms. Houston thought that these were both terrific questions. She explained that the 
Trust had approached potential future funding as primarily a gap filler, but she was not seeing that 
spelling out any leveraging requirements would be very important. She noted that the Trust had 
originally planned to test out the guidelines for six months and see if any revisions were necessary. 
She thought that since they had received fewer applications that they might want to extend this for a 
year, but expected that the Committee would still want to come back to this again in the future.  As 
for sustainability, she thought that this had become such a large part of affordable housing 
development that they did not need to specifically call it out.  Mr. Sargent agreed and saw the  
guidelines as a living document that will change over time. He stated that he had not wanted to see 
them start out with anything too large.   
  
Ms. Datta thought that one reason that the W. Newton Armory project had been so successful in 
gaining State funding was that the City had made its commitment to the project clear with early 
funding and she wanted to see this continue. Ms. Houston agreed and stated that the Trust wanted 
to be clear throughout the City as to the types of housing that they were supporting. She also agreed 
that early money was very important to leveraging other funds.  Mr. Sargent stated that he also did 
not want to discourage anything that they may not yet have considered, and wanted to provide 
helpful guidance..  
 
Mr. Smargiassi stated that he loved what the Trust was doing and fully supported it. He asked how 
they would go about deepening affordability or introducing more affordability into a project that did 
not already have it. Ms. Houston stated that the Trust would go in and negotiate to buy down some 
of the development costs and noted that every unit that The Trust put funding into had to be deed 
restricted in perpetuity. The question of affordable housing priorities was discussed and Ms. Houston 
noted that she had heard from the housing advocate community that the greatest need was for 
deeply affordable (50% AMI and below) family housing. 
 
Mr. Sargent noted that they did not want to say specific numbers and preferred to work with 
developers as guides to see how deep the affordability could go and still make the project work.  Ms. 
Houston thought that they first needed to decide on priorities, what the City’s goals are for 
affordability, and then work on how the funding can be focused to achieve it.  Mr. Sargent noted that 
in the Warren House project, the Trust had requested that one of the new one-bedroom units be 
replaced with a 3-bedroom unit and thought that they needed more flexibility for those types of 
deals.   
 
Mr. Smargiassi asked if the Trust had any active developments on the horizon. Ms. Houston stated 
that there were a number of large developments currently in the works and that there might be 
opportunities to work with them to increase affordability in those projects right now. She also noted 
that municipalities were often not best suited to actually develop new housing.  Ms. Houston added 
that the Trust would also have Inclusionary Zoning funds in the future as well but that these were less 
reliable.  If the Crafts Street project moved forward, they could expect a large payment in the future 
but this was not something they could count on yet, and other smaller payments would fluctuate.  It 
was noted that 7 - 9-unit projects could also provide payments and that other sources might be 
identified, but that the CPC continued to be the Trust’s main funding source.  Ms. Houston agreed 
with the idea of doing more development in the future and thought that they might get to that in the 
future, but that right now it was a big ask.  Ms. Weber asked when Inclusionary Zoning funds came in 
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to the Trust. Mr. Heath answered that it was usually when the Certificate of Occupancy or Building 
permits were issued. 
 
Ms. Molinsky opened the discussion to the public. Josephine McNeil spoke on behalf of UCHAN which 
had taken the position that Newton needed to create housing units for families that are below 50% 
AMI. She appreciated the fact that Ms. Houston and Mr. Sargent had spoken about not wanting to be 
too prescriptive but thought that given the depth of the housing crisis it was crucial that units be 
created for lower income households.  She stated that she would be coming to the CPC to request 
that they allocate more than 35% of their annual funding to the Housing Trust. She noted that the 
people who serve this community cannot afford to live in the community and that no housing units 
had been created for families below 50% AMI in the last five years. She wanted to make everyone 
aware of UCHAN’s upcoming campaign on this issue. Ms. Molinsky closed the public hearing following 
this public comment. 
 
Mr. Smargiassi moved to approve the Newton Affordable Housing Trust’s request for $1,967,119 in 
CPA Community Housing funds to be added to the Affordable Housing Trust Fund for future 
Community Housing eligible project as submitted. Ms. Weber seconded the motion which was 
unanimously approved.   Mr. Armstrong left the meeting during this discussion and did not take part 
in this vote. 
 
The Trust adjourned their portion of the joint meeting at 9:05 P.M. 


