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This hybrid meeting was held on Tuesday, May 7, 2024, and began at 6:04 PM. Newton Affordable
Housing Trust (NAHT) members City Councilor Susan Albright, Tamirirashe Gambiza, Chair Ann
Houston, and Vice-Chair Peter Sargent were present in-person at City Hall in Room 204. Trust
Members Jason Korb and Judy Weber attended virtually.

Members of the public who attended virtually included MaryLee Belleville, Randy Brook, and
Councilor Leonard Gentile.

Staff present in Room 204 included Director of Housing & Community Development Lara Kritzer and
Housing Development Planner Allison Mclintyre.

Review and Approval of Draft Minutes for March 21, 2024

Vice-Chair Peter Sargent invited attendees to introduce themselves, and then asked for comments,
criticisms, corrections, or a motion to accept the meeting minutes from March 2024. Mr. Jason Korb
moved to accept, Ms. Judy Weber seconded, and the motion passed unanimously.

Staff presentation & discussion on Civico buy-out status on City-owned former Walker Center site

Director Lara Kritzer reviewed recent developments in the permitting process for the Walker Center.
Civico Development went before the City Council to request an amendment to the special permit.
Civico sought to make a payment in lieu, rather than build two affordable units, as required by the
Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance. The City Council can approve a payment in lieu if there is a benefit to
the City. This was discussed during the Newton Housing Partnership meeting. As of today, Civico is
rethinking its strategy and instead planning to build the two affordable units. Director Kritzer noted
that Civico is revising the floor plans and going before the Land Use Committee this evening at 7:00
PM. She added that the situation is very much in flux.

Councilor Susan Albright arrived at City Hall and joined the NAHT meeting.

Vice-Chair Sargent recognized what he called the exceptional memo David Rockwell and Chuck
Eisenberg of the Newton Housing Partnership drafted analyzing the potential outcomes of a payment
in lieu of for this property even though the developer is changing its strategy. He then asked
Councilor Gentile for any comments on this new development.
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Councilor Gentile thanked Chair Ann Houston and the Trust for making time on the agenda for this
discussion. He informed the members that the square footage for the site would remain the same.
Currently, the plans outline sixteen units with thirty-eight beds. Councilor Gentile shared that the
developer is increasing the bedroom count to fifty. If Civico receives positive feedback on this change
from the Land Use Committee, Councilor Gentile expects the developer to return to City Council and
ask for approval for the bedroom count increase. Several members expressed surprise and interest at
this update. Vice-Chair Sargent asked for any further comments or points of discussion on the topic.
Mr. Jason Korb remarked that payments in lieu establish a bad precedent, and that he was against
them in general. Building units is important, Mr. Korb stated, and went on to establish his opposition
to the prevention of subsidies for inclusionary units. “I do not think that is what the subsidy is
intended for,” he commented. He emphasized that he was speaking in generalizations and that every
situation is different. In his twenty years as a developer, Mr. Korb has never applied either of these
strategies in his business. “l don’t think, from a public policy standpoint, that this [payments in lieu as
opposed to building affordable units] is the point of inclusionary zoning,” he finished. “So noted,”
Vice-Chair Sargent replied.

Chair Ann Houston arrived in person to City Hall and joined the NAHT meeting.

Prospective new projects, status of pending projects, & other information that affects housing

Director Kritzer started with the Boylston Street project, indicating that the public hearing was closed
and the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) was prepared to vote. The project’s gone through a lot of
revision and change over time. Craft Street is still being reviewed, and there is much work still to be
done in collaboration with the ZBA. Riverside remains on the horizon, with no timetable yet attached.
Details are still being worked out. The developer for the Armory received news today that bonding is
on track next year, and the site is eligible for additional tax credits. Director Kritzer’s final update was
on the FamilyAid project. Funding and agreements are being finalized. The developer is still looking
for funding for necessary work in the transformer room that was pushed back a year. At this point,
Vice-Chair Sargent passed facilitation responsibilities to the recently arrived Chair Houston.

Potential New Application Requirements - Updated Underwriting and Subsidy Analysis

Chair Houston asked Trust members to think about new NAHT funding application requirements. The
Trust could add funding at a range of stages, from acquisition to predevelopment and so on. She
suggested working to identify the kinds or stages or projects in which the NAHT might want to invest.
Vice-Chair Sargent pointed out that the Trust could also consider how many units are targeted for
development. A larger number of units could warrant a deeper dive on underwriting, as opposed to
site acquisition funding requests or pre-development funding requests that don’t have hard numbers
yet. He compared the process to property management reporting and expressed his interest in more
detailed applications for larger projects. Chair Houston agreed and added that the Trust could
provide money for gaps in funding, too, having done so in the past.

Ms. Judy Weber introduced a somewhat different line of thinking: “There are,” she said, “two
categories.” “There’s adding units and there’s renovating units,” she continued “Production and
preservation [of affordable units],” Mr. Korb speculated that the Trust did not have enough money to
support a project in the acquisition stage. “What about option payments?,” Chair Houston asked.



Newton Affordable Housing Trust
Approved Minutes May 7, 2024

Rather than paying the full acquisition price, the Trust could help a developer make option payments.
“I think that’s a great idea,” Mr. Korb replied.

Vice-Chair Sargent said that the risk is, in some respects, higher at the earlier stages of a
development, and therefore deep due diligence is necessary in the funding stage. Understanding risk
is important. “So, he continued, if a developer asks for $35,000 to do an option payment, is that the
same amount of due diligence as someone asking for a million dollars for an option payment?” Ms.
Weber said that the Newton Community Preservation Committee (CPC) has always looked at this.
How does the developer demonstrate leverage, and how does it use its own money in addition to
money from other funding sources? Chair Houston agreed. What does the sponsor have, and what is
reasonable, given the project? Does the Trust focus on site acquisition or predevelopment, or does it
want to look at projects that create significant units? Ms. Weber observed that the vast majority of
affordable housing built in Newton is for seniors. Who the units serve could be another variable in
assessing Trust funding applications. Mr. Tamirirashe Gambiza said that starting with the question,
‘Who is the target [of the affordable housing development]’ gives the Trust a narrower focus. He
pointed out the Trust must work to meet target goals for housing production and meet target goals
for populations served by that new housing. Vice-Chair Sargent proposed that the Trust might prefer
production over preservation. Or, at least, he claimed to be most interested in production and
believed production was worth the risk over preservation.

Mr. Gambiza drew the Trust’s attention to population trends in the City. School districts are seeing a
rapid decline in enrollment. “How could we collaborate with that [existing issues related to
housing]?” he asked the Trust. Continuing to think aloud about how to support solutions to other
problems in the City, Mr. Gambiza asked what the Trust could do to help teachers live in the City.
How could we target teachers and municipal workers? Chair Houston replied that she had promised
Councilor Gentile that she would research that subject. Specifically, she plans to research whether it
is possible to target Newton teachers and municipal workers in affordable housing production. “What
about prioritizing levels of affordability,” Vice-Chair Sargent asked. Mr. Gambiza replied that both
aspects were important. “Levels of affordability should be on the list [of variables for funding award
assessment],” he said Mr. Gambiza went on to explain that he defined teachers to include anyone
working in the kitchen at the schools, any workers responsible for cleanliness and property upkeep,
etc. “I'm calling them all teachers. It’s anyone working in the school system,” Mr. Gambiza clarified.
Councilor Albright said that the businesses in Newton have a terrible time of finding lower paid
employees because low-wage workers cannot afford to live in the City, and long commutes with high
costs make minimum wage jobs impossible. Chair Houston stated that affordable housing production
is critical for the viability of the Newton business community.

Mr. Korb asked Mr. Gambiza if Mr. Gambiza envisioned any sort of recourse on the financing at the
early stages to insure against risk. “In my experience", Chair Houston replied, “there is often
recourse, but it is so far down the capital stack.” Mr. Gambiza said, “Things will look different, if the
application is coming from a for-profit developer or a non-profit developer. A for-profit developer will
have access to different assets.” Here, Mr. Korb observed that a pro-housing mission is not alien to
for-profit developers. Mr. Gambiza affirmed this and assured Mr. Korb, “I think you are more than
dedicated [to providing affordable and safe housing].”
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“One word of caution,” Ms. Weber said. There are a thousand ways the Trust could designate which
variables and traits on a funding application are most desirable. We would create a difficulty for
ourselves, she pointed out, by making the prioritization system too complicated. Echoing a comment
from Mr. Korb earlier in the meeting, Ms. Weber pointed out that the Trust did not have enough
money to create many tiers of selectivity. Chair Houston complimented Ms. Weber on this warning.
Chair Houston asked for volunteers to look at the types of loans, things to think about, risk factors,
etc. when developing an application scoring system. Mr. Gambiza offered to start a Google Doc
where he and Chair Houston could collaborate on this draft.

Director Kritzer noted that CPA funds require affordable housing restrictions. The Trust therefore
does not need to think about recapture because it can get restriction for a development. Chair
Houston asked what that might mean if the property tanks. “Does the restriction survive
foreclosure?” she asked. Director Kritzer answered that the universal deed rider fixes that. “l can’t
think of when we’ve lost money,” she said. Chair Houston replied humorously that was because of
Director Kritzer’s youth and reflected on the economic turmoil of 2007 and 1992. Director Kritzer said
that the City did caution developers about risk when they applied for funding and asked them to
consider risk carefully. Vice-Chair Sargent agreed that [the risks of development] must be clear to
every applicant, and Chair Houston added it was important to think about the level of affordability.
“You cannot revoke land, however,” Mr. Gambiza observed. “Does the deed run with the land or the
building?” he added. Mr. Korb said there is no collateral with option payments, and therefore nothing
to stick to a reuse agreement. Loan documentation would codify affordable housing restriction.
“Otherwise”, Chair Houston commented, “it is a default and the funds are recovered.”

Mr. Korb suggested that the Trust could require matching funds from developers in the application. If
a developer asks for $100,000, for example, the Trust could agree to provide half and the developer
could go to Life Initiative, PCI, or a similar financing group to get the other $50,000. “We’ve drafted a
lot of agreements along those lines,” Director Kritzer said.

Ms. Weber asked if the Trust should care if the petitioner comes from Newton. Vice-Chair Sargent
replied that the Trust cares most if the development is in Newton, not so much the developer. “But
do we give preference to a developer in Newton?” Ms. Weber asked. Chair Houston said no and
remarked that many developers with properties in Newton (e.g., Metro West and Civico) are not
located here. She commented on Newton’s reputation of exclusivity and concluded that requiring a
local preference would reinforce that reputation to negative effect. Ms. Weber continued to think
aloud and observed that a residency preference for affordable housing residents (a preference of
which the Trust had spoken of favorably earlier in the evening) would be imbalanced, were the same
preference not put in place for developers. “The majority of Newton municipal workers cannot live in
Newton,” Chair Houston said. Ms. Weber noted that she did not think there should be a residency
preference for developers, but was trying to point out the different reasoning applied by the Trust.
Chair Houston affirmed that the potential imbalance on the resident side versus the developer side
was a good question to raise. Director Kritzer noted that the Department had worked hard to lower
the percentage of affordable units required by regulations to be reserved for residents. Chair
Houston said, “Newton can feel proud about that.”
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Housing priorities group update

Chair Houston updated the room on her efforts to get a complete picture of the City’s affordable
housing inventory. Director Kritzer shared her screen to show a slide deck Chair Houston created with
a summary of her findings so far. “The comprehensive permit and special permit categories are not
yet complete,” Chair Hoston said. She reminded everyone that, with a 40B development, all units, not
just the affordable units, count to a city’s affordable housing unit count. She explained that she and
Housing Program Manager Shaylyn lannaco-Davis had removed group homes from the count. A unit
is usually defined as a bedroom. In instances when affordable homeownership units were resold, the
original owner may or may not have been taken off the agreement, resulting in one unit being
counted twice. Rental units make up ninety-three of the Subsidized Housing Inventory (SHI). Of those,
forty-nine percent were created through a comprehensive permit, and nine percent created from
special permits (e.g., a 40B development). Chair Houston said that Inclusionary Zoning, which uses
comprehensive permits as the mechanism for unit production, is the City’s best bet to create more
housing in the future. A comprehensive permit could be used for a friendly 40B, but there is no ability
for the developer to appeal a denial because the City has reached “safe harbor” under 40B (meaning,
10% of the City’s housing stock is affordable). The real value of a 40B is that the developer can go to
the Housing Appeals Committee to obtain a more favorable decision. Councilor Albright noted that
the City Council, as it is constituted currently, is not friendly to passing special permits. “This
supposed road into the future is a road that is very blocked,” she said. “I think this is a challenge,”
Chair Houston agreed, and expressed interest in speaking about the matter with private developers.
Councilor Albright said that developers have said they would rather go for a friendly 40B over going
to the City Council for a Special Permit. A 40B special permit is assessed and approved by the Zoning
Board of Appeals, not the Council.

Chair Houston returned to the slide deck. Forty-one percent of units are Newton Housing Authority
Units. Because many of these are group homes, they tend to be by-right. Councilor Albright asked
which special permits were on the SHI list. “The Northland development is not,” Director Kritzer
answered. Chair Houston announced that there was more to come and explained that the data
gathering process has taken longer than expected. Nonetheless, the Housing Priorities Group will
complete its review of Newton’s affordable housing stock soon.

Moving on, Chair Houston invited the Trust members to brainstorm how to market the Inclusionary
Zoning Ordinance to developers as a way to earn money from the City for building affordable
housing. “The whole town is getting old,” Ms. Weber observed. In response, Vice-Chair Sargent
suggested prioritizing higher bedroom counts to encourage the construction of housing suitable for
families with children. Chair Houston claimed that household sizes are decreasing in size. Despite this
trend, she speculated that families with two kids would want three-bedroom dwellings.

Vice-Chair Sargent commented that areas identified as desirable through the recent Village Center
Overlay District (VCOD) process would be a good focus. He said that such parcels are close to transit
and provide opportunities for density and economies of scale. Chair Houston asked if any of the
seventy parcels owned by the City are in MBTA Communities Act zones. “They might be good
candidates,” she said. Councilor Albright reflected on the recent success of the Austin Street project.
It was a parking lot and is now an affordable housing development with its own parking lot. The
Richardson parking lot in Newton Corner was mentioned, but Newton Corner is not in a VCOD. Ms.
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Weber said that the Newton Housing Authority (NHA) is doing an inventory of its property for
development. “Housing Authorities have two things” she said. “They have vouchers, and they have
land.” The current focus is identifying what opportunities exist within the NHA’s inventory. Chair
Houston asked if the Faircloth Amendment could be applied to transfigure any NHA units into federal
affordable housing units—specifically, Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) units. “No,” Ms. Weber
answered. “It is a tiny amount of money anyway,” she commented. The number of federal housing
units was limited by the passage of the Housing Act of 1937, which placed a price cap on federal
expenditures per unit. This effectively banned the development of affordable housing by the federal
government.

Even though the construction of federal public housing is forbidden, “new” units can be conjured
from municipal properties, provided that the number of “new” RAD units do not surpass the cap
established decades ago. This is made possible because the number of federal units decreased after
the cap was established. The “new” RAD units replace these lost federal units.

Director Kritzer pointed out that any development on City land is required to go through the Reuse
Committee, a month’s long process. She proposed hiring a consultant to examine the seventy City-
owned parcels and reporting the results to the Reuse Committee. She further emphasized the
importance of involving the Zoning and Planning Committee (ZAP) and the Newton Housing
Partnership (NHP) in their planning. Councilor Albright reminded everyone that the Mayor needed to
sign off on the Reuse process, and suggested the Trust speak with her. Chair Houston volunteered to
collaborate with the Mayor and the staff to work on a plan and scope, and proposed to hold an
asynchronous vote over email to determine if the Trust wanted to pursue this option. She speculated
that $10,000 should be enough to look at the parcels and guessed that eighty-five percent will be
ineligible for development. Some discussion followed regarding the City RFP policy and the cost of a
consultant. Chair Houston volunteered to research what a reasonable cost would be. Ms. Weber said
she had envisioned fifty buildable lots. Mr. Gambiza commented that even unbuildable lots could
serve as community gardens or other green spaces for public use.

Councilor Albright noted that many of the villages are only owned by two or three different people.
The owners pass it down through their families. The recent purchase of the west side of Walnut
Street came with some improvements related to density. She went on to say, “If these owners were
encouraged or incentivized, they might make a similar move.” “As things stand,” Councilor Albright
continued, “these landowners are uncertain of what to do with their properties and therefore
reluctant to develop the parcels at all.” Chair Houston suggested marketing buildable parcels and
partnering with the NHP to do so.

Director Kritzer cautioned that the Trust does not have enough money to advertise available parcels
extensively. Aside from this, there are many steps and lots of groups involved in Inclusionary Zoning
affordable housing development. Chair Houston conceded the point but affirmed that the Trust could
not be “passive.” She discussed finding the right messaging, and the importance of shifting funding to
be more cost effective. “The Trust,” Chair Houston finished, “must signal its interest in funding larger
projects, and find the best way to communicate this to developers.” Director Kritzer expressed an
interest in avoiding spreading the Trust too thin. There isn’t a lot of money, and therefore the Trust’s
focus must be clear. Going after municipal properties and properties owned by community members
simultaneously is a lot of work. Mr. Gambiza said that the Trust would only give property owners an
option and stop there. Director Kritzer pointed out that the department was doing that work already,
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to explain what the possibilities are under VCOD to developers. The City offers advice and resources
to property owners. Chair Houston said that the Trust could be clear in communications about the
limitations of VCOD. She again expressed dissatisfaction with the possibility of missing out on funding
larger projects because the Trust gave out money for many small projects. Vice-Chair Sargent
remarked that no property owner is likely to make such decisions at this point—the market is too
messed up.

Discussion on FY25 CPA funding request

Director Kritzer announced that she learned from Mollie Hutchins, the historic planner for the City,
that there is less CPA funding available this year, about $1.75 million. She asked members to decide if
they wanted to put in the application or ask for more funding. There is $5.6 million in the pot. This
figure takes into account debt service. The $5.6 figure is inclusive of any payments of that kind.
Director Kritzer noted that there had been $42 million dollars expended over the life of the program.
There were several years of very little funding, with a massive increase in the last five years.

Ms. Weber expressed doubt that the CPC would award more money unless the Trust had a
convincing and robust project already in the hopper. Director Kritzer ran through recent numbers not
related to housing: $15 million to recreation and $16 or $17 million to Webster Woods over the past
five years. Director Kritzer revised an earlier statement and guessed that there would be closer to $6
million for FY25. She also thanked Ms. Weber for her comment and said that she understood and
appreciated the logic. Ms. Weber guessed that the Capitol Theater would also ask for CPA money,
and Director Kritzer affirmed it is asking for $50,000 now. Ms. Weber then asked if the Trust had the
option to go back ask for more CPA money from the CPC in the future, and Director Kritzer confirmed
this was a possibility. Chair Houston remembered that the CPC told the Trust recently not to come
back after the initial funding request. She noted that Riverside might be the big project that could
induce the CPC to give the Trust more funding, and Ms. Weber replied that the CPC would be unlikely
to agree to a larger request before then. Director Kritzer pointed out that, because the Trust has so
little money, it is unlikely to secure a bigger project before asking for more CPA funds. Here, Councilor
Albright chimed in to remind the group that enrollment was down by eleven hundred kids at Newton
Public Schools. If more families are to live in Newton, she said, we need more housing here. “It is
very, very simple,” Councilor Albright said. Director Kritzer offered to run some numbers and send
out her findings. She expressed optimism about asking the CPC for a larger share of CPA funds. The
Trust spent $2 million in one meeting, and Director Kritzer noted that the CPC looked favorably on
entities that can get funds out the door quickly. Ms. Weber agreed that they stood a good chance,
based on the fact that Newton needs family housing, and the CPC will be sympathetic to that fact and
respond to the Trust’s enthusiasm. Councilor Albright said that several coalitions would support a
request from the Trust to the CPC for more funds than the current allotment.

Vice-Chair Sargent moved to adjourn and was seconded by Mr. Gambiza. The meeting adjourned at
7:32 PM.



