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Newton Affordable Housing Trust (NAHT) 
Tuesday, January 21, 2025, 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

Meeting Summary 
 
Newton Affordable Housing Trust (NAHT) members present in Room 204 of City Hall included Mayor 
Ruthanne Fuller, City Councilor Susan Albright, Chair Ann Houston, Tamirirashe Gambiza, Judy Weber. 
 
Guests included Michael O’Brien, Executive Vice President of WinnCompanies, and Brian Callahan, 
Vice President of Acquisitions of WinnCompanies, attended in-person. Councilor Julia Malakie and 
David Rockwell attended virtually. Diana Marsh of DREAM Collaborative, LLC., and Iric Rex and Anna 
Arscott of Davis Square Architects were also present in Room 204. 
 
Staff attending the meeting in-person included Director of Planning and Development Barney Heath, 
Director of Housing & Community Development Lara Kritzer, and Housing Development Planner 
Allison McIntyre. Housing Program Manager Shaylyn Davis-Iannaco attended virtually.  
 
Chair Houston started by acknowledging that Mr. Korb had resigned from the NAHT. She said that 
NAHT members were very sad to lose Mr. Korb, and that he made an important contribution. He 
promised to be on call for advice, and Chair Houston said she had taken him up on the offer once 
already. She continued to say that the NAHT would miss him and noted that they were in the process 
of trying to gather names to recommend to the Mayor. She invited members to think of candidates 
for the role.  
 
1. Approval of November 2024 and December 2024 Meeting Minutes 
Chair Houston said that Mr. Peter Sargent, who could not attend the January 2025 meeting, 
requested that the NAHT postpone approving the notes from November 2024 and December 2024 
because there were a few revisions to be made.   
 
2. Final Review and Vote on WinnCompanies Newton Gardens Project Funding Application  
Mr. O’Brien said that WinnCompanies was very pleased with the progress to date.  He explained the 
work that their team has done with multiple partners across the spectrum to make the project a 
reality. He thanked the Trust and staff for their participation in the tour of the Newton Gardens 
property and thought that everyone had come away with a general feeling that the property had 
been well maintained to date with a significant number of units already improved. He reiterated that 
their team’s goal was to continue to build on that. Mr. O’Brien said he knew that the agencies that 
attended the tour of the property were supportive of the project as well and that as a result of that 
process, they expected action from those agencies. Some of that might have to fall within standard 
processes and NOFAs [Notices of Funding Availability], submissions, and awards. This project will fall 

Ruthanne Fuller 
Mayor 

 

City of Newton, Massachusetts 
Department of Planning and Development 

1000 Commonwealth Avenue Newton, Massachusetts 02459 

 

 

 

Telephone 
(617) 796-1120 

Telefax 
(617) 796-1142 

TDD/TTY 
(617) 796-1089 

www.newtonma.gov  
 

Barney Heath 
Director 

 

  

http://www.newtonma.gov/


2 

neatly into the timelines for EOHLC [Executive Office of Housing and Livable Communities] funding 
rounds and with their plans to close on the project sometime in June. Mr. O’Brien said that they felt 
confident with their work with MHFA [MassHousing] and felt that the MHFA had walked away 
excited. It has identified some sources within its confines that could allow WinnCompanies to 
proceed and close.  
 
Chair Houston asked what funding round this would go through with EOHLC. Mr. O’Brien answered 
that EOHLC has mini rounds and accelerated rounds. He said he would call it a mini round. Chair 
Houston asked if it would go into the invitation-only mini round of projects that EOHLC wanted to 
move quickly. Mr. O’Brien said yes. Mr. O’Brien said that he hoped that some of what he had shared 
with the Trust gave them a level of confidence in the project.   
 
Chair Houston thanked the applicants for arranging the site tour. She noted that four of the Trust 
members and three staff members were able to attend. She asked if Councilor Albright and Ms. 
Weber wanted to share their thoughts about their impressions of the condition of the properties.  
 
Ms. Weber said the properties were in good shape. She noted that the units were modest in size and 
asked a question about the HVAC system. Ms. Weber asked whether the heating and air conditioning 
were through wall units or a full central system. Mr. O’Brien believed that older buildings had 
through wall units located underneath the windows and noted that these were constructed in the 
1960s. Mr. O’Brien added that the newer 1980s buildings had a central air system.  Ms. Weber asked 
if there were any plans to change the systems and Mr. O’Brien noted that it was harder to update the 
occupied units. Ms. Weber agreed. It was noted that the units would be updated as they turned over 
but that their team was not yet sure how efficient they could make the units.    
 
Mr. O’Brien explained that they did not have plans at this point, but that they had a specialist on the 
team who handled all decarbonization and energy efficiencies codes for the building. He reported 
that this specialist is quite skilled and was impressed with the current condition of the buildings. Mr. 
O’Brien continued to say that WinnCompanies looks for opportunities to work with the Department 
of Energy and others on this. If money became available, WinnCompanies would definitely look to 
improve and modernize those systems.  
 
Councilor Albright said she thought the site was in good shape as well. She added that one of the 
things that the Council is concerned with is the size of the new units that are going up in Newton, 
noting that a development in the new Village Center Overlay District has 1,500 square foot units. 
Councilor Albright said that people thought that this was a small unit but noted the fact that the two-
bedroom units in Newton Gardens were 776 square feet which she thought was hopeful. It was the 
right price and the right size for this population. Councilor Albright said that she hoped that it would 
be kept at this price.  
 
Chair Houston asked Mayor Fuller if she had anything she wanted to add. Mayor Fuller said that this 
is an extraordinary opportunity to have immediate homes that will be 100% affordable with no 
delays, with a very thoughtful non-displacement strategy for residents living there now. The location, 
the cost, and the condition were all strong and appealing. She said that the expertise of 
WinnCompanies was well-known and well-regarded and that the support of various state agencies is 
essential and forthcoming. Mayor Fuller noted that these agencies will explicitly be nimble in having a 
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mini round and that the timing appeared to work with their financial obligations. Mayor Fuller said 
that she was excited and happy to support this project.  
 
Mayor Fuller said that her understanding was that the funding that the applicant had requested from 
the City might be done over a number of years.  Chair Houston said that the Trust had proposed to 
commit $3.5 million at the project closing and the remaining $500,000 upon receipt of the FY26 CPA 
funding to the Trust, contingent upon a full, and acceptable financing package. The Winn Companies’ 
representatives confirmed that this would work for them as well.  
 
Ms. Weber said she wanted to get confirmation on the affordability of the units and Chair Houston 
agreed. Mr. O’Brien stated that they would commit to having thirty units restricted to at least 80% 
AMI and proposed a fifty-year mortgage. Mr. O’Brien explained that they are projecting allocation of 
16 of the restricted units would be supported with PBVs [Project Based Vouchers] or MRVPs 
[Massachusetts Rental Voucher Program] to bring their affordability down to 30% AMI. These more 
affordable units would exist for as long as the vouchers are assigned to Newton Gardens with rent 
levels that are reasonably current as to markets and payments. He noted that Winn’s ability to 
maintain those units at 30% AMI is based on the vouchers and their payment standards which were 
required to generate the income needed to make the project work.  Ms. Weber asked what the 
payment standards used for those units. Mr. O’Brien said that they were using Newton payment 
standards for both voucher programs. In the event that these vouchers were no longer available, 
those units would shift to 80% AMI.  
 
Chair Houston noted that Section 8 units are allocated in five-year increments and asked what their 
history has been in getting Section 8 vouchers renewed. Mr. O’Brien said that Winn’s history was very 
strong and that vouchers were a consistent resource that they could count on. He said that, 
depending on the community and the housing authority, they would provide assistance where 
necessary and when required to keep the payment standards current. 
 
Chair Houston asked about MRVP vouchers which were a little more uneven in maintaining the 
payment standards at the state level.  Mr. O’Brien replied that the Commonwealth had gotten much 
better and was working in cooperative partnerships with landlords to make sure that these resources 
were available. He said that they have improved in terms of making sure they stay current. Chair 
Houston noted that this is an uncertain time and acknowledged the risks involved with the 30% AMI 
units. 
 
Councilor Albright asked about the timeframe for affordability. Mr. O’Brien confirmed that the PBVs 
and MRVPs are not deed restricted. They would be subject to allocation, or an award. 
WinnCompanies was working consistently with the Newton Housing Authority (NHA) on the eight 
PVBs and the 8 MRVPs needed here. Ms. Weber suggested seeing if any vouchers were available from 
the State. Mr. O’Brien said that the State has committed to making sure this project works, and that 
details were to follow.  
 
Chair Houston asked for the status of the investor selection. Mr. O’Brien said that they were very 
close. Winn is working with two banks, one of which was Bank of America. He said that he would 
expect WinnCompanies to make a final determination and decision once the Trust acts. He noted that 
it was a bit of a chicken and egg situation, but that the decision would probably be made over the 
next thirty to forty-five days. Winn is also deciding on its equity partner.  
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Mr. O’Brien said that they wanted to keep the Trust and staff updated on the project. Chair Houston 
noted it was fast moving for a housing project. She asked if staff or anyone else had any questions. 
Councilor Albright asked if the whole project would be income restricted. Mr. O’Brien said that it was. 
Councilor Albright asked what would happen after the mortgage expired in fifty years. Mr. O’Brien 
stated that if the Trust was willing to resubordinate, then WinnCompanies could reinvest in the 
property and maintain the affordability that was agreed to now or agree to a somewhat new 
configuration. He said it would be a point in time to understand the asset and how well it had 
performed. He was sure that WinnCompanies would still  be there and noted their corporate goal of 
affordable housing for all. After fifty years, there would be a point in time for renegotiation, re-
partnership, and so on. 
 
Councilor Albright was concerned that anything could happen once the restriction ended.  Chair 
Houston concurred but noted that by structuring the Trust funds as a loan, the City would be in a 
strong position to extend affordability. Councilor Albright said that she understood fifty years was a 
long time and wished there was a firmer commitment that the units would still be affordable in fifty 
years. Mr. Gambiza said that the City would have to work with them on a deal at that time.    
 
Director Heath said that the City will likely match the terms of EOHLC and use the same documents.   
Chair Houston asked Ms. Kritzer if she found out if Community Preservation Act funds required that 
the project be affordable in perpetuity. Ms. Kritzer answered that she did not believe that CPA 
funded projects must be restricted in perpetuity but that this had been the practice to date. 
Chair Houston asked if the guests or Trust members had any more questions. Councilor Malakie said 
she agreed with Councilor Albright. It would be good to ensure perpetuity. Fifty years isn’t that long 
of a time. Mr. Rockwell said that he agreed, even though it would help a generation of families. 
Discontinuation of those controls is a concern – it was not a risk that can absolutely be controlled. He 
finished by saying that it was very exciting opportunity for the City. 
 
Director Heath noted that at the end of fifty years, the four million dollars would be due and payable 
to the City unless an extension is granted. Chair Houston proposed a vote to refine the conditions 
that the Trust was looking for and when they were required. It was agreed that the Trust funds would 
be released in two portions. $3.5 million will be invested at the closing for the Newton Gardens 
project, and the remaining $500,000 would be contingent upon the award and receipt of FY26 CPA 
funds to the Trust, after which it would be invested in the project.  Chair Houston read through the 
following conditions for the funding: 
 

• Commitment of all additional project funding, including the equity investment, with terms 
that are acceptable to the City 

• Commitment of Section 8, or project based operating subsidies for the sixteen deeply 
affordable units with terms that are acceptable to the City 

• The project-based subsidies will be allocated in proportion to the number of one- and two- 
bedroom units in the complex 

• Completion of an acceptable appraisal commissioned by a third party acceptable to the City of 
Newton, to be submitted to the City, for review 

• Other terms as provided in the Project Grant Agreement 
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Mr. O’Brien asked if it would be advisable to add language about the fact that if PBVs or MRVPs were 
not able to be assigned to Newton Gardens, those 16 units would default to 80% AMI. Chair Houston 
assumed that they would not close if there were not 16 project-based vouchers at the beginning as 
this was the minimum that the Trust wanted to see here.  Chair Houston said that the Trust wanted 
to give the Planning Department the flexibility to negotiate reasonably and could look at conditions 
as they arise.  
 
Mayor Fuller thought it was worth noting that there is a risk that either type of voucher would be 
subject to allocation, and to be clear that that fact is understood by everyone. She said she was not 
sure when or where, but that it could be noted that the units would revert to 80% AMI if this 
happened. Chair Houston agreed that this was useful and that the Trust could say that the vouchers 
must be committed at closing, subject to allocation.  
 
Mr. O’Brien said that their team would work to stay on top of the situation and keep the City 
informed. Chair Houston noted that one reason that the Trust was excited about this project was 
because the Trust knew that WinnCompanies was a strong partner. The Trust wants to be a strong 
partner too and their only concern about the vouchers was the amount that may be available. Mr. 
O’Brien said that WinnCompanies was constantly working with allocating agencies and the federal 
government on these issues. Ms. Weber asked if the 30% AMI units could revert to 50% AMI units. 
Chair Houston noted that the rent payment had to be enough to cover operating expenses and 
generate enough cash flow to keep the investors happy.  
 
Mayor Fuller moved that the Trust approve the Option 2 application from Winn Communities for the 
Newton Gardens project for a $4 million soft loan from the Trust, at 0% interest deferred to maturity, 
to be released in two portions with $3.5 million to be released at the financial closing for the Newton 
Gardens Project and the remaining $500,000, contingent upon the award and receipt of FY26 CPA 
funding to the Trust, to be released after the Trust’s receipt of its FY26 funding, and subject to the 
conditions stated below:  

• That there are commitments for all additional project funding, including the equity 
investment, with terms that are acceptable to the City; 

• That there are 16 Section 8 or Project Based operating subsidies committed for the deeply 
affordable units (30% AMI), with terms that are acceptable to the City, at the closing with 
renewals subject to allocation and payment standards; 

• That the Project Based Subsidies will be allocated in proportion to the number of one- and 
two-bedroom units in the complex; 

• That an acceptable appraisal, commissioned by a third party acceptable to the City of 
Newton, be completed and submitted to the NAHT for review; and, 

• Any other terms as provided in the project grant agreement. 

Councilor Albright seconded the motion. Chair Houston asked if there were any questions or 
amendments to the motion and there were none at this time.  The motion passed with a vote of 4-0-
1 with Mr. Gambiza abstaining.  
 
At this time, the WinnCompanies team and Mayor Fuller departed. 
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3. Feasibility Consultant RFP Presentations  
 
a) Dream Collaborative (beginning approx. 4:30 p.m.) 
Diana Marsh, Director of Urban Design & Planning at DREAM Collaborative, LLC., presented her firm’s 
proposal to evaluate properties in Newton that could be used for affordable housing. She presented a 
slide deck of the criteria and processes her firm would use to make a recommendation to the City on 
useable plots. After the presentation, Chair Houston invited NAHT members to ask questions.  
 
Councilor Albright noted Ms. Marsh’s final comment about making sure that anything built is 
appropriate for the neighborhood. She continued to say that Newton had many neighborhoods with 
a lot of single-family homes which is the predominant housing style. There could be a large piece of 
land near single-family homes, and you might want to put more units in there. How would DREAM 
Collaborative accommodate that many units? Ms. Marsh suggested thinking about it from an 
architectural point of view by making the building look like a great house with lots of units within it. 
The building could read as a big mansion or be broken down like a farmhouse that has been added on 
to over time. Ms. Marsh said that then, the building might look more in context with a neighborhood. 
Also, it helps to talk to people about how having this kind of housing could benefit them indirectly, 
too, because some members of the family might need a small place to live. There could be aging 
parents or young children, and they might want to live in a place where they don’t have to deal with a 
yard. Ms. Marsh continued to say that you tried to show residents how having this kind of housing 
there benefited the community as a whole 
 
Ms. Marsh mentioned the parking issue and how the ideal site should be a good site without having 
to have a lot of cars and with access to public transportation. Ideally, parking can be designed in such 
a way that it is not visible from the street so that the public can really focus more on the attractive 
building. 
 
Ms. Weber said that this was an assignment where the firm would be looking at seventy parcels and 
pulling some parcels using criteria. She asked Ms. Marsh to give the NAHT a sense, from how DREAM 
had previously handled things like this, what Ms. Marsh would think about and what the criteria 
would be to take a project to being one that she would recommend and one that she would not 
recommend. Ms. Weber cited an example: Is the parcel next to a mansion? Consequently, were they 
going to have a fight? So even though it was a perfect location, DREAM may or may not recommend 
it. Ms. Weber gave another example of a parcel next to a multifamily site, and how that location 
might be more desirable because of this. Ms. Marsh answered that it may not be such an issue in 
Newton, but in a lot of communities, DREAM thought about accessibility first. There might be a site 
that was large and open but was on a busy road with no sidewalk. In this case it might not be safe for 
somebody to risk walking on the road. She also noted that they could rule out some sites pretty 
quickly based on topography if there was such a large grade change that units would be lost or large 
retaining walls required. Ms. Marsh noted that some grade change can be a way to hide the parking. 
Sometimes, it’s the zoning and the height, or what people would perceive to be an appropriate height 
in the neighborhood. In such instances, you might not be able to get enough yield for your project to 
make it work. She said that there could be too much traffic. Or it could be hard to add a driveway, 
because there are other busy roads nearby, and then you’re going to have trouble with intersections 
being too close. Then there isn’t enough access. Ms. Weber asked if you could get all of that from GIS. 
Ms. Marsh said yes. Ms. Weber noted that they [NAHT members or Newton residents] could 
presumably look at a parcel and say, ‘That’s a crazy corner.’ Ms. Marsh agreed and said that’s why 
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she wanted to start off looking at a computer screen together. She said that you could also use GIS to 
look at the pattern of land use. There might be a great site that might be totally invisible and 
landlocked behind a park, and if you put housing there, it might not feel safe. Or because it's behind a 
shopping center, and it's going to not have eyes on the street, and it's going to feel unsafe, too. 
Director Heath said that the work's going to be greatly informed by the Planning team and other City 
departments, in terms of the neighborhood history, the neighborhood context, and all the zoning. 
Providing this will hopefully help make the consultant’s job a bit easier. The Housing Authority team 
would also be in the room to provide background. Director Heath said he would think that, with these 
resources in place, they could get the list of parcels down to a manageable amount fairly quickly.  
 
Chair Houston asked if, when they looked at zoning, did DREAM look at a project by-right? Or does 
DREAM also look at how the site might be maximized? Ms. Marsh replied that they always liked to 
rethink the zoning. For example, perhaps the zoning does not allow what’s already there, or 
historically, doesn’t allow the scale of what’s already there, or the usage. She said that they always do 
both. They look at the existing zoning and see what can be built. They also look at one zone across 
multiple locations in the City. If the zoning is changed here, DREAM might ask if that change is going 
to screw up all the other neighborhoods and make people freak out. Then, they might need to think 
about whether it needs to become a new zone, or if you can do an overlay zone. 
 
Chair Houston said she thought about how so much of Newton’s housing was built under Chapter 
40B, because it gave some flexibility. She pointed out that Newton has done a lot of work on zoning 
in the last few years. What else might be considered for the site? Ms. Marsh said that she had done a 
lot of redevelopment plans and master plans that have design guidelines and form-based codes. She 
said that she understood that was not part of this project, but she had also thought about what you 
can put in regular zoning versus what you can achieve through guidelines. 
 
Chair Houston noted that the Trust had allocated forty-five thousand dollars for this job and asked if 
Ms. Marsh thought that it was adequate to complete the work. Ms. Marsh said yes and noted that 
she thought DREAM had stated a lower fee in its proposal. If it turns out there are two hundred 
potential sites, then, no that would not be enough. Or, if the City and Trust want site plans for forty 
sites instead of twelve sites [that would not be enough in terms of funding]. She said that was 
reasonable, and that the team could get it done.  
 
Chair Houston noted that you could do infill on existing housing authority sites, and that most City-
owned sites were either vacant or parking lots. She asked if those were dramatically different tasks, 
or comparable. Ms. Marsh answered that they can be pretty different. She recalled asking that in the 
beginning. Are there going to be some sites where we must look at either adaptive reuse of an 
existing building, like some old school or something? Or adding on where there's already a building 
on part of the site? That can make it a lot more complicated. She said that DREAM was very good on 
the planning side and doing a conceptual design of that. If there’s a lot of land, but it’s all around the 
building and another building can’t be built on that parcel, that building would be added to the 
conceptual design pretty easily. 
 
Chair Houston asked Ms. Marsh if she had questions for the Trust, and she replied that she did not. 
She noted that she had asked Director Heath questions when she was thinking a lot about the project 
back in December. 
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Ms. Weber asked Ms. Marsh to tell her one more time: who on Ms. Marsh’s team would work as a 
planner and architect. Ms. Marsh said that it would be mostly Rosa Herrero and herself. They are 
both planners, and Ms. Herrero trained as an architect in Spain. She said they would call up their own 
architects as they needed to, to help with any finer details on housing best fits, or for extra questions 
about sustainability.  
 
Ms. Marsh said she knew that there was something in the RFP about affordability levels, and later on, 
there wasn’t. Her colleague Greg knows a lot about those funding sources. Chair Houston that there 
was an advantage to having somebody who thinks about things as a developer, because they 
probably push harder.  
 
Chair Houston asked of anyone had any further questions. When no one did, she thanked Ms. Marsh 
on behalf of the Trust. Ms. Marsh said she planned to stay for the second firm’s proposal 
presentation. 
 
b) Davis Square Architects  
Mr. Rex introduced the firm and noted that the twenty-eight architects at the company were focused 
almost entirely on affordable housing. They work directly with EOHLC to review funding applications, 
and have expertise in design, regulations, accessibility, and everything that makes such projects work 
better. He said that the firm also worked to make sure that the designs were really benefitting from 
community engagement, and that the staff worked alongside the community to ensure this. 
Currently, Davis Square Architects is working on the West Newton Armory and the Family Aid shelter 
facility in Newton. They do rehabilitation, reuse, historic housing, infill, energy retrofitting, and 
adaptive housing. Mr. Rex shared the firm’s plan for developing the site list into a group of parcels 
that could meaningfully sustain affordable housing and other types of housing, depending on the 
Trust’s and the City’s interest. He and his colleague, Anna Arscott, presented a plan of two phases 
that would, with the Trust and City’s collaboration, identify possible City-owned sites for 
development in Newton. 
 
Mr. Gambiza noted that the fee is at forty-five thousand dollars. He asked if the firm was expecting to 
go over that amount. Mr. Rex said that they did not expect the fee to go over forty-five thousand 
dollars. He said that they did not know the exact number of sites that need to be examined, but they 
would gauge the time spent on each one to work within the available budget.  
 
Councilor Albright said that the firm had talked about an hourly rate, and when the money runs out, 
that’s the end of the project. She said that was the impression she got. Now, she said it sounded like 
the Davis Square Architects team would have time to do the project with the money that was there. 
Mr. Rex said that they were used to going through the first phase pretty quickly, and that it involved 
the largest number of properties. He said they would probably categorize them, and, while each 
might have unique qualities, there are certain categories that the properties could be grouped into. 
Undertaking this initial process will help them to move the project along very efficiently. Mr. Rex said 
that he did not mean to imply that his team did a certain amount of work and then needed extra 
money to finish it. He said that they could do the job.  
 
Councilor Albright said she had a question that was derivative of the other question she asked earlier. 
Knowing that many or most of Newton is single-family housing, and some of these sites would be 
near single-family houses, how did Mr. Rex’s team think about sites that are in a neighborhood [of 
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predominantly single-family houses]? What did they take into account? Mr. Rex said he was drawing 
on experience with what they’d done on larger sites, even multi-block city sites. They’ve used more 
than one type of building and develop continuity. Within the context of a neighborhood, they’ve 
done smaller buildings. When the site is close to a neighborhood [of predominantly single-family 
houses], they’ve built up the interior of the lot or the other side of the lot with bigger structures. 
Then, they could get a good yield in the number of units without putting a big building next to a really 
small building. Mr. Rex said his team had done this in Worcester and Somerville on a couple of 
projects. That’s one technique that may or may not work on some sites. They’re using a smaller 
building to relate the context in a larger building somewhat insulated from the smaller neighborhood 
to get to the number of units that’re necessary. Ms. Arscott cited a project she was working on in 
Natick, where she was having that exact problem. They’re proposing a twenty- or twenty-three-unit 
building and using the language of the houses in the neighborhood to determine the front façade. 
You wouldn’t know it was a massive building. You wouldn’t say the neighborhood is going to hate 
this. If it could be a site, if there’s going to be so much controversy, then maybe everybody’s effort is 
better spent somewhere else.  
 
Mr. Rex said he had definitely run into those kinds of developments, too, but didn’t want to say that 
they gave up right away. The Davis Square Architects team has been in a lot of community meetings 
where there is initial opposition. There’s an education process: Both the team getting educated and 
the community getting educated. They reach a good solution that is feasible for the developer. In 
their experience, the developer is usually a Community Development Corporation, or a CDC. 
 
Ms. Weber said she was interested in what Mr. Rex said at the beginning, which was that the team 
started the process by bringing in stakeholders, the interested parties, the City, and the Trust 
together. Then, Mr. Rex’s team says, ‘Before I go out on this wild goose chase, you have to give me 
some idea of what you want to do with these parcels, because otherwise I could bring you a gas 
station. I could bring you a Walmart; I could bring you a house.’ She asked if she was getting that 
right. The team really wants to engage to have an idea of what the people who hired you have in 
their head that they think what they want to ultimately do. Mr. Rex said that they wanted to know 
the highest priorities, and there could be multiple priorities. The housing problem faced by many 
towns is not a simple one, nor is it linear. He said that the team was talking about how sometimes a 
senior housing building is an answer to the family housing problem, because it allows seniors a nice 
place to move. It allows them to stay in their city or town and frees up other housing stock that may 
be more appropriate for a growing family. He said they wanted to know as much as possible about 
the Trust’s and City’s thoughts, to be more effective. Ms. Weber said she got it, and noted it was just 
part of the firm’s process.  
 
Chair Houston said that was exactly an issue that she wanted to follow up on as well. She recalled 
how Ms. Arscott had talked about thinking about site capacity, by the time the firm was ready to go 
into Phase 2 of its process. This would mean thinking about what type of housing they wanted. She 
said that they were identifying sites without necessarily constraining anything and identifying sites 
that have the greatest capacity. Mr. Gambiza said that the Trust wanted somebody to come look at 
an open site and bring fresh ideas that are not already there. He said that from what he could see 
from the Davis Square team’s examples, it seemed that there were open sites that they worked with 
where nothing was developed. He asked if the team was able to envision something that could go 
there that could still keep the structure of the community and raise people up together.  
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Chair Houston said that she thought Mr. Gambiza was asking a slightly different question. She went 
on to ask if they were going to get a different yield. If the eventual developer, way down the road, 
will have their own ideas about what they want. She noted that some of the Trust members had been 
or are currently developers. Would Mr. Rex and his team get the same yield if you’re projecting 
senior housing as if you’re projecting family housing? Mr. Rex answered that generally senior housing 
units would be smaller than family housing, which is a mix of two- and three-bedroom or three- and 
four-bedroom units. The yield would be different, depending on the type. The initial part is a little bit 
of a math problem. There’s this many square feet, we have these setbacks, we need access to 
parking, and so on. There could be a certain parking ratio needed. The developer may be an expert in 
this math problem and putting on as many units as possible. He said that was not usually where Davis 
Square Architect projects go, because there’s usually a community friendly decision or solution. That 
solution is maybe a little different. 
 
Chair Houston noted that the Trust was not asking for a consultant to design the site or set up the 
maximum [number of units], but to help everyone understand what sites have the most opportunity 
for development and help make a realistic judgement about what the City might try to do to 
encourage the creation of more affordable housing. Ms. Arscott said she thought that got into looking 
at the neighborhood context as well, and understanding what would really fit in with the surrounding 
neighborhood. If there is a senior center nearby, for example, you might put senior housing nearby. If 
there’s a lack of something in particular, or something not adjacent, or something missing…just 
because something fits on the site doesn’t mean that it’s appropriate for the neighborhood.  
 
Mr. Rex gave an example of work his firm was doing on three different infill sites in Cambridgeport, 
and one is in the vicinity of a parking lot. One’s a house that's going to be taken down because it's 
underutilizing the site. It's in poor shape. The third site is a parking lot. He said they had come to 
some solutions with the developers. One’s going to be three buildings of homeownership [units]. 
One’s going to be thirteen rental units, and one’s going to be twenty-one rental units. These lots are 
fairly close, but they developed a particular solution for each. That solution depended on the right fit, 
as they understand it from working with the owner.  
 
Chair Houston asked if he wanted to restate his question. Mr. Gambiza said that, in addition to what 
the consultant was saying, which was all great, he wanted to know if they were able to identify a site 
where there is the best use for the objective that the Trust has, which was affordable housing. He 
asked if the team could quickly tell the Trust what the best route is to get to that. He also asked how 
the site got to be serviced to get to the objective of affordable housing. He noted that it was not 
always existing housing on the site. They are likely of a standard size with parking lots. Director Heath 
said that was correct, there were not too many existing buildings on these parcels. Ms. Weber noted 
that the housing authority parcels had existing buildings. Chair Houston noted that they were not 
looking at reuse of existing buildings.  
 
Mr. Rex said that he wanted to go back to some of the examples they gave, where there were three 
sites in a close area of Cambridge that ended up with three different solutions. They looked at the 
density of the neighborhood. They looked at the adjacencies. They looked at the historical character 
[of the neighborhood], and height of all of the buildings, and in each case, it did suggest a different 
solution. These included one bigger building with smaller units, one smaller building with bigger units, 
and one homeownership building with three different buildings with lots of private entries that fit 
well with the neighborhood. Mr. Rex said they were working on another site, a conversion of an old 
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hotel which is going to be a shelter. That’s the right solution for that property. There are other uses 
that wouldn’t fit there. He said his team would try to make suggestions as to what they saw as the 
best fit for the site. He said it would depend on what they heard from other stakeholders too, who 
knew Newton really well. Ms. Arscott said that they would look at specific factors that would make a 
site a good candidate for affordable housing, but there were so many different kinds of sites. It could 
be expensive to remediate. It felt like a lot of them are doable. 
 
Chair Houston thanked Mr. Rex and Ms. Arscott. Chair Houston said if anyone had comments, they 
could email staff. Councilor Albright said that the role of staff was going to be very important in all of 
this because they’re going to be the primary people to help. Ms. Weber said they had two good 
candidates. Director Heath said that the Planning Department would be mindful of coming back to 
the Trust at key points during the process to get its feedback. Councilor Albright said that she 
wouldn’t make too many assumptions about how people were going to react, because someone 
reacts poorly to every proposal. Chair Houston said that she thought that was right, and that there 
were projects in Roxbury where there was as much community opposition initially as anywhere. She 
added that the [West Newton] Armory [development project] was friendly. Director Heath said it 
took a lot of work, and Ms. Weber added that the Armory had no neighbors. Ms. Marsh said she 
thought Somerville was pretty friendly, and Chair Houston agreed. 
 
4. Adjournment 
Chair Houston asked if there was anything more. Director Heath asked if the meeting summaries had 
been voted on, and Ms. Kritzer replied that they had been postponed to the next meeting. Chair 
Houston said she would entertain a motion to adjourn. Ms. Weber moved to adjourn, and Mr. 
Gambiza seconded. The meeting adjourned at 5:36 p.m.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


