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Newton Affordable Housing Trust (NAHT) 
Monday, December 16, 2024 

Meeting Summary 
 
Newton Affordable Housing Trust (NAHT) members present in Room 204 of City Hall included City 
Councilor Susan Albright, Chair Ann Houston, and Vice-Chair Peter Sargent. Trust Members 
Tamirirashe Gambiza and Judy Webber attended virtually. 
 
Guests included Gilbert Winn, CEO of Winn Companies; Michael O’Brien, Executive Vice President of 
Winn Companies, and Brian Callahan, Vice President of Acquisitions of Winn Companies, all of whom 
attended in-person. Councilor Julia Malakie, Josephine McNeil, and Bruce Henderson attended 
virtually. 
 
Staff present in Room 204 included Director of Planning and Development Barney Heath and Director 
of Housing & Community Development Lara Kritzer.  Shaylyn Davis-Iannaco, Housing Program 
Manager, attended virtually. One member of the public, Lyn Weissberg of Engine 6, attended 
virtually. 
 
1. Newton Affordable Housing Trust Review of Potential Project at Newton Gardens 
Newton Gardens is an existing residential community of 112 units in Newtonville. Winn Companies is 
working to acquire and rehab the units over time with the goal of transitioning it to a mixed income 
property. During the last discussion, the Trust expressed an interest in deeper affordability. In 
response, the new scenario proposed by Winn included fourteen units reserved for tenants earning 
80% AMI and sixteen units reserved for tenants earning 30% AMI. There would be, in total, thirty 
deeply affordable units with the remaining eighty-two reserved for tenants earning 110% AMI. The 
sixteen units at 30% AMI are possible by layering project-based vouchers (PBVs) atop the original 80% 
AMI restriction.  
 
Mr. O’Brien began his remarks by warning Trust members that if Winn Companies was not involved 
with the property, it would likely be given over to a private developer that would raise rents 
dramatically as happened at a property on Curtis Street in Newton. Mr. Winn added that because 
Winn Companies was competing with a market-rate sale, it risked losing out on the property if they 
did not respond quickly.   
 
The Winn Companies team assured the Trust, in response to a concern expressed by Mr. Sargent, 
that they planned to bring in the Executive Office of Housing and Livable Communities (EOHLC) and 
MassHousing and complete underwriting in time to meet a June 6, 2025 deadline. The Winn 
Companies team noted their fifty-year relationship with these entities and claimed that, having 
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worked wonders in the past, it could do so again in terms of meeting a tight deadline. Mr. Winn went 
on to say that these were all agencies friendly to the company’s cause and said he believed they had 
a sufficient amount of time to complete the deal.  
 
Chair Houston asked about the overall condition of the property, particularly the insulation of the 
windows and walls. Mr. Winn said that their company’s head of construction was jokingly nicknamed 
“Dr. No”, and  he was not a “no” on this project. Winn’s construction, sustainability, and accessibility 
experts had provided a positive assessment of the property’s general systems, roof, mechanicals, 
HVAC, and windows. There had been no assessment of the walls’ insulation, because such an 
assessment would require drilling that would disturb current residents. Chair Houston asked if an 
appraisal had been completed, and Mr. Winn said it had not. 
 
Councilor Albright referenced Winn’s application materials and its close connections with Boston-
based organizations. She asked if the team planned to make new connections with Newton-based 
programs like the Newton Boys and Girls Club? Mr. Winn replied that he had been a Brookline 
resident for his entire life, and the company had been in business for fifty-three years. For these 
reasons, he said it sounded funny to refer to Newton as a “new” community. The team affirmed that 
Winn wanted to be a good neighbor and a good corporate citizen.   
 
Councilor Albright asked what steps Winn would take to make accessible apartments available to 
residents with disabilities? Mr. Winn answered that MassHousing and EOHLC would require a Tenant 
Selection Plan and an Affirmative Fair Marketing Plan that will help govern the tenant recruitment 
process. Mr. Winn noted that if these units were currently occupied, the work will require residents 
to leave. He said that it was Winn Companies first choice to keep people on site, and that any that 
current tenants would receive preference in on-site transfers. Internal transfers would receive first 
preference, then the outside world. Councilor Albright followed up by asking if the Winn team had 
any idea of how many of the existing tenants would be able to stay. Mr. Winn said that he hoped all 
would qualify with Winn’s existing plan. There is natural turnover of about thirty or thirty-five percent 
per year.  
 
Chair Houston asked if there were mobile vouchers on the property, and Mr. Callahan answered that 
there were currently between five and seven mobile vouchers. Mr. Gambiza asked if there would be a 
preference for Newton families for low-income units. Mr. Winn replied that NHA will have its own 
restrictions and preferences for PBVs, and the eight MRVP vouchers will be beholden to State 
requirements. Mr. Winn said that the company would complete a tenant selection plan and add a 
Newton preference. Ms. Houston reminded everyone that Newton required only a 25% local 
preference.  
 
Ms. Weber and Chair Houston had questions about the units affordability into the future. Mr. Winn 
said that, provided that PBVs are operating, the units would be affordable in perpetuity. Ms. Kritzer 
noted that properties receiving CPA funds typically maintained the units in perpetuity. Chair Houston 
asked where the cost of the 110% AMI units fell in comparison to current market-rents. Mr. Winn 
said current tenants would not be priced out. He said this would enhance the project’s chances of 
receiving state funding and would “give some leeway to increase rents over time with inflation.” 
Chair Houston asked if the rent increases would start from the rents Winn was inheriting on the 
property. 
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Mr. Winn said they would. Winn Companies plans to implement a “40T” rent increase policy, which, 
substantively, means a maximum increase of 3% over the CPI. Ms.  Weber asked Ms. Kritzer about 
the household income requirement for CPA funding. Director Kritzer confirmed it was 100% AMI. The 
cost was $133,000 per unit. Mr. Sargent added that this was an attractive 10% of the total 
development cost.  
 
Mr. Sargent expressed the Trust’s interest in the new scenario presented at this meeting. He noted 
that the applicant’s materials said that the company is looking for a non-interest-bearing loan only 
payable at maturity, and that the Trust would supply three and a half million dollars. Ms. Houston 
said that the Trust had $3.8 million. She asked the Winn Companies team to explain the use for the 
additional $500,000. Mr. Winn replied that the $4 million is the request to the Trust: $3.5 million 
would be supplied first, with the remaining $500,000 supplied later when more funds were available. 
Mr. Sargent asked when the loan would mature. This matter was tabled for today’s discussion. 
 
Mr. Winn said that the company was basically seeking a 12% IRR. He continued to say that Winn 
Companies would have the same difficult conversation with the State, where those monies are 
recycled and resubordinated at 0%. He pointed out that normally there is no equity in these deals. 
Mr. Winn said that in this case, the company would absolutely have to first return on its equity, plus a 
hurdle, and only above that would they even consider profit. Mr. Sargent said it almost sounded like a 
loan in perpetuity. Mr.  Winn answered that their team viewed these soft loans as grants (except in a 
very successful scenario).  
 
Ms. Weber said it was sort of like the Trust would have to sit on its hands for two years if this request 
was approved. Ms. Houston said the Trust would need to parcel out its money more slowly, and the 
staff had recommended this approach as well. She asked the Winn team what it needed during this 
meeting and what the timeline was. 
 
Mr.  O’Brien commented that this question of support from the Trust was a “chicken and egg” 
quandary. He said they were looking for a sense from the Trust that the project is going in the right 
direction, and expressed the hope that the State would feel confident in the Winn team if it earned 
the Trust’s support. He explained that everyone was watching to see what the other ones were doing 
at the poker table. Mr. Winn said that their team would love to get a vote to approve the transfer of 
the funds from the Trust to the Newton Garden’s project. Otherwise, the team would like to see a 
vote approving the transfer subject to whatever stipulations or conditions the Trust might provide.  
 
Ms. Houston invited the guests attending virtually to ask any questions. Councilor Malakie said she 
had none. Ms. McNeil said she had not looked closely at the proposal yet and asked if there would be 
another opportunity. Ms. Houston said it was the second meeting and that she hoped to give a strong 
indication of their stance to the Winn Companies team. Ms. McNeil encouraged the applicant to build 
as many units as fiscally possible and said that the need for housing in Newton was greatest for low-
income residents. She asked their team to add more units restricted for residents earning 30% AMI.  
 
Ms. Weissberg said she agreed with the points Ms. McNeil just made. She said it sounded like the 
Trust was being advised to parcel out the money in smaller increments. She thought the project was a 
really good use for the Trust funding and that the second scenario shows the applicant’s willingness 
to have a greater number of units at deeper affordability. She said it struck her as strange to not give 
Winn all $4 million at once. Ms. Houston replied that the Trust did not have $4 million in the bank 
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today, and that this was the primary issue. Ms. Weissberg said that the Trust received regular 
amounts from CPC and asked when those funds would hit the Trust account. Ms. Kritzer answered 
that the Trust could request FY26 funds in July. This previous year, the Trust received the funds in 
November 2024. Ms. Weissberg admitted she did not know the nitty-gritty details about when the 
Trust received its funding, but asked the Trust to get the funds as quickly as possible so that they 
were available for projects like the one brought by Winn Companies. Ms. Houston said she wanted to 
make sure she understood Ms. Weissberg, and asked if Ms. Weissberg was concerned if the deal 
would not go forward if the Trust is not able to invest all the money at once. She noted that the 
applicants had agreed to postponing the final $500,000. Mr. Winn said that if the numbers on offer 
were $3 million today and $1 million next year, that million would be used to do more repairs. Ms. 
Houston pointed out that the repairs would be made on turnover, incentivizing the applicant to not 
have turnover until the money comes out of those other items across the property. 
 
Mr. Heath said that one thing that brought him comfort with the project was the number of partners, 
and the numbers coming from the State.  
 
Mr. Sargent moved that the Trust give a strong expression of support for this project, with funding 
not to exceed $4 million, to be dispersed as negotiated and contingent on:  

• Conversations continuing between Winn Companies, the seller, and other funding 
entities to move forward towards a June 6, 2025 closing deadline with the recognition 
that this date may be extended by the Trust with satisfactory progress towards full 
financing and a closing date; 

• An acceptable appraisal, commissioned by a third party acceptable to the City of 
Newton, to be submitted to the Trust for review; 

• Winn Companies securing firm commitments for the 16 Project Based Rental Vouchers 
to support units deed restricted at or below 80% AMI; and, 

• A site visit to the property. 
 
Ms. Albright seconded the motion. A question was raised about what would be an “acceptable” 
appraisal and Ms. Houston stated that it must support the price.  Mr. Gambiza stated that he liked 
the project but would abstain from voting as his firm, Cohn Reznick LLP, work with Winn Companies. 
Ms.  Weber noted that, as a member of the NHA, she could not guarantee anything but that she 
wanted to find ways to keep vouchers in Newton.  The motion was passed by a vote of 4 to 0 with 1 
abstention (Mr. Gambiza). 
 
At this point, the Winn team departed. 
 
2. Update on Feasibility Consultant RFP Process 
Mr. Heath reported that there had been two responses, one from Davis Square Architects, and one 
from the Dream Collaborative. Staff felt Davis Square Architects hit the mark with its proposal. There 
followed some discussion about the City’s procurement process and the need to encourage diversity. 
Mr. Heath said that both teams could come in and be interviewed by the Trust. Ms. Houston 
expressed an interest in both by-right and maximum capacity analyses.  
 
3. Approval of May 2024, September 2024, and November 2024 Meeting Summaries 



5 

Mr. Sargent said he had minor edits to the November 2024 minutes. Ms. Houston moved to approve 
the May and September 2024 minutes. Ms. Weber seconded the motion and the minutes were 
approved unanimously. 
 
4. Adjournment 
Mr.  Sargent motioned to adjourn.  Ms. Albright seconded the motion and the meeting ended at 6:23 
p.m.    

 


