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Newton Affordable Housing Trust (NAHT) Meeting Summary 

August 20, 2025, 3:30 p.m. to 4:30 p.m. 
VIRTUAL ONLY 

 
Newton Affordable Housing Trust (NAHT) members present on Zoom included Ward 2 City 
Councilor Susan Albright, Vice-Chair Peter Sargent, Tamirirashe Gambiza, Mayor Ruthanne 
Fuller, Chair Ann Houston, Judy Weber, and Michael Alperin. Staff present included Director of 
Planning and Development Barney Heath; Director of Housing & Community Development Lara 
Kritzer, Housing Programs Manager Shaylyn Davis-Iannaco, and Housing Development Planner 
Allison McIntyre. 

 
Guests included Gilbert Winn, Chief Executive Officer of WinnCompanies and Angela Gile, 
Senior Project Director at WinnCompanies. 

 
The meeting began at 3:34 p.m. 

 
 
1. Review and Discussion of Updates to the Newton Gardens Affordable Housing Project 
Chair Houston asked Ms. Kritzer for an update on the Newton Gardens project. Ms. Kritzer 
explained that, in the course of working on the affordable housing restrictions with Winn, the 
City learned that WinnCompanies wanted the affordable units without an income restriction. 
The City and the Trust understood that all units were to be income-restricted, and no tenants 
would be evicted. The unit breakdown, as understood by the Trust and the City, was the 
following: 

 
• 16 units at 30% AMI with PBVs 
• 12 units at 80% AMI + income-restricted 
• 82 units at 110% AMI + income-restricted 

Thirty-six units were subsidized by the State. Winn was asking for relief on the other forty-six 
units. Chair Houston asked for clarification if Winn was asking for both income relief and rent 
relief over the long term. 

 
Mayor Fuller asked for clarification on what an income-restricted unit was versus a rent-
restricted unit. Mr. Winn said that forty-six of the one hundred twelve total units would have 
their rents limited to the amount that is calculated at the number that the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) released. That number 
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was equal to what a 110% AMI household could afford, assuming that thirty percent of the 
household’s income went to rent. 

 
He said that his team had not intended for the income levels for those households to be 
restricted. Mr. Winn went on to say that his team had found that there was a narrower window of 
people who earn 110% that can afford to pay thirty percent of their income toward rent. The rent 
for the units represented the maximum rent that HUD allowed for 110% AMI units. He explained 
that someone making 130% or 140% of the AMI was eligible to live in one of the forty-six units, 
but that they would not be charged more than the maximum rent for a 110% AMI household. 

 
Mr. Winn said that, if those units were income-restricted, the deal wouldn’t pencil. He said that 
was why his team basically assumed what they did. He said that he knew the Mayor had asked 
a more technical question, but that he wanted to provide a little context. 

 
Mr. Winn said that he would admit that his team probably didn’t bring it up, or missed it, in the 
writings from Newton back when the Trust did the award letter. He said that when he looked 
back to Winn’s first presentation in August, his team was clear that these units (or some 
component of the project) would be rent-restricted at a 110% AMI level, also that some units 
would be rent-restricted and some would be income-restricted. 

 
He said he would also admit that his team did not basically carry that through on every piece of 
paper that was forwarded to the City, but that it was always Winn’s intention, and that was what 
was applied for in the State application, as well as the application for MassHousing. Mr. Winn 
went on to say that Winn failed to do that adequately with the City application, so that’s why 
there was some confusion on Winn’s end as to why the City was pushing back, and a lot of 
confusion on the Trust’s end as to why Winn was pushing back. He said it was because the 
pieces of paper that went back and forth were not clear. Mr. Winn finished by saying that he 
wanted to give that intro. 

 
Chair Houston invited questions from the Trust. Councilor Albright asked if Mr. Winn was 
claiming that people who earned 110% of AMI could not afford the maximum rent for a 110% AMI 
unit. Mr. Winn replied that it was an important philosophical and practical question at the State. 
He said that Winn saw in its portfolios that Winn would do, in basically every deal, would be to 
create a 10% window and have incomes in the project up to 120% AMI. Rent for these 
households would be set at the 110% AMI maximum. In instances where households were at 
110% AMI, those households would have a rent calculated at the maximum allowable amount 
for a household earning 100% AMI. 

 
Ms. Weber asked if there was a ceiling on income eligibility for the 110% units. She also asked if 
someone earning 90% of AMI would be eligible to live in the 80% AMI units. She noted that Mr. 
Winn described the 80% AMI units as both income- and rent-restricted. 

 
Mr. Winn said it was a great question, and that he wished the answer was yes, but that it really 
was not. He said that he wished Winn could afford to do what Ms. Weber described. He said that 
there would be a hard rent restriction on the 110% AMI units, but that there would be upper limit 
to the incomes of residents in 110% AMI units. 
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Ms. Weber asked how many of the forty-six households currently had vouchers. Ms. Gile said that 
there were eight mobile vouchers on site currently. 

 
Mayor Fuller outlined her understanding of Mr. Winn’s explanation. She asked if Winn was 
allowing anyone of any income to live in those forty-six units for any amount of time. She 
contrasted this approach with the Trust’s focus to help people of modest means have a roof over 
their heads. She said she was slightly confused by the business model, because there was no 
financial upside to Winn if rents were restricted to the 110% AMI maximum while the income for 
the households in those units was over 110% AMI. 

 
Mr. Winn said he understood the Mayor’s question and implicit point. He said that Winn was 
interested in creating middle-income housing, and that slapping a rent restriction on the 110% 
AMI units sent a message to the industry, and a message to the funders. The message was that a 
municipality could create an entirely income-mixed community out of nothing, if you have the 
right developer and the right funding. Mr. Winn said that the decision to restrict the rents but not 
the incomes in the 110% AMI units was voluntary and would paint a good picture and start a 
program statewide. 

 
Mr. Winn went on to say that he heard the Mayor’s point that it would be better if Winn could 
somehow limit the income of the renters in the 110% AMI units. He said that he would be open to 
an income restriction higher than 110% AMI for the rent-restricted 110% AMI units. Mr. Winn said 
that he didn’t care if someone was wealthier, and that he did care that there weren’t any 
vacancies and that everyone could pay rent. He said that Winn’s investor was very concerned 
about everyone not being able to pay rent in the project, and that the investor asked Winn why it 
wasn’t charging market rent. The investor said that they needed to underwrite the full 110% unit 
rent, so that Winn had better get a big window there. Mr. Winn said that he had seen deals in 
Boston where income was restricted up to 160% of AMI for middle income units, and that could 
be something that would work. 

 
Vice-Chair Sargent asked if it was allowable by regulations to have a household earning 140% of 
AMI placed in a 110% rent-restricted unit. Mr. Winn said that the project was considered an 
affordable project because all units were rent-restricted, even though the 110% AMI units were 
not income-restricted. He said he felt comfortable calling Newton Gardens a 100% affordable 
project. 

 
Councilor Albright asked if Mr. Winn was saying that the problem was that WinnCompanies 
needed people to pay more money to make the project pencil out. Mr. Winn said that if all of the 
110% AMI units were income restricted, the investor would not allow Winn to underwrite the 
full 110% rents. 
 
Chair Houston explained to Councilor Albright that the rents would never go above the maximum 
allowable rent for a 110% AMI unit. She pointed out that right now 110% AMI units were renting 
for slightly above the cost of market-rate units. 

 
Councilor Albright said it was a sort of rent control. She said that the 110% AMI units could be 
rented by people with lots of money, and then it becomes unfair to everyone. Mr. Winn said he 
appreciated Councilor Albright’s point. He said that the money the Trust was awarding to 
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WinnCompanies was going to the units at 30% AMI and the units at 80% AMI. He said that, 
technically speaking, this was really never a part of the funding discussion. It was more of 
Winn’s philosophical approach. 

 
Ms. Kritzer asked if Mr. Winn was suggesting that there would be a second restriction. Mr. Winn 
said yes that there would be a separate restriction on the other forty-six units. Ms. Kritzer said 
that the City had not yet seen a draft of this and asked Mr. Winn how Winn was thinking of going 
forward with that. Mr. Winn replied that Winn had received the commitment letter from 
MassHousing yesterday, and that Winn would get those draft docs with the exact affordable 
restriction sent to everyone. 

 
Mr. Gambiza said that it appeared like a backdoor rent control deal. He asked how the Trust 
would explain to a person on the street what was meant by a 100% affordable development, with 
no income restriction in place. Mr. Winn answered he heard the point, that it was a good point, 
and that he agreed with it. He said that they didn’t want someone making a million dollars living 
there. It just had to pass muster with the investor. He said that there was precedent for a 160% 
AMI income restriction. Chair Houston asked Councilor Albright for her view on how the City 
Council might respond to a 160% income limit. Councilor Albright said it would be shocking to 
the Council. 

 
Director Heath said that he understood that Winn’s investor would want the income ceiling as 
high as possible. He asked if they could have a conversation about the 10% window between the 
AMI allocation of the unit and the rent restriction on the unit. Mr. Winn said it was all about tax 
credit equity. Winn was essentially asking its investor for private equity in the amount of ten 
million dollars to take this risk. He said that the investor was more risk-averse and that the only 
way to be repaid was through rent, and that’s why an income limit of 160% of AMI would be 
better than an income limit of 120% of AMI (even though a 160% income limit exceeded the 10% 
window for a 110% AMI unit). 

 
Mayor Fuller said that didn’t make any sense, because Winn was capping rents at 110% AMI. 
She said she understood that Winn was trying to avoid vacancies by eschewing an income limit, 
but that the Affordable Housing Trust in Newton was not in business to minimize Winn’s 
investor’s risk with vacancies. Mayor Fuller pointed out that the Trust was there to support 
people with low and moderate incomes. She said the City was willing to be flexible, but that a 
160% AMI limit felt too high. 

 
Chair Houston asked for clarification from the WinnCompanies team: Is Winn trying to 
communicate to its investors that Winn would have a sufficient renter pool to fill the units? Mr. 
Winn replied that was exactly what it was. Chair Houston followed up by asking if there was an 
opportunity give preference to someone earning lower income for the 110% AMI units when they 
turn over. He said that was easier with a vacant unit, but that a person with lower income could 
be added to the top of the waiting list. 

 
Ms. Weber asked if Winn had the incomes for the current residents, and if Winn was verifying 
incomes regularly. Ms. Gile said that Winn did not have perfect nor complete information on 
current residents, and that once the property was purchased Winn would pursue that 
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information more aggressively. Twenty-five current residents responded to a survey from Winn 
asking for information. Ms. Gile said that Winn had gotten permission from the seller to station a 
Winn staff person there every Monday to hold office hours and meet with residents. She said that 
they would need time, post-acquisition to complete the picture. 

 
Mr. Alperin said that he had not seen a new set of numbers with any modifications to the terms 
being requested. He asked if there were financial projections that the Trust could review. He said 
he understood that there was some challenge to renting these higher tier AMI units relative to 
market units, but that advancing public funds of this magnitude meant that the Trust had to 
consider if it was over-subsidizing the deal relative to the AMI being described. He went on to say 
that units available to households at 160% AMI were indistinguishable from market-rate units. 
Mr. Alperin said he understood how that was helpful for an investor perspective, but that, from a 
public interest and affordable housing perspective, that was not fulfilling the City’s mission. 

 
Chair Houston said it would be helpful to understand what timeframe Winn was working with. 
Mr. Winn said that they were hoping for a September 5th close. He reiterated that there was no 
Trust money going to the 110% AMI units. Chair Houston said that Trust understood, and pointed 
out that there would be eight-six 110% AMI units. She said that the Trust still had to feel 
comfortable with the project as a whole. 

 
Councilor Albright pointed out that a 160% AMI income is around $200,000 for a two-person 
household. She said that they should clarify to the Council that the Trust was not funding the 
entire project and only the non-110% units. 

 
Chair Houston asked if Winn could provide the financial documents Mr. Alperin requested, and 
asked the Trust to set time next week to meet. Ms. Gile asked if the one-stop application would 
be sufficient, and Chair Houston asked if that would include the investor perspective. Mr. Winn 
said it would include the pro-forma that the one-stop application requires, and that Winn did not 
wish to share the investor model. Chair Houston emphasized the importance of having a 
complete picture and asked if she was correct that it would show only the 110% AMI unit rents, 
and not the difference in tenant income levels. 

 
Mr. Winn replied that they would include the rents. He said he understood all concerns, and 
pointed out that WinnCompanies could’ve made Newton Gardens a mixed-income project with 
forty-six market-rate units. He continued to say that he personally had suggested rent-
restrictions for these units. 

 
Chair Houston said she wished the lack of income restrictions would have been clearer at the 
beginning of the project. She said that the Trust was looking for information about giving a 
preference to lower-income people for the 110% AMI units. She asked Mr. Alperin to describe 
more about the information he was looking for, and said that the Trust would need time to digest 
this. 

 
Mr. Alperin said he thought that Winn could choose to share the one-stop pro forma or the 
investor pro-forma, depending on which Winn thought best illustrated the rent restrictions and 
associated economics that will the Trust to fully understand the deal at this stage. Mr. Winn 
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replied that the numbers will only show that the deal was underwritten at 110% AMI to certain 
rent levels but not income levels. Mr. Winn said that his team could get feedback from the 
investor, but that they would say something about what was scaring them about underwriting 
the 110% rents if there were income restrictions. 

 
Mr. Alperin answered that he understood that it was challenging to rent to this profile of rent. He 
said he thought it was important that everyone had the time and materials to go through diligent 
vetting. It was important for the Trust, as it was making a big financial commitment. 

 
Mr. Winn said that Ms. Gile would send the numbers after the meeting today, and that Winn 
would pose the question to the investor. The Trust then scheduled a meeting for August 25th 

during which time they could discuss those additional materials. 
 
Mayor Fuller said that Director Heath had provided her with rent numbers on 110% AMI units. A 
one-bedroom unit set at 110% AMI could have a maximum rent of $2,633, and two-bedroom unit 
set at 110% could have a maximum rent of $3,121. She asked if Mr. Winn was saying that Winn 
would have a hard time finding rents at those rates. Mayor Fuller pointed out that a two-person 
household earning 150% of AMI had an income of $198,600. She said that felt uncomfortable to 
subsidize an affordable project available to tenants with an income that high. 

 
Mr. Winn responded that it wasn’t just about vacancies. When Winn went to its investor, they 
said that they could underwrite those forty-six units at market rate. He said he suggested 
capping rents at the maximum for a 110% AMI income household. It was a matter of bad debt. 

 
Councilor Albright said that the Council was familiar with the difficulties of renting 110% AMI 
units, but that the Council would not be happy if those units were available to households 
making 150%-160% of AMI. Mr. Winn said he understood 

 
Ms. Kritzer said she would send out possible dates for a meeting in October. 

 
 
2. Adjourn 
Chair Houston moved to adjourn, and Mr. Gambiza seconded. The meeting adjourned at 
4:38pm. 
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