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COMMUNITY PRESERVATION COMMITTEE 
AGENDA 

May 9, 2023 at 7:00 P.M. 
 

The Community Preservation Committee (CPC) will hold this meeting as a 
virtual meeting. No in-person meeting will take place at City Hall.  
 

To view and participate in this virtual meeting on your phone, download the 
“Zoom Cloud Meetings” app in any app store or at www.zoom.us. At the 
above date and time, click on “Join a Meeting” and enter the following 
Meeting ID: 85320099500 
 

To join this meeting on your computer, go to: 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/85320099500 
 
One tap mobile: +16465588656,,85320099500#  
 
At the start of the meeting, CPC members will designate a member to be responsible for 
reviewing the draft minutes for this meeting. 
 
PROPOSALS AND PROJECTS 
 
7:00 P.M. -  Public Hearing on the Warren House Preservation and 

Rehabilitation Project ($2,100,000 in Historic Resource Funding) 
 
 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 

1) Review of Existing and Potential Future Projects 
2) Review of Current Finances 
3) Approval of February 14 and March 7 Minutes 
4) Other  

 

The location of this meeting/event is wheelchair accessible and Reasonable Accommodations will 
be provided to persons with disabilities who require assistance. If you need a Reasonable 
Accommodation, please contact the city of Newton’s ADA/Section 504 Coordinator, Jini Fairley, at 
least two business days in advance (2 weeks for ASL or CART) of the meeting/event: 
jfairley@newtonma.gov or (617) 796-1253. The city’s TTY/TDD direct line is: 617-796-1089. For 
the Telecommunications Relay Service (TRS), please dial 711. 

 

Please note that the times noted above are approximate and discussions may happen earlier 
or later in the meeting as needed. Pre meeting packets with additional information on each 
agenda item are posted on the website before each meeting. 

http://www.newtonma.gov/cpa
mailto:lkritzer@newtonma.gov
http://www.newtonma.gov/
file://sfserverb00/Planning/cd-planning/PLANNING/ComPresAct/ComPres%20CPC%20MBRS%20&%20MTGS/2021%20Agenda%20and%20Packets/May%2011%20Meeting/www.zoom.us
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/85320099500
https://www.newtonma.gov/government/planning/community-preservation-program/proposals-projects/warren
https://www.newtonma.gov/government/planning/community-preservation-program/proposals-projects/warren
mailto:jfairley@newtonma.gov


 
 

Meeting Materials  
for May 9, 2023 

 
Proposals and Project Reviews 
 
Warren House Preservation and Rehabilitation Project Public Hearing   
 
The pre-proposal for this project was before the Committee in March and was invited to submit a 
full proposal at that time. A copy of the Reader’s Guide analysis and full proposal are attached. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
1) Review of Existing and Potential Future Projects – Although we have a lot of projects that are 

nearing the finish line, we have not had any significant changes in status since the last meeting. 
I have left both the sheets from the last meeting in the packet for your information. 
 

2) Review of Current Finances – Attached is the most recently updated version of the Finances at 
a Glance document.  This includes the amount of funding recommended for the Athletic Fields 
but both the bonded funds for Gath Pool and the Athletic Fields are not directly shown yet as if 
approved, neither would impact the program’s funds until FY25.  
 

3) Approval of February 14 and March 14 Minutes –   The draft minutes were sent out prior to the 
last meeting. I have also attached them here for further review. 
 

4) Other - Just in case. 

https://www.newtonma.gov/government/planning/community-preservation-program/proposals-projects/warren
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Last updated February 2020. 

Please submit this completed file directly – do not convert to PDF or other formats. 
For full instructions, see www.newtonma.gov/cpa or contact: 

Lara Kritzer, Community Preservation Program Manager 
City of Newton Planning & Development Department, 1000 Commonwealth Ave., Newton, MA 02459 

lkritzer@newtonma.gov  617.796.1144 
You may adjust the space for each question, but the combined answers to all questions on this page must fit on this page. 

Project 
TITLE  Warren House Preservation and Rehabilitation 

Project 
LOCATION 

Full street address (with zip code), or other precise location. 
Warren House, 1600 Washington Street, West Newton, MA 02465 

Project 
CONTACTS Name & title or organization Email Phone Mailing address 

Project 
Manager 

Jeanne Strickland, Ex. Dir. 
Newton Community 
Development Foundation 

Jstrickland@ncdfinc.org 617-244-4035 x224 425 Watertown Street, Ste 
205, Newton, MA 02458  

Other 
Contacts 

Project 
FUNDING 

A. CPA funds requested:

$2,100,000 
B. Other funds to be used:

$9,495,598 
C. Total project cost (A+B):

$11,595,598 

Project 
SUMMARY 

Explain how the project will use the requested CPA funds. You may provide more detail in attachments, but your 
PROJECT SUMMARY MUST FIT IN THE SPACE BELOW. Use a cover letter for general information about the 
sponsoring organization’s accomplishments. 

NCDF is seeking $2,100,000 in CPA Historic Preservation Funds to replace windows, perform masonry repairs and preserve 
ornamental cast stone copings at the historic former Levi F. Warren Junior High School. The building was beautifully transformed by  
NCDF in 1992 into 59 mixed income apartments, 21 of which are affordable to households earning up to 50% of the Area Median 
Income.  The building’s stately, wood, schoolhouse-style windows (199 in total) are original with the frames being removed during 
the 1992 renovation, dipped for de-leading and double pane glass panels were installed. An additional 49 smaller windows were 
replaced/added during the 1992 renovation and have exceeded their 30-year useful life and are in fair/poor condition.  NCDF 
contracted with Gale Associates in 2005 to conduct an initial evaluation of the building to identify areas of water infiltration.  Gale 
recommended a phasing plan to renovate the existing building components, and because Warren House is listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places, the renovations that Gale suggested were in accordance with the National Park Services and 
incorporated similar, or like-kind building fabric to maintain the existing building conditions. Multiple different phases were 
presented to renovate the building, which included the removal and replacement of the slate shingles, restoration of the main 
cupola, and railing system, emergency sounding and removal of damaged cast stone elements, replacement of select cast stone 
elements, replacement of balcony waterproofing, removal and replacement of deteriorated brick masonry, the removal, 
excavation and replacement of the former main entrance stairway to address heaving and sub-surface waterproofing, and 
repair/stabilization of select wood window units. Phase 1 work was performed in 2009 – 2010 and Phase 2 work was performed in 
2015. As we prepare to embark on the final phase of building envelope preservation and rehabilitation, CPA funds will be used to 
cover a portion of the costs associated with removing all 248 windows and replacing them with new aluminum, energy efficient 
windows that will match the same profile as the existing wood windows. An aluminum panning system will basically “cover” the 
existing window frame and will match the aesthetic similarities of the current window perimeter. As part of the design, holes will 
be cored in the existing window sash pockets to fill voids with either spray foam of batt insulation. Gaps between the window 
frames and the new window system will be filled with insulation as well. Existing oriented strand board stools and aprons will be 
removed at window interiors and sealants will be applied to the interior and exterior window perimeters to create a weather tight 
condition. Extensive masonry repairs and restoration will be performed around window perimeters including the removal and 
replacement of cracked and spalled brick masonry units; repair/patch spalled cast stone locations; rout and seal crack locations 
within the precast stone elements and repoint deteriorated brick masonry mortar joints. The new windows will provide thermal 
efficiencies to meet code requirements for historic structures while also reducing the overall maintenance of the building.  

Newton, Massachusetts Community Preservation Program 
FUNDING REQUEST 

PRE-PROPOSAL X PROPOSAL 

City of Newton 

Ruthanne Fuller 
Mayor 

(For staff use) 
date  rec’d: 
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You may adjust the space for each question, but the combined answers to all questions on this page must fit on this page. 
Project TITLE  Warren House Preservation and Rehabilitation 

USE of CPA FUNDS HISTORIC 
RESOURCES 

CHECK ALL THAT 
APPLY 

Preserve  
Rehabilitate/ 

Restore   

COMMUNITY 
NEEDS 

From each of at least 2 plans linked to the Guidelines & Forms page of www.newtonma.gov/cpa, provide a 
brief quote with plan title, year, and page number, showing how this project meets previously recognized 
community needs. You may also list other community benefits not mentioned in any plan. 

Following the closing of Warren Junior High School in the early 1980’s, the building remained vacant for almost 10 years until the 
City asked NCDF to purchase and develop the property. NCDF shared the City’s vision for the adaptive reuse and transformed the 
building in 1992 into 59 units of mixed income housing. The window replacement, masonry repair and cast stone coping restoration 
project will adhere to the standards noted in the Newton Historic Preservation Design Guidelines.  The wood windows that once 
served as a light source in classrooms were restored in 1992 and will now be replaced with aluminum, thermally efficient, code 
compliant windows for historic structures while also reducing the overall maintenance of the building. This project will result in 
reduced energy demand and lessen energy costs for residents, many of whom are very low income and all of whom pay for their 
own heating /air conditioning.  This project is in concert with Newton’s Comprehensive Plan as noted in the Housing Section, 
specifically Strategic Approaches on page 5-15, (Acting in Concert with the City’ Other Goals and with Convergent Efforts of Others); 
Sustainable design can lessen negative environmental impacts of new development, reduce energy demand, and keep ongoing 
operating and maintenance costs down, thus serving interests in housing affordability as well as natural resource protection.  Also 
on page 5-15, (Utilizing Existing Housing); We need to encourage and assist the maintenance, upgrading, and restoration of existing 
housing units, and to address such issues as...and energy efficiency. This project will result in reduced energy demand and will 
lessen energy costs for residents, many of whom are very low income and all of whom pay for their own heating/air conditioning.    
For more than 50 years, NCDF has been fostering diversity in the City of Newton through the development and management of 
affordable and mixed income housing communities. Our mission and accomplishments are aligned with the Housing Section of the 
Newton Comprehensive Plan, specifically Housing Goals on page 5-12 (Protecting the City’s Diversity), Supporting Newton’s 
cherished diversity is a fundamental goal. To accomplish that, we need to undertake a program of positive actions that will assure 
fair and equal housing opportunities for a population that is at least as diverse as at present in age, race, household type, life-style, 
cultural heritage and economic status. That diversity should not only be welcomed but should also be actively sought. For that 
seeking to be effective, that diverse population must be able to find and maintain suitable housing at affordable costs. Warren 
House serves a diverse population with 24 (41%) of the current 59 households having incomes at or below 50% AMI (21 residing in 
affordable units and three (3) residing in market rent units using Housing Choice vouchers). The market rent units (38 total) provide 
a vital niche in Newton serving households not willing or able to pay rent levels at the market rate units recently constructed or 
coming online in Newton. A total of 13 households residing in a combination of market rent and affordable units identify as Black 
(22%), 10 households identify as Asian (17%) and four (4) households identify as Hispanic (7%). Warren House continues to meet 
several of the Housing Goals and Strategic Approaches (Pages 5-12 through 5-17) noted in the Housing Section of the Newton 
Comprehensive Plan including on page 5-12 (Broadly Defining Diversity; Housing affordability in Newton is a problem, not only for 
low-income residents, but also for many others as well, including those of moderate and middle income, and housing efforts must 
recognize that.  Warren House is a focal point of the community with the fields and tennis (pickleball) courts surrounding the 
property used extensively for personal and City sponsored activities, which successfully integrated Warren House and our residents 
into the community.  NCDF is responsible for the upkeep and maintenance of the 103 recreational parking spaces serving the City’s 
recreation fields (Richard J. McGrath Park), tennis (pickleball) courts and dog park.    

COMMUNITY 
CONTACTS 

List at least 3 Newton residents or organizations willing and able to comment on the project and its manager’s 
qualifications. No more than 1 should be a supervisor, employee or current work colleague of the project 
manager or sponsor. Consult staff on the community contacts required for your specific proposal. 

Name & title or organization Email Phone Mailing address 
Joan McGrath 
Warren House neighbor 

Joan1617@comcast.net 617-965-0555 1617 Washington Street       
West Newton, MA 02465 

Dr. Mark Poster 
Resident of Warren House 

mfpmd@comcast.net 617-510-6593 1600 Washington Street, Apt. 
121, West Newton, MA 02465 

Tamika Officer   
Resident of Warren House 

officertamika@yahoo.com 781-726-3147 1600 Washington Street, Apt. 
112, West Newton, MA 02465 

David Koven 
NCDF Board member 

David@kovenconsulting.com 617-429-1619 33 Harrison Street 
Newton, MA 02461 

Susan Lynch 
MassHousing 

SLynch@masshousing.com 617-854-1150 One Beacon Street 
Boston, MA 02108  
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You may adjust the space for each question, but the combined answers to all questions on this page must fit on this page. 
Full proposals must include separate, detailed budgets in addition to this page. 

Project TITLE  Warren House Preservation and Rehabilitation 
SUMMARY CAPITAL/DEVELOPMENT BUDGET 

Uses of Funds 
Exterior Renovations (window replacement and masonry repairs, including 10% contingency) $4,605,260 

Other near term interior& exterior upgrades noted CNA for years 1 – 5 (including 10% contingency) $871,2000 

Transaction Costs (architecture, engineering, clerk loan fees, legal, title, clerk, etc.),) $707,191 

Operating Reserves $273,200 

Existing Debt Repayment & Ground Lease Payment $5,138,747 

D. TOTAL USES (should equal C. on page 1 and E. below) $11,595,598 

Sources of Funds Status 
(requested, expected, confirmed) 

CPA funding Requested $2,100,000 

Newton AHT ($1,900,000) and Newton HOME ($129,000) Requested $2,029,000 

New First Mortgage Requested $6,830,000 

Warren House Associates Limited Partnership Confirmed $636,598 

E. TOTAL SOURCES (should equal C. on page 1 and D. above) $11,595,598 
SUMMARY ANNUAL OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE BUDGET (cannot use CPA funds) 

Uses of Funds 
Administration $297,929 

Maintenance $281,291 

Utilities $120,121 

Taxes, Insurance, Reserves $279,652 

F. TOTAL ANNUAL COST (should equal G. below) $978,993 
Sources of Funds 

Rental Income $978,993 

${amount} 

G. TOTAL ANNUAL FUNDING (should equal F. above) $978,993 
Project TIMELINE Phase or Task Season & Year 

Window Replacement (4 - 6 months) Spring/Summer 2024 

Masonry Repairs and Restoration of Cast Stone Copings  (4 – 6 months) Spring/Summer 2024 

Unit upgrades 2024 - 2025 

Site upgrades 2024 

HVAC system upgrades 2024 

Other misc. projects noted in CNA (compactor, emergency generator, etc.)  2024 - 2026 
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Project TITLE  Warren House Preservation and Rehabilitation 
 Check off submitted attachments here.

REQUIRED 
X PHOTOS of existing site or resource conditions (2-3 photos may be enough) 

X MAP of site in relation to nearest major roads (omit if project has no site) 

Pre-proposals:  
separate 

attachments not 
required, just use 

page 3 of form.  

Full proposals: 
separate, 

detailed budget 
attachments 
REQUIRED. 

PROJECT FINANCES printed and as computer spreadsheets, with both uses & sources of funds 

X 
Development pro forma/capital budget: include total cost, hard vs. soft costs and 
contingencies, and project management – amount and cost of time from contractors or staff 
(in-kind contributions by existing staff must also be costed) 

X Maintenance budget, projected separately for each of the next 10 years 
(CPA funds may not be used for operations or maintenance) 

X Non-CPA funding: commitment letters, letters of inquiry to other funders, fundraising plans, 
etc., including both cash and est. dollar value of in-kind contributions 

X Purchasing of goods & services: briefly summarize sponsor’s understanding of applicable 
state statutes and City policies 

Pre-proposals: 
recommended. 
Full proposals: 

REQUIRED. 

X HISTORIC 
SIGNIFICANCE 

ATTACHMENT 1: Analysis of Historical Significance (narrative; maximum 1 
page) 
ATTACHMENT 2: Description of Historically Significant Features (maximum 1 
page) 
ATTACHMENT 3. Summary & Justification of Proposed Treatment 
(maximum 1 page) 
ATTACHMENT 4. Newton Historical Commission Review (based on 
attachments 1-3 above) 

REQUIRED 
for all full 
proposals. 

SPONSOR FINANCES & QUALIFICATIONS, INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 

X 
For sponsoring organization, most recent annual operating budget (revenue & expenses) & 
financial statement (assets & liabilities); each must include both public (City) and private 
resources (“friends” organizations, fundraising, etc.) 

X For project manager: relevant training & track record of managing similar projects 

REQUIRED  
for all full 
proposals 
involving  

real estate  
acquisition, 

construction or 
other building/ 

landscape 
improvements. 

DESIGN & CONSTRUCTION 

Professional design & cost estimates: include site plan, floor plans & elevations 

Materials & finishes: highlight “green” or sustainable features & materials 

Environmental mitigation plans (if applicable): incl. lead paint, asbestos, etc. (including 
disposal of existing fence elements that cannot be repaired or restored) 

OPTIONAL for 
all proposals. X LETTERS of SUPPORT from Newton residents, organizations, or businesses 
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ATTACHMENT 1 – 

MAPS 
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ATTACHMENT 2 – 

DEVELOPMENT PRO FORMA / CAPITAL BUDGET 
(One Stop Format) 
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ATTACHMENT 3 – 

NON-CPA FUNDING 
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ATTACHMENT 4 –  

GALE ASSOCIATES, INC. 

EVALUATION AND ESTIMATED BUDGETS 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

39



40



41



42



43



44



45



46



47



48



49



50



51



52



53



54



55



56



57



58



59



60



61



62



63



64



65



66



67



68



69



70



71



72



73



74



75



76



77



78



79



80



 

 

 

ATTACHMENT 5 –  

INTENDED PERFORMANCE SPECIFICATIONS /  

SUMMARY OF WORK 
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ATTACHMENT 6 –  

HISTORIC PRESERVATION RESTRICTION  
(with key features) 
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ATTACHMENT 7 –  

MASSACHUSETTS HISTORICAL COMMISSION 
INVENTORY FORM  
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ATTACHMENT 8 – 

BC  STEWART & ASSOCIATES 

CAPITAL NEEDS ASSESSMENT 
(including photos) 
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Capital Needs Assessment (Budgeted 20-year Component Replacement Costs)

BC Stewart & Associates, Pocasset, Massachusetts CB = Construction Budget

development: Warren House IAR = Immediate and Accessibility Repairs

date: 19th June, 2022 CI/NCI = Critical and Non-Critical Items
location: Newton, MA Replacement Schedule (RS) Codes

project age: Renovated 1992, Major system upgardes 2016 1 100% in 1 year 3 33% over 3 years 5 20% over 5 years 10 10% over 10 years
number of buildings: 1 2 50% over 2 years 4 25% over 4 years 20 5% over 20 years

number of dwelling units: 59
CAPITAL ITEMS 

Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year
replacement item quantity unit cost per Item total cost age avg RS infl Costs not incl. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

2022 now life 1st rate in Reserves 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041
1 SITE
1 1 Site Utilities 1 ls 30 60 30 90 150 210 1 3%
1 2 Signage 1 ea 15 35 20 55 90 125 1 3%
1 3 Landscaping 1 ls 30 35 5 40 75 110 1 3%
1 4A Parking Areas: Yellow 12,201 sf 2.56 $31,235 5 25 16 41 66 91 1 3% 48,662
1 4B Parking Areas: Green 14,088 sf 2.56 $36,065 5 25 20 45 70 95 1 3% 63,241
1 4C Parking Areas: Red (1) 12,929 sf 2.56 $33,098 5 25 17 42 67 92 1 3% 53,113
1 4D Parking Areas: Red (2) 13,749 sf 2.56 $35,197 5 25 19 44 69 94 1 3% 59,921
1 4E Parking Areas: Blue 13,660 sf 2.56 $34,970 5 25 18 43 68 93 1 3% 57,799
1 5A Crack-fill, Seal-coat, Restripe (Y,R1,B) 38,790 sf 0.26 $10,085 - 5 5 10 21 26 1 3% 11,351 13,159
1 5B Crack-fill, Seal-coat, Restripe (G,R2) 27,837 sf 0.26 $7,238 <5 5 3 8 13 21 2 3% 3,839 3,954 4,451 4,584 5,160 5,314
1 6 Pedestrian Walkways 1 ls 7,500.00 $7,500 30 10 1 11 21 31 1 3% 7,500 10,079
1 7 Playground: Surface 1,018 sf 2 30 28 58 88 118 1 3%
1 8 Playground: Equipment 1 ls 2,500.00 $2,500 <5 35 1 36 71 106 1 3% 2,500
1 9 Accessible Item: Walkway to Playground 1 ls 2,700.00 $2,700 ADD 35 1 36 71 106 1 3% 2,700
1 10 Fencing: Chain-Link 215 lf 40.00 $8,600 Var 35 1 36 71 106 1 3% 8,600
1 11 Retaining Walls 83 lf 120.48 $10,000 30+ 65 1 66 131 196 1 3% 10,000

2 BUILDING EXTERIOR
2 1 Foundations 1 ls 30+ 100 100 200 300 400 1 3%
2 2 Stairs 1 ea 30+ 100 100 200 300 400 1 3%
2 3 Exterior Walls: Brick Exterior 4,482 sf 22.00 $98,604 Var 15 1 16 31 46 1 3% 98,604 153,622
2 4 Canopy: Wood 1 ls 25,000.00 $25,000 30 30 1 31 61 91 1 3% 25,000
2 5 Awnings 13 ea 1,449.00 $18,837 2 15 13 28 43 58 1 3% 26,857
2 6 Privacy Fences 160 lf 4 30 26 56 86 116 1 3%
2 7 Roof Structure 1 ls 30+ 75 75 150 225 300 1 3%
2 8 Roof Covering: TPO 19,523 sf 22.00 $429,506 7 25 18 43 68 93 1 3% 709,908
2 9 Roof Covering: Slate 1 ls 7 40 33 73 113 153 1 3%
2 10 Cupola 1 ea 30+ 60 60 120 180 240 1 3%
2 11 Roof Stairs 1 ea 3,000.00 $3,000 30 35 5 40 75 110 1 3% 3,377
2 12 Attic Insulation 1 ls Var 60 60 120 180 240 1 3%
2 13 Rainwater Drainage 1 ls 30+ 25 25 50 75 100 1 3%

3 DOORS
3 1 Exterior Common Doors: Main 4 ea 2,500.00 $10,000 30 35 5 40 75 110 1 3% 11,255
3 2 Exterior Common Doors: Common 9 ea 1,250.00 $11,250 30 35 5 40 75 110 9 3% 1,407 1,449 1,493 1,537 1,583 1,631 1,680 1,730 1,782
3 3 Exterior Common Doors: Service 2 ea 1,250.00 $2,500 30 35 5 40 75 110 1 3% 2,814
3 4 Automatic Door Openings 2 ea 3,358.00 $6,716 4 15 11 26 41 56 2 3% 4,513 4,648
3 5 Exterior Unit Doors 13 ea 1,500.00 $19,500 15 30 15 45 75 105 5 3% 5,899 6,076 6,258 6,446 6,639
3 6 Interior Common Doors 1 ls 30 50 20 70 120 170 1 3%
3 7 Unit Hallway Doors 59 ea 30 35 5 40 75 110 1 3%
3 8 Unit Interior Doors ea 30 35 5 40 75 110 1 3%
3 9 Unit Closet Doors ea 30 35 5 40 75 110 1 3%

4 WINDOWS
4 1A Window Frames: Historic (199 total/8827sf) 199 ea 5,000.00 $995,000 30 40 1 41 81 121 1 3% 995,000
4 1B Window Frames: Standard (Back) 49 ea 1,000.00 $49,000 30 40 1 41 81 121 1 3% 49,000
4 2 Insulating Glass 1 ls 41,752.74 $41,753 - 15 15 30 45 60 20 3% 3,158 3,252 3,350 3,451 3,554 3,661
4 3 Skylights 16 ea - 30 30 60 90 120 1 3%
4 4 Shades 58 un 700.00 $40,600 ADD 20 1 21 41 61 1 3% 40,600

5 PAINT/WALLS
5 1 Common Interior Walls and Ceilings 1 ls 31,401.70 $31,402 <5 20 15 35 55 75 1 3% 47,498
5 2 Dwelling Unit Walls and Ceilings 59 un Var 20 20 40 60 80 1 3%

6 FLOORING
6 1 Common Flooring (Lobby floors) 1 ls 12,510.00 $12,510 4 20 16 36 56 76 1 3% 19,490
6 2 Common Carpeting (Hallway floors) 5,310 sf 3.50 $18,585 4 10 6 16 26 36 1 3% 21,545 28,955
6 3 Stairway Railings 1 ls 2 50 48 98 148 198 1 3%
6 4 Stairway Treads 1 ls 30 50 20 70 120 170 1 3%
6 5 Unit Carpet Flooring 59,310 sf 4.75 $281,723 Var 15 1 16 31 46 15 3% 18,782 19,345 19,925 20,523 21,139 21,773 22,426 23,099 23,792 24,506 25,241 25,998 26,778 27,581 28,409 29,261 30,139 31,043 31,974 32,933
6 6 Unit Kitchen Flooring: New 4,534 sf 8.99 $40,765 <7 20 8 28 48 68 7 3% 7,162 7,377 7,598 7,826 8,061 8,303 8,552
6 7 Unit Kitchen Flooring: Old 1,835 sf 8.99 $16,500 >7 20 1 21 41 61 10 3% 1,650 1,700 1,751 1,803 1,857 1,913 1,970 2,029 2,090 2,153
6 8 Unit Bathroom Flooring 59 un 30 60 30 90 150 210 1 3%

category replacement years
codes later years

BCSA 0

500,000

1,000,000

1,500,000

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

Capital Needs Estimate

151
151



Capital Needs Assessment (Budgeted 20-year Component Replacement Costs)

BC Stewart & Associates, Pocasset, Massachusetts CB = Construction Budget

development: Warren House IAR = Immediate and Accessibility Repairs

date: 19th June, 2022 CI/NCI = Critical and Non-Critical Items
location: Newton, MA Replacement Schedule (RS) Codes

project age: Renovated 1992, Major system upgardes 2016 1 100% in 1 year 3 33% over 3 years 5 20% over 5 years 10 10% over 10 years
number of buildings: 1 2 50% over 2 years 4 25% over 4 years 20 5% over 20 years

number of dwelling units: 59
CAPITAL ITEMS 

Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year
replacement item quantity unit cost per Item total cost age avg RS infl Costs not incl. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20category replacement years

BCSA 0

500,000

1,000,000

1,500,000

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

Capital Needs Estimate

7 KITCHENS
7 1A Countertops: New 42 un 2,500.00 $105,000 <7 25 18 43 68 93 7 3% 24,793 25,536 26,303
7 1B Countertops: Old 17 un 2,500.00 $42,500 >7 25 1 26 51 76 3 3% 14,167 14,592 15,029
7 2A Cabinets 42 un 5,750.00 $241,500 <7 25 18 43 68 93 7 3% 57,023 58,734 60,496
7 2B Cabinets 17 un 5,750.00 $97,750 >7 25 1 26 51 76 3 3% 32,583 33,561 34,568
7 3A Kitchen Sinks: New 42 un 300.00 $12,600 <7 30 18 48 78 108 7 3% 2,975 3,064 3,156
7 3B Kitchen Sinks: Old 17 un 300.00 $5,100 >7 25 1 26 51 76 3 3% 1,700 1,751 1,804

8 APPLIANCES
8 1A Ranges: Newer 25 ea 700.00 $17,500 <7 20 13 33 53 73 12 3% 2,079 2,142 2,206 2,272 2,340 2,410 2,483 2,557
8 1B Ranges: Older 34 ea 700.00 $23,800 >7 20 1 21 41 61 10 3% 2,380 2,451 2,525 2,601 2,679 2,759 2,842 2,927 3,015 3,105
8 2 Wall-Ovens and Cooktops 3 ea 1,200.00 $3,600 Var 25 5 30 55 80 3 3% 1,351 1,391 1,433
8 3 Refrigerators 56 ea 900.00 $50,400 Var 15 1 16 31 46 15 3% 3,360 3,461 3,565 3,672 3,782 3,895 4,012 4,132 4,256 4,384 4,516 4,651 4,791 4,934 5,082 5,235 5,392 5,554 5,720 5,892
8 4 Refrigerators: Accessible Units 3 ea 1,200.00 $3,600 Var 15 8 23 38 53 3 3% 1,476 1,520 1,566
8 5 Dishwashers 59 ea 429.00 $25,311 Var 15 1 16 31 46 15 3% 1,687 1,738 1,790 1,844 1,899 1,956 2,015 2,075 2,138 2,202 2,268 2,336 2,406 2,478 2,552 2,629 2,708 2,789 2,873 2,959
8 6 Microwaves 56 ea 395.00 $22,120 Var 15 1 16 31 46 15 3% 1,475 1,519 1,564 1,611 1,660 1,710 1,761 1,814 1,868 1,924 1,982 2,041 2,103 2,166 2,231 2,297 2,366 2,437 2,511 2,586
8 7 Disposals 59 ea Var 10 10 20 30 40 6 3%

9 BATHROOMS
9 1 Bathtubs 103 ea 400.00 $41,200 Var 20 1 21 41 61 20 3% 2,060 2,122 2,185 2,251 2,319 2,388 2,460 2,534 2,610 2,688 2,768 2,852 2,937 3,025 3,116 3,209 3,306 3,405 3,507 3,612
9 2 Shower Stalls 3 ea 30 50 20 70 120 170 1 3%
9 3A Lavatories & Vanities: New 56 ea 600.00 $33,600 <7 25 18 43 68 93 10 3% 5,554 5,720 5,892
9 3B Lavatories & Vanities: Old 56 ea 600.00 $33,600 >7 25 1 26 51 76 10 3% 3,360 3,461 3,565 3,672 3,782 3,895 4,012 4,132 4,256 4,384
9 4 Wall-Hung Lavatories 3 ea <7 25 25 50 75 100 1 3%
9 5 Toilets (1.6 gpf) 108 ea 600.00 $64,800 7 25 18 43 68 93 10 3% 10,710 11,032 11,363
9 6 Accessories 108 ea Var 35 35 70 105 140 1 3%
9 7 Bathroom Ventilation 108 ea Var 25 25 50 75 100 20 3%

10 PLUMBING
10 1 Sanitary Waste Lines 1 ls 30 75 45 120 195 270 1 3%
10 2 Water Distribution Lines 1 ls 30 75 45 120 195 270 1 3%
10 3 DHW Boilers 1 ea 23,310.00 $23,310 11 25 14 39 64 89 1 3% 34,232
10 4 DHW Storage Tank 2 ea 12,000.00 $24,000 2 20 18 38 58 78 1 3% 39,668
10 5 DHW Circulators 2 ea 2,355.00 $4,710 Var 15 14 29 44 59 1 3% 6,917
10 6 Three-Way Valve 1 ea 4,000.00 $4,000 11 25 14 39 64 89 1 3% 5,874
10 7 Sump Pumps 1 ls 2,700.00 $2,700 ?? 15 6 21 36 51 1 3% 3,130

11 ELEVATORS
11 1 Elevator: Cab Interiors 1 ea 6,000.00 $6,000 1 15 14 29 44 59 1 3% 8,811
11 2 Elevator: Machinery/Controller 1 ea 1 35 34 69 104 139 1 3%

12 HVAC
12 1 Boilers 2 ea 6 30 24 54 84 114 1 3%
12 2 Boiler Controller 1 ea 6 30 24 54 84 114 1 3%
12 3 Pumps: Injector 2 ea 1,200.00 $2,400 6 20 14 34 54 74 1 3% 3,524
12 4 Pumps: Circulator 2 ea 4,654.00 $9,308 >6 25 14 39 64 89 1 3% 13,669
12 5 Heating Water Lines 1 ls 30 50 20 70 120 170 1 3%
12 6 Fan-Coil Units: Replacement 121 ea 4,300.00 $520,300 30 45 15 60 105 150 10 3% 78,700 81,061 83,493 85,998 88,578 91,235
12 7 Fan-Coil Units: Motors & PM 121 ea 500.00 $60,500 Var 20 2 22 42 62 3 3% 20,772 21,395 22,037
12 8 Rooftop HV Units 3 ea 19,000.00 $57,000 30 30 1 31 61 91 3 3% 19,000 19,570 20,157
12 9 Chiller 1 ea 157,100.00 $157,100 12 25 13 38 63 88 1 3% 223,987
12 10 Ductless AC (office & elev) 1 ea 4,000.00 $4,000 1 20 19 39 59 79 1 3% 6,810

13 WASTE DISPOSAL
14 1 Compactor 1 ea 20,000.00 $20,000 30 32 2 34 66 98 1 3% 20,600
14 2 Dumpsters 2 ea 65 65 130 195 260 1 3%
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Capital Needs Assessment (Budgeted 20-year Component Replacement Costs)

BC Stewart & Associates, Pocasset, Massachusetts CB = Construction Budget

development: Warren House IAR = Immediate and Accessibility Repairs

date: 19th June, 2022 CI/NCI = Critical and Non-Critical Items
location: Newton, MA Replacement Schedule (RS) Codes

project age: Renovated 1992, Major system upgardes 2016 1 100% in 1 year 3 33% over 3 years 5 20% over 5 years 10 10% over 10 years
number of buildings: 1 2 50% over 2 years 4 25% over 4 years 20 5% over 20 years

number of dwelling units: 59
CAPITAL ITEMS 

Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year
replacement item quantity unit cost per Item total cost age avg RS infl Costs not incl. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20category replacement years

BCSA 0

500,000

1,000,000

1,500,000

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

Capital Needs Estimate

14 ELECTRICAL
14 1 Electrical Main Switchboard 1 ea 30 65 35 100 165 230 1 3%
14 2 Electrical Wiring 59 un 30 65 35 100 165 230 1 3%
14 3 Unit Electrical Panels 59 ea 30 65 35 100 165 230 1 3%
14 4 Emergency Generator 1 ea 75,000.00 $75,000 30 35 5 40 75 110 1 3% 84,413
14 5 Sprinkler System 1 ea 30 65 35 100 165 230 1 3%
14 6 Fire Alarm Panel and End Devices 1 ea 4 25 21 46 71 96 1 3%
14 7 Unit Smoke Detectors 59 un Var 10 10 20 30 40 1 3%
14 8 Site Lighting 13 ea <10 25 25 50 75 100 1 3%
14 9 Exterior Building-mounted Lighting 32 ea Var 25 25 50 75 100 1 3%
14 10 Interior Common Area Lighting 1 ls Var 25 25 50 75 100 1 3%
14 11 Emergency Lighting 1 ls Var 15 15 30 45 60 3 3%
14 12 Dwelling Unit Lighting 59 ea Var 25 25 50 75 100 1 3%
14 13 Intercom Panel 1 ea 4 25 21 46 71 96 1 3%
14 14 Security Systems (10 cameras) 1 ls 10,000.00 $10,000 Var 20 1 21 41 61 1 3% 10,000
14 15 Data/Communications 1 ls - 25 25 50 75 100 1 3%

15 OTHER
15 1 Common Kitchen (Funded from outside sources) 1 ea ADD 25 1 26 51 76 1 3%
15 2 Common Restroom Fixtures 1 ls <20 30 30 60 90 120 1 3%
15 3 Gym Equipment 1 ls 5,000.00 $5,000 Var 10 5 15 25 35 1 3% 5,628 7,563
15 4 Mailboxes 59 un 175.00 $10,325 30 30 1 31 61 91 1 3% 10,325
15 5 Accessible Item: Dwelling Units (5%) 3 ea 1,500.00 $4,500 ADD 50 1 51 101 151 1 3% 4,500
15 6 Accessible Item: Dwelling Units (2%) 2 ea ?? 50 50 100 150 200 1 3%

TOTAL ALL 1,366,533 146,641 133,662 63,967 160,710 67,804 44,423 57,369 59,090 69,300 60,873 52,317 307,182 129,220 186,413 386,022 192,465 1,051,963 318,656 315,885
1,366,533 142,370 125,989 58,539 142,789 58,489 37,204 46,646 46,646 53,113 45,295 37,795 215,451 87,992 123,241 247,773 119,938 636,455 187,177 180,145

Cumulative Needs over 20 years 1,366,533 1,513,174 1,646,836 1,710,803 1,871,513 1,939,318 1,983,741 2,041,109 2,100,199 2,169,499 2,230,372 2,282,689 2,589,871 2,719,091 2,905,504 3,291,527 3,483,992 4,535,955 4,854,611 5,170,496

Total Cumulative Needs over 20 years Years 1-5:

Cost per dwelling unit over 20 years $87,636

Costs that are not included in the reserve analysis (CI / NCI / CB / IAR)

$5,170,496 in inflated dollars

in inflated dollars

Inflated Dollars:
Current Dollars:

$1,871,513
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Replacement Reserve Analysis PLAN ONE Current Scenario

   BC Stewart & Associates, Pocasset, Massachusetts
development: Warren House

date: 19th June, 2022
location: Newton, MA

project age: Renovated 1992, Major system upgardes 2016
number of buildings: 1

number of dwelling units: 59 $4,263
TABLE 1:  REPLACEMENT RESERVE ANALYSIS

year 1 year 2 year 3 year 4 year 5 year 6 year 7 year 8 year 9 year 10 year 11 year 12 year 13 year 14 year 15 year 16 year 17 year 18 year 19 year 20
2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041

A. ESTIMATED REPLACEMENT RESERVES/UPFRONT DEPOSIT [NOTE 1] $139,991 $1,191,314 $1,301,670 $1,397,959 $1,423,431 $1,544,492 $1,571,457 $1,573,816 $1,587,859 $1,602,323 $1,625,658 $1,639,187 $1,642,741 $1,899,696 $1,977,182 $2,110,310 $2,441,449 $2,577,383 $3,571,120 $3,829,802

Additional Reserves from Outside Sources

B. ANNUAL REPLACEMENT RESERVE DEPOSIT AMOUNT [SEE NOTE 2] $35,228 $36,285 $37,373 $38,495 $39,649 $40,839 $42,064 $43,326 $44,626 $45,965 $47,344 $48,764 $50,227 $51,734 $53,286 $54,884 $56,531 $58,227 $59,973 $61,773

C. AVAILABLE REPLACEMENT RESERVES $175,219 $1,155,029 $1,264,297 $1,359,464 $1,383,782 $1,503,653 $1,529,393 $1,530,490 $1,543,233 $1,556,358 $1,578,315 $1,590,424 $1,592,514 $1,847,963 $1,923,897 $2,055,426 $2,384,918 $2,519,156 $3,511,146 $3,768,030

D. PROJECTED REPAIR AND REPLACEMENT NEEDS $1,366,533 $146,641 $133,662 $63,967 $160,710 $67,804 $44,423 $57,369 $59,090 $69,300 $60,873 $52,317 $307,182 $129,220 $186,413 $386,022 $192,465 $1,051,963 $318,656 $315,885

E. BALANCE OF RESERVES AFTER REPAIRS AND REPLACEMENTS $1,191,314 $1,301,670 $1,397,959 $1,423,431 $1,544,492 $1,571,457 $1,573,816 $1,587,859 $1,602,323 $1,625,658 $1,639,187 $1,642,741 $1,899,696 $1,977,182 $2,110,310 $2,441,449 $2,577,383 $3,571,120 $3,829,802 $4,083,915

F. INTEREST EARNED [SEE NOTE 3] $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

G. YEAR END REPLACEMENT RESERVE BALANCE $1,191,314 $1,301,670 $1,397,959 $1,423,431 $1,544,492 $1,571,457 $1,573,816 $1,587,859 $1,602,323 $1,625,658 $1,639,187 $1,642,741 $1,899,696 $1,977,182 $2,110,310 $2,441,449 $2,577,383 $3,571,120 $3,829,802 $4,083,915

H. RECOMMENDED 1 YEAR MINIMUM REPLACEMENT RESERVE BALANCE $35,228 $36,285 $37,373 $38,495 $39,649 $40,839 $42,064 $43,326 $44,626 $45,965 $47,344 $48,764 $50,227 $51,734 $53,286 $54,884 $56,531 $58,227 $59,973 $61,773

$1,731,522

$5,030,506

HUD Reference Calculation for Annual Contributions

B) Yrs 1-20 Needs PLUS IAR costs, MINUS RR:

A) Yrs 1-5 Needs PLUS IAR costs, MINUS RR:

$346,304

$251,525

$251,525

C) Average of A per year (over 5 yrs.):

D) Average of B per year (over 20 yrs.):

E) Lesser of C and D

F) Annual allowed deposit per Unit

NOTE 1:  The starting reserve balance for 2022 is shown as $139,991.
NOTE 2:  Annual contributions to reserves (ADRR) are shown to be $35,228 ($597/unit), increasing annually by 3%.
NOTE 3:  Anticipated annual interest earned on reserves (after repairs and replacements) is 1%. BCSA
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Replacement Reserve PLAN ONE
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Replacement Reserve Analysis PLAN TWO
   BC Stewart & Associates, Pocasset, Massachusetts

development: Warren House
date: 19th June, 2022

location: Newton, MA
project age: Renovated 1992, Major system upgardes 2016

number of buildings: 1
number of dwelling units: 59 $4,263

TABLE 1:  REPLACEMENT RESERVE ANALYSIS
year 1 year 2 year 3 year 4 year 5 year 6 year 7 year 8 year 9 year 10 year 11 year 12 year 13 year 14 year 15 year 16 year 17 year 18 year 19 year 20
2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041

A. ESTIMATED REPLACEMENT RESERVES/UPFRONT DEPOSIT [NOTE 1] $139,991 $2,321,255 $2,233,895 $2,159,810 $2,156,163 $2,056,425 $2,050,267 $2,068,788 $2,075,763 $2,082,397 $2,080,194 $2,087,837 $2,105,594 $1,868,875 $1,810,168 $1,694,969 $1,379,632 $1,257,337 $271,743 $15,038

Additional Reserves from Outside Sources $3,500,000

B. ANNUAL REPLACEMENT RESERVE DEPOSIT AMOUNT [SEE NOTE 2] $35,552 $36,619 $37,717 $38,849 $40,014 $41,215 $42,451 $43,725 $45,036 $46,387 $47,779 $49,212 $50,689 $52,209 $53,776 $55,389 $57,051 $58,762 $60,525 $62,341

C. AVAILABLE REPLACEMENT RESERVES $3,675,543 $2,357,874 $2,271,612 $2,198,658 $2,196,178 $2,097,640 $2,092,718 $2,112,512 $2,120,800 $2,128,785 $2,127,973 $2,137,049 $2,156,283 $1,921,084 $1,863,944 $1,750,358 $1,436,682 $1,316,099 $332,268 $77,379

D. PROJECTED REPAIR AND REPLACEMENT NEEDS $1,366,533 $146,641 $133,662 $63,967 $160,710 $67,804 $44,423 $57,369 $59,090 $69,300 $60,873 $52,317 $307,182 $129,220 $186,413 $386,022 $192,465 $1,051,963 $318,656 $315,885

E. BALANCE OF RESERVES AFTER REPAIRS AND REPLACEMENTS $2,309,010 $2,211,232 $2,137,950 $2,134,691 $2,035,467 $2,029,836 $2,048,295 $2,055,144 $2,061,710 $2,059,485 $2,067,100 $2,084,732 $1,849,101 $1,791,864 $1,677,530 $1,364,335 $1,244,217 $264,135 $13,611 $238,506

F. INTEREST EARNED [SEE NOTE 3] $12,245 $22,662 $21,859 $21,473 $20,958 $20,431 $20,493 $20,620 $20,687 $20,709 $20,736 $20,863 $19,773 $18,304 $17,438 $15,297 $13,119 $7,607 $1,427 $0

G. YEAR END REPLACEMENT RESERVE BALANCE $2,321,255 $2,233,895 $2,159,810 $2,156,163 $2,056,425 $2,050,267 $2,068,788 $2,075,763 $2,082,397 $2,080,194 $2,087,837 $2,105,594 $1,868,875 $1,810,168 $1,694,969 $1,379,632 $1,257,337 $271,743 $15,038 $238,506

H. RECOMMENDED 1 YEAR MINIMUM REPLACEMENT RESERVE BALANCE $35,552 $36,619 $37,717 $38,849 $40,014 $41,215 $42,451 $43,725 $45,036 $46,387 $47,779 $49,212 $50,689 $52,209 $53,776 $55,389 $57,051 $58,762 $60,525 $62,341

A) Yrs 1-5 Needs PLUS IAR costs, MINUS RR: $1,731,522

A) Yrs 1-20 Needs PLUS IAR costs, MINUS RR: $5,030,506

C) Average of A per year (over 5 yrs.): $346,304

HUD Reference Calculation for Annual Contributions

D) Average of B per year (over 20 yrs.): $251,525

E) Lesser of C and D $251,525

F) Annual allowed deposit per Unit

NOTE 1:  The starting reserve balance for 2022 is shown as $139,991 - PLUS an additional $3.5M in an outside infusion of capital
NOTE 2:  Annual contributions to reserves (ADRR) are shown to be $35,228 ($597/unit), increasing annually by 3%. BCSANOTE 3:  Anticipated annual interest earned on reserves (after repairs and replacements) is 1%.
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ATTACHMENT 9 – 

DEVELOPMENT TEAM 
(including 2023 budgets for Warren House  and  

Newton Community Development Founda�on, Inc.) 
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NEWTON COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION, INC.
Operating Budget 

For Year Ending December 31, 2023

BUDGET
REVENUES
Management Fees 368,579          

Consulting Fees 13,000            

Misc Interest Income 25,000            

Fundraising and Grants 125,000          

TOTAL REVENUES 531,579          

EXPENSES
Operating 99,406            

Personnel
     (Salaries including FICA/MUTA and benefits) 1,552,325      
     (Less reimbursement from properties) (1,143,430)     

Professional Services 54,275            

Fundraising and Grant Expenses 100,000          

TOTAL EXPENSES 662,576          

OPERATING INCOME (130,998)        

OTHER INCOME/EXPENSES
WSLP distribution of funds 325,000          
Interest/Investment Income 40,000            
Less Investment Fees (42,000)           

     NET  INCOME 192,002          
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Warren House Associates LP
Operating Budget 

For Year Ending December 31, 2023

DESCRIPTION BUDGET

GROSS BASE RENT-RESIDENTIAL 1,758,956    
GROSS ADDITIONAL PARKING RENTALS 300               
GROSS POTENTIAL RENTAL INCOME 1,759,256    

VACANCIES - RESIDENTIAL (5%) (87,948)        
BAD DEBTS (2,000)          
TOTAL DEDUCTIONS (89,948)        

EFFECTIVE RENTAL INCOME 1,669,308    

OTHER INCOME 14,100         

TOTAL EFFECTIVE INCOME 1,683,408    

REPLACEMENT RESERVE REIMBURSEMENT           75,000 

TOTAL FUNDS RECEIVED 1,758,408    

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 273,794       

MAINTENANCE EXPENSES 281,291       

RESIDENT SERVICES 25,000         

UTILITIES 120,121       

REPLACEMENT RESERVE DEPOSITS (3.7% increase) 37,528         

TAXES & INSURANCE
REAL ESTATE TAXES 120,000       
INSURANCE 96,673         
TOTAL TAXES & INSURANCE 216,673       

TOT. DIS BEFORE CAP EXP & D/S 954,408       

FUNDS FLOW PRIOR TO C/E & D/S 804,001       

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 142,100       

FUNDS FLOW PRIOR TO DEBT SERVICE 661,901       

GROSS DEBT SERVICE 650,000       

LESS INT. INC. EARNED R/R ESCROW 600               

NET AVAILABLE FOR EQUITY 11,301         
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Community Preservation Program 
CPC STAFF READER'S GUIDE   

 

1 
 

 
Proposal Title:    Warren House Preservation and Rehabilitation Project 
 
CPA Funding Request: $2,100,000 for the Preservation and Rehabilitation of Historic 

Resources 
(18% of total project, 45% of the historic preservation project) 

 
Total Project Cost:    $11,595,598 
 
RECOMMENDED QUESTIONS, REQUESTS, or CPC ACTIONS prior to FUNDING VOTE: 

The Newton Community Development Foundation (NCDF) is requesting Historic Resource funding for 
the ca. 1927 former Warren Junior High School, now the Warren House Apartments, to replace 248 
windows, 199 of which are original to the historic schoolhouse, and complete masonry and cast stone 
repairs to the building. In addition to the preservation project, NCDF is also in the process of completing 
a separate project to refinance the building and address the ground lease and existing debt repayment 
needs of the project. The following is a list of general questions for members to consider while reviewing 
this project: 
 

1) Is this building a significant historic resource that deserves to be preserved with CPA funding? 
2) Is the proposed work a Capital Improvement or Maintenance? 
3) Is the proposed work eligible for funding under the Community Preservation Act? 
4) Does the proposed work meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for Rehabilitation? 

 
To be eligible for CPA funding as an Historic Resource, a project must meet three requirements: 
 

1) The property, structure, building or artifact must be either listed on the State or National 
Register of Historic Places, or must be considered locally significant by the Newton Historical 
Commission, 

2) The type of work to be completed must meet the definition of allowable work under the 
Community Preservation Act, and,  

3) The work to be completed must meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for 
Rehabilitation. 

 
The Warren House meets the first requirement, that it is an Historic Resource as defined under the CPA,  
as it was listed on the National Register of Historic Places in 1990 as part of the Newton Multiple 
Resource Area.  The property previously received $1,082,500 in CPA Historic Resource funds in 2009 for 
roof and masonry repairs. As part of the grant agreement for that funding, NCDF agreed to a 
Preservation Restriction on the structure which will expire in 2056. 
 
The second determination to be made is whether or not the type of work proposed is allowable under 
the CPA’s requirements. CPA funding has been requested to Preserve and Rehabilitate/Restore the 
historic masonry building. The CPA defines Preservation as the “protection of personal or real property 
from injury, harm or destruction.” It goes on to provide more detail on the uses of CPA funding in the 
definition of Rehabilitate/Restore, which states that CPA funding can only be used for the following 
purposes: 
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• Capital Improvements to the Historic Resource. Under the Act, Capital Improvements are defined 
as “reconstruction or alteration of real property that: 

(1) materially adds to the value of the real property, or appreciably prolongs the useful life 
of the real property;  

(2) becomes part of the real property or is permanently affixed to the real property so that 
removal would cause material damage to the property or article itself; and  

(3) is intended to become a permanent installation or is intended to remain there for an 
indefinite period of time.” 

• Extraordinary Repairs for the purpose of making the Historic Resource functional for its intended 
use 

• Improvements to comply with the American with Disabilities Act and other federal, state or local 
building and access codes. 

 
The Act also specifies that no CPA funding can be used under any funding category for work that is 
considered to be regular maintenance (Section 5(b)(2)). Maintenance is defined in the legislation as 
“incidental repairs which neither materially add to the value of the property nor appreciably prolong the 
property’s life, but keep the property in a condition of fitness, efficiency or readiness.”  

Window replacement is generally considered to be a Capital Improvement to a building according to the 
definition above and is appropriate so long as the new elements replicate any original materials or 
features which are being removed. Further, both the window replacement and the masonry and cast 
stone repairs will insure that the building is protected from water infiltration and further damage from 
the elements. This meets the requirements for Preservation under the Act as the work will protect the 
structure from further injury or harm. 

Members must also consider whether or not the specific work to be completed will comply with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Historic Preservation 
are the guidelines established by the National Park Service for work on historic structures. The Standards 
are divided into four categories – Preservation, Rehabilitation, Restoration, and Reconstruction – which 
are applied based on the level of significance of the resource and the type of work to be completed. The 
CPA requires that all projects that receive funding as an Historic Resource meet the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, which is the same standard applied to Historic Preservation Tax 
Credit projects. These Standards state that the historic character of the property should be retained and 
preserved and that projects must avoid the removal of historic or character defining elements, including 
those that were added to a property later and are a physical record of their time, place, and use. The 
guidelines encourage the repair of historic elements and allow replacement only when absolutely 
necessary. When replacement is required, they encourage using historic materials and methods and 
careful documentation.  A full list of the Standards is available at: 
https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/four-treatments/treatment-rehabilitation.htm 

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS for CPC FUNDING:  

1. CPA funding is intended to fund the replacement of 248 existing windows and the repair and 
restoration of masonry and cast stone elements on the exterior façade of the historic Warren House 
according to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Historic Rehabilitation.    

2. The CPC shall receive a copy of all of the design documents, including all window specifications and 
detail drawings for both the masonry and cast stone repairs.   

https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/four-treatments/treatment-rehabilitation.htm
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3. Any periodic reports or interim deliverables prepared as part of this project, and any City or State 
reviews of those deliverables, must be shared with the CPC for online posting. 

4. The CPC or its staff may periodically request updates on the status of the project and/or schedule 
site visits and request photos of any site work underway for the Committee and public’s information. 

5. All recommended CPA funds should be appropriated by the City Council within 6 months and 
expended within two years of the date of any CPC recommendation. If either deadline cannot be met, 
the applicant should request an extension from the CPC, which the CPC may grant at its discretion. 

6. Any CPA funds appropriated but not used for the purposes stated herein shall be returned to the 
Newton Community Preservation Fund. 
 
 
DETAILED NOTES on PROPOSAL as SUBMITTED 
(focus is on requirements either not met or not met well) 
 
The proposal is considered to be complete as submitted, including all requested attachments. 
 
PROJECT SUMMARY 
Project Scope -  NCDF requests CPA funding to complete work to preserve and rehabilitate the exterior 
shell of the ca. 1927 former school building which now houses 59 apartments, 21 of which are currently 
affordable to households below 50% AMI. Funding is proposed to replace all existing windows with new 
aluminum windows which will replicate the appearance of the original historic windows and complete 
necessary masonry and cast stone repairs in the areas surrounding these windows.   

Project Outcomes - If successful, CPA funding will allow the NCDF to make these necessary 
improvements which will provide a more airtight, energy efficient, and cost effective solution to the 
existing windows both for the organization and their tenants. 
 
USE(S) OF CPA FUNDS 

This proposal requests CPA funding for the costs associated with the replacement of all 248 existing 
windows with new aluminum replacement windows, the installation of new insulation surrounding the 
window openings, and the repair of surrounding masonry and cast stone on the exterior façade.  The 
preservation project accounts for approximately $4.6 million of the overall $11.6 million project. The 
remaining project costs are associated with repayment of the project’s existing debt and ground lease.   

 
PROJECT TIMELINE 

The NCDF is in the process of refinancing its existing mortgage on the Warren House and is looking to 
renegotiate their ground lease and secure funding for future restoration work as part of that process. 
The intent is to begin work on this project once the refinancing is complete in Spring/Summer 2024 and 
to complete all work associated with the window replacement and masonry/cast stone repairs during a 
3-4 month period. 
 
COMMUNITY NEEDS 

The Warren House is a valuable community resource which provides both badly needed affordable 
housing to those households with incomes at or below 50% AMI but also market rate units which are 
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available for less than the new construction found elsewhere in Newton. The applicant has notes that 
the project meets the goals stated in the following City planning documents: 

• Newton Historic Preservation Design Guidelines - The wood windows that once served as a light 
source in classrooms were restored in 1992 and will now be replaced with aluminum, thermally 
efficient, code compliant windows for historic structures and are anticipated to also reduce the 
overall maintenance needs of the building. This project is anticipated to result in reduced energy 
demand and lessen energy costs for residents, many of whom are very low income and all of 
whom pay for their own heating /air conditioning.   

• Newton’s Comprehensive Plan’s Housing Section - Specifically Strategic Approaches on page 5-
15 including “Acting in Concert with the City’ Other Goals and with Convergent Efforts of Others” 
and “Utilizing Existing Housing.” On page 5-12, NCDF states that they are meeting the Housing 
Goals and Strategic Approach of “Broadly Defining Diversity - Housing affordability in Newton is a 
problem, not only for low-income residents, but also for many others as well, including those of 
moderate and middle income” and of  “Protecting the City’s Diversity” by undertaking a program 
of positive actions that will assure fair and equal housing opportunities for a population that is at 
least as diverse as at present in age, race, household type, life-style, cultural heritage and 
economic status.   

 
Warren House is also run in conjunction with the surrounding McGrath Park, which is owned and 
operated by the City. NDCF is responsible for maintaining the parking spaces associated with the park 
and its facilities. 
 
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT BUDGET 

The NCDF has submitted a preliminary project budget from Gale Associates which is based on their 2019 
analysis of the building and an estimation of anticipated current project costs. The project has not been 
bid out, however, and the documents from Gale note that the current budget would need to be refined 
and that the budget could be improved if all of the work was bid at one time. The project is also awaiting 
the completion of detailed drawing for window and masonry specifications which are necessary for 
future bidding and budget development. 
 
PROJECT OPERATING BUDGET, MAINTENANCE 

The NCDF developed the Warren House in the 1990s and has overseen its management since that time. 
Information on NCDF’s operating budget and anticipated future projects at the Warren House are 
included in this proposal.  NCDF is also in the process of refinancing their mortgage, renegotiating the 
ground lease with the City, and seeking additional funding from the Affordable Housing Trust and City 
ARPA funds. 
 
HISTORIC SIGNIFICANCE 
Including overall significance, significant features, treatment 

The proposal includes copies of the 1987 and 1997 Historic Inventory forms for the Levi Warren Junior 
High School which provide information on the architectural form and detailing of the ca. 1927 Colonial 
Revival brick structure as well as its history in the community. The NCDF has also provided a brief history 
of the building’s redevelopment in the 1990s into its current use as an apartment building and notes 
that it won awards at that time for the quality of its historic rehabilitation.  A City preservation 
restriction was required as part of the building’s 2009 CPA funding which states that any changes to the 
structure must be approved by the Newton Historical Commission. The NHC reviewed the project on 



 
Warren House Preservation and Rehabilitation Project 
Proposal – Reader’s Guide                       May 2023 

5 
 

May 2 and gave their preliminary approval to the project pending the review of more detailed drawings 
and plans in the future. A summary of their determination will be sent out separately prior to the 
meeting. 
 
SPONSOR FINANCES & QUALIFICATIONS, INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 
 
NCDF has a long history in Newton of providing safe and affordable housing for both families and seniors 
at their sites throughout the community.  The proposal includes information on the specific board 
members and Executive Director Jeanne Strickland who is overseeing this project, as well as on Gale 
Associates and their affordable housing consultant David Levy.  The proposal also includes several letters 
of support from residents and neighbors of the Warren House. 



website   www.newtonma.gov/cpa 
contact  Lara Kritzer, Community Preservation Program Manager 

email  lkritzer@newtonma.gov     phone  617.796.1144 

Preserving the Past         Planning for the Future 

 

Newton, Massachusetts  
Community Preservation Committee  

COMMUNITY PRESERVATION PLAN 
Revised December 14, 2021 

 
 

Massachusetts’ Community Preservation Act (CPA) provides local and state funds for projects in community 
housing (affordable housing), historic resources, open space, and recreation, within certain constraints: 

ALLOWABLE SPENDING PURPOSES under the Community Preservation Act 
 COMMUNITY  

HOUSING 
HISTORIC 

RESOURCES 
OPEN  
SPACE RECREATION 

 
ACQUIRE YES YES YES YES 
CREATE YES NO YES YES 
PRESERVE YES YES YES YES 
SUPPORT  YES NO NO NO 
REHABILITATE / 
RESTORE 

YES, IF acquired or 
created with CPA funds YES YES, IF acquired or 

created with CPA funds YES 

The About the CPA page in Newton's CPA program website includes a more detailed Allowable Uses of 
Funds chart, including the full definition of each eligible resource and its CPA fundable activities. On the 
website’s CPA Funding Process and Materials page there is Newton-specific information on the project 
proposal process, proposal instructions and upcoming deadlines. The CPC regularly works with CPA 
funding applicants to ensure that their proposals meet the requirements and goals of Newton’s CPA 
program.  

Like most CPA communities, Newton will not always have enough CPA funding for all of its current and 
anticipated funding proposals. The Community Preservation Committee (CPC) relies on the following 
guidelines in determining which project proposals to recommend to the City Council for funding.   

1. Project is drawn from or guided by Newton’s regularly updated community-wide plans   

The CPC relies on Newton’s Comprehensive Plan and other regularly updated community-wide plans to 
prioritize Newton’s CPA-eligible needs.  Each funding proposal must cite at least two of these plans, 
most of which can be found on the CPA Funding Process and Materials page on the City of Newton’s 
website. 

2. Project helps to balance funding across all of the eligible CPA funding categories 

The CPA legislation allows funding to be used for projects in Community Housing, Historic Resources, 
Open Space, and Recreation. It also requires communities to spend at least 10% of each year’s new 
funds on each of three of those categories − Community Housing, Historic Resources, and Open Space. 
Funds may be allocated in the year they are received or retained for future projects. Unless exceptional 
needs require otherwise, Newton's CPC aims to end each year with approximately one year's worth of 
funds (currently about $4.5 million) in reserve so that the program can respond quickly to unanticipated 
future opportunities. Unusually expensive projects, such as land acquisition or major capital 

Telephone 
(617) 796-1120 

Telefax 
(617) 796-1142 

TDD/TTY 
(617) 796-1089 

www.newtonma.gov 
 

Barney S. Heath 
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City of Newton 
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improvements to public buildings or parks, may also be funded by selling bonds that will be repaid from 
future local CPA revenue. 

Newton's allocation targets for CPA funding in each eligible project category are intended to be flexible 
guidelines, not rigid quotas. These targets reflect Newton’s past funding patterns, available information 
about possible future proposals, and feedback on the City’s priorities received through community 
surveys and public hearings.  
 

Newton CPA Allocation Targets: Balancing Funds Across Resources  
Community Housing (statutory minimum 10%) 35% 
Historic Resources (statutory minimum 10%) 20% 

Open Space (statutory minimum 10%) 20% 
Recreation 20% 

CPA Program Administration 5% 

The final two pages of this Plan compare the allocation of current and future funding requests to these targets. 

3. Projects leverage non-CPA funds to achieve community goals 

The CPC prioritizes projects that are not only eligible for CPA funding but which also leverage their CPA 
funding to achieve the maximum possible funding from other sources. The CPC also recognizes that a 
project may need a relatively high share of CPA funding in its initial phases (such as design) in order to 
raise funds primarily from non-CPA sources for its later phases (such as construction). In reviewing the 
CPA fund’s financial contribution to a project, the CPC may choose to look at individual project phases or 
the project as a whole. The CPC prefers to see a minimum of 50% funding match for all CPA projects 
whenever possible, but may allow for a lower percentage match depending on the project and its overall 
benefits to the community. Municipal projects will be given more flexibility and have a lower preferred 
target match of 30%. 

4. Extent to which the Project benefits the Community 

The CPC will take into consideration the location of the project and its impact both on its surrounding 
neighborhood and the City as a whole.  Projects which involve publicly (municipal) or privately owned 
assets that benefit all Newton residents and neighborhoods may be given more weight than projects 
which will have a more limited impact on the community. Community Housing is generally considered as 
having a wide public benefit to the City as a whole when it is both deed-restricted to ensure permanent 
affordability and proactively marketed to all eligible households. 
 
When existing municipal assets, whether it be buildings or landscapes, are considered for CPA funding, 
the CPC must be careful to distinguish between projects which might be considered general 
maintenance, and therefore are not eligible for CPA funding, and projects which are capital 
improvements to the site and may be funded.  There is no set definition of general maintenance vs. 
capital improvement, and the CPC will make decisions on the eligibility of projects on a case by case 
basis.  When appropriate, the CPC may recommend dividing the cost of an improvement so that the CPA 
funding is used to provide an additional benefit which the City might otherwise not be able to fund. For 
example, CPA funding could be used to pay the difference between replacing an historically significant 
slate roof with the more appropriate but more expensive slate rather than a less costly asphalt shingle 
alternative. 
 
Projects which have a limited or no public benefit to the community are generally considered to not be 
eligible for CPA funding. 
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5. Extent to which the Project includes Sustainable Development Design Elements 

The CPC supports the City’s goal to reach carbon neutrality by 2050 and encourages all applicants to 
incorporate sustainability into their projects through design decisions such as:  eliminating or reducing 
fossil fuel use; reducing embodied carbon, especially by reusing existing resources, prioritizing energy 
efficiency through methods like the Passive House standard, incorporating EV charging stations and/or 
solar panels, etc. CPA funding applicants should also consider that any projects over 20,000 sq. ft of new 
construction or substantial reconstruction will be expected to meet the City’s Sustainable Development 
Design requirements as outlined in Section 5.13 of the Zoning Ordinance as the project goes through the 
Special Permit process. Additional information on these requirements is available on the City’s website 
at: https://www.newtonma.gov/home/showpublisheddocument?id=29553  

The CPC feels strongly that new CPA funded projects should move the City forward in meeting its 
sustainable energy goals and is aware that by adding in energy-saving measures a project may have 
higher upfront costs, particularly for renovations. The CPC encourages projects to incorporate all 
relevant energy efficiency and electrification measures into their proposals to be included in their 
discussions with the CPC. Any project which does not include these elements will be expected to provide 
a written explanation as to why they cannot be incorporated into the project with their funding 
proposal. 

6. Project managers have a proven capacity for project management and long-term maintenance 

Newton’s CPC requires each proposal to identify both a qualified, available project manager and a 
reliable source of non-CPA funding for future maintenance. The CPC also considers each proposal 
sponsor’s past record of project management and maintenance when reviewing new proposals from 
that sponsor.  

These requirements help Newton to avoid repeating past experiences with projects that took far more 
time or public funding to complete than originally anticipated or promised, and to comply with the state 
CPA statute’s prohibition on using CPA funds for maintenance and operations. 

7. Evaluate completed projects to ensure accountability and improve future projects 

Once a project is funded, the CPC requires regular progress reports. For all non-City projects, the final 
release of CPA funds is contingent on a final in-person presentation and written report to the CPC. City 
project managers are also expected to provide final reports to the CPC on CPA-funded City projects. 

The CPC monitors completed projects indefinitely, to evaluate the community’s long-term returns on its 
CPA investments, and to learn how well – and why – different projects are maintained with non-CPA 
funds. 

https://www.newtonma.gov/home/showpublisheddocument?id=29553


 Community Preservation Act Funds
Current Status of Active Funded Projects

 

Fiscal 
Year Project Title Address Funding Category CPA Funding 

Appropriated
Total Expended 

to Date
CPA Funds 
Remaining

Notes on Progress

FY22 Athletic Fields Improvements
Four to Six Sites (See Project 

Website)
Recreation $420,000 $134,962 $285,038

Work in progress - Parks and Rec working with two consulting firms who 
will share the design work

FY21 Coleman House Senior Housing Preservation
677 Winchester Street, Newton 

Highlands
Community Housing $4,214,622 $3,793,160 $421,462 Work in progress - Funding expended up to 10% hold back 

FY21, FY23 Commonwealth Avenue Carriageway Redesign
Auburndale - Charles River to Lyons 

Field
Recreation $523,002 $438,015 $84,987 Design work in progress - Addnl Funding approved Aug 8

FY16, FY17
Crescent Street Site Assessment, Feasibility and 

Design
70 Crescent Street, Auburndale Community Housing/Recreation $360,000 $225,403.00 $134,597.00 Project on hold since 2018. 

FY21 Gath Memorial Pool Feasibility Study
256 Albemarle Road                                   

Newtonville
Recreation $60,000 $58,700 $1,300 Project complete?  

FY23 Gath Memorial Pool Enhancements - Phase II
256 Albemarle Road                                   

Newtonville
Recreation $486,500 $3,600 $482,900

In Progress  - Bargmann Hendrie + Archetype will complete once Phase I 
finalized

FY19, FY21
Golda Meir House Senior Housing Expansion (Stanton 

Avenue)
160 Stanton Ave, Auburndale, MA 

02466
Community Housing $4,494,857 $4,045,371 $449,486

Project underway - Four requisitions to date and have used all funding 
except 10% retainage

FY21 Grace Episcopal Church Tower Restoration
70-76 Eldredge Street,                

Newton Corner
Historic Resources $1,433,000 $1,022,254 $410,746

Work wrapped up for the winter. Anticipated completion Spring 2023. 
Preservation Restriction drafted and sent to applicant for review.

FY19, FY21 Haywood House Senior Housing Development
Jackson Road (behind 83-127 

Kennedy Circle), Newton Corner, 
MA 02458

Community Housing $3,077,900 $2,769,910 $307,990
Occupancy anticipated for March 2023 - have used all funding except 10% 

holdback to date

 Multiple
HISTORIC BURYING GROUNDS 3, East Parish Burying 

Ground
Newton Corner, MA 02458 Historic Resources $208,700 $164,454 $44,246 Retaining wall work complete, replacement fencing in progress

FY23 Jackson Homestead Basement Rehabilitation, Phase I 537 Washington Street, -2458 Historic Resources $75,000 $0 $75,000 City Council approved funding Oct. 3, 2022. 

FY21 Jackson Homestead Fence Replacement 537 Washington Street, -2458 Historic Resources $28,990 $2,200 $26,790
Project originally delayed to 2022 - now working with new vendor and 

waiting for new proposal

FY22 Levingston Cove Improvements Project
Crystal Lake, Lake Avenue, Newton 

Highlands
Open Space/Recreation $1,440,344 $153,283 $1,287,062 Work underway 

FY22
New Art Center/Church of the Open Word 

Restoration
19 Highland Avenue, Newtonville Historic Resources $94,600 $0 $94,600

Jan 2023 - Study work largely complete. New Art currently in negotiations 
with property owner for purchase of building

FY23 Newton Affordable Housing Trust Various Community Housing $1,948,056 $0 $1,948,056 Trust waiting for future applications.

FY22 Newton Architectural Survey, 1940-1972 Various Historic Resources $17,500 $4,950 $12,550 Phase I completed 1/6/23.

FY18 NEWTON CEMETERY Whipple-Beal Cast Iron Fence
791 Walnut Street, Newton Center, 

MA 02459
Historic Resources $60,000 $54,000 $6,000

Final Report Approved; Preservation Restriction sent to MHC for final 
signatures 

FY22 Newton Community Farm 303 Nahanton Street, Oak Hill Historic Resources $88,554 $49,899 $38,655
First  Water Infiltration and HVAC work complete. The Kitchen Ceiling and 
Water Heater have been determined to be fine. Only things left to do is 

electrical upgrade work. 

FY20
NEWTON CONSERVATORS, Conservation Restrictions 

(Kesseler Woods)

200 Vine Street (bordered by La 
Grange St.), Chestnut Hill, MA 

02467
Open Space $15,000 $0 $15,000 On hold pending completion of Conservation Restriction

FY04, FY06, 
FY09, FY14,FY15

Newton HOMEBUYER ASSISTANCE Program, Phases 1-
5

Citywide Community Housing $3,209,050 $2,584,958 $624,092 In Progress 

FY22 Nonantum Village Senior Housing Preservation 241 Watertown Street Community Housing $500,000 $246,290 $253,710 Roof work complete, HVAC equipment purchased

FY20 PIGEON HILL TRAIL (Riverside Greenway) Design 

Connecting Evergreen Street to 
Lasell Boathouse to Charles Street 

in Auburndale, including two 
underpasses under Interstate 90

Recreation $50,000 $3,737.93 $46,262

10/4/22 - Working with MassDOT to coordinate design/build contract 
with upcoming work on I90 and would like to use CPA funding to 

integrate this project into the larger construction work. Anticipate 
requesting a time extension for this work.

FY20
Webster Woods/ 300 Hammond Pond Parkway  

(Land Acquisition)
300 Hammond Pond Parkway, 

Chestnut Hill, MA 02467
Open Space $15,740,000 $15,219,426 $520,574

Includes both purchase funds and legal fees. Remaining funds include 
legal fees and discount received from bond sale; Conservation Restriction 

in Progress.

FY22
West Newton Armory Affordable Housing 

Development
1135 Washington Street Community Housing $3,000,000 $0 $3,000,000

City Council approved funding July 11, 2022. Grant Agreemen under 
review by applicant.

$41,545,675.00 $30,974,572.75 $10,571,102.26Project Totals

3/14/2023



February 2023 Potential Future Project List

Potential Project 
Name

Applicant
Potential Funding 

Request
 Category Description Timeline Other 

Adams Street Shul Adams Street Shul $10,000 (or less)
Historic 

Resources
Restoration of Historic Front Doors, possible masonry work TBD Initial discussion Aug. 2022

Albemarle Park 
Renovations

Parks, Recreation and 
Culture

$5 million Recreation
Reconfigure and Rehabilitate all fields including pathways based on study 

currently underway
Fall 2023

Rough Estimate of $7 million for all four 
parks projects

Brown and Oak Hill Fields 
Restoration

Parks, Recreation and 
Culture

$500,000 Recreation Restore/Rehabitate/Reconfigure based on study currently underway TBD
Rough Estimate of $7 million for all four 

parks projects

Burr School Fields 
Restoration

Parks, Recreation and 
Culture

$500,000 Recreation Restore/Rehabitate/Reconfigure based on study currently underway TBD
Rough Estimate of $7 million for all four 

parks projects

Dudley Road Estate ? TBD

Open Space/ 
Recreation/ 
Community 

Housing 

Purchase of land for conservation and recreation and/or funding for 
additional affordable housing units

TBD
Could be requested for City's contribution to 

a larger development project with City 
partner.

First Baptist Church Bell 
Tower Restoration

First Baptist Church, 
Newton Center

TBD - initial discussion 
anticipated  work to be 

in millions

Historic 
Resources

Restoration of badly deteriorated bell tower TBD

Emergency work already underway to 
prevent tower's collapse. Study in progress 

to develop plan and estimates for 
restoration

Jackson Homestead 
Basement Restoration/ 

Rehabilitation

City of Newton, Historic 
Newton

TBD
Historic 

Resources
Construction funding for work to remediate water and humidity issues, 

address accessibility, preserve historic artifacts
TBD

Funding and timing infomration will be 
available following completion of current 

study

McGrath Park Restoration
Parks, Recreation and 

Culture
$600,000 Recreation Restore/Rehabitate/Reconfigure based on study currently underway TBD

Rough Estimate of $7 million for all four 
parks projects

Municipal Historic 
Structure Building 

Envelope Study
Public Buildings $100,000 

Historic 
Resources

Funding to review and assess building envelope on up to 15 city owned 
historic structures

TBD
Invitation issued for full proposal Oct. 2021 - 

Project on hold

Pellegrini Field House 
Restoration

Public Buildings TBD
Historic 

Resources
Funding to restore exterior of existing Fieldhouse at Pellegrinit Playground TBD

Warren House Exterior 
Restoration and 

Preservation

Newton Community 
Development 
Foundation

$4.1 million
Historic 

Resources

Exterior masonry work and window repair/replacement on former middle 
school building. Property has a preservation restriction given to the City for 

prior CPA funded work
2023-2024

Property is going through refinancing 
process which will impact timing of the 

work.
Estimated Funding Requests At This Time: $13,000,000 - $16,000,000

New Trail
Conservation 
Committee

TBD
Open Space/ 
Recreation

Create Trail from Harwich Road to Lagrange
City has some funding but not anticipated to 
be enough for boardwalk and bridge needed 

in area

Newton Highlands 
Women's Club Building

Newton Highlands 
Women's Club

$60,000 
Historic 

Resources
Restoration work on existing historic building ?

Initial email conversations with Alice in 2019, 
me in 2020 - no specifications on work to be 

done as of March 2020

Norumbega Conservation 
Area

Conservation 
Committee

TBD
Open Space/ 
Recreation

Convert the main oval path at Norumbega Conservation Area and the path 
at the Upper Falls Riverwalk Conservagtion Area to stone dust or crushed 

stone for accessibility

Potential Accessible 
Affordable Housing Project

55 Chinian Path ?
Community 

Housing
Purchase existing property and construct fully accessible affordable group 

home.
Unknown

ca. 1940s House currently used as affordable 
group home. CT organization contacted City 
interested in purchasing and redeveloping 

site
Historic Properties Grant 

Program
TBD

Historic 
Resources

Grant Fund to pay for difference between repairs and historically correct 
rehabilitations/repairs on eligible properties

Cambridge has similar program - others?

Small Scale Affordable 
Housing Projects

TBD $300,000 
Community 

Housing
Funding to restore, rehab, and/or preserve existing affordable housing units 

in Newton
Funding to restore, rehab, and/or preserve 
existing affordable housing units in Newton

Affordable Housing Plan 
Affordable Housing 

Trust
TBD

Community 
Housing

Community Affordable Housing Plan to assist new Affordable Housing Trust 
on determining needs of community, potential uses for Trust funds

 

Upper Falls Greenway
Conservation 
Committee

TBD
Open Space/ 
Recreation

Install steps between the Upper Falls Greenway to conservation land in 
south and Braceland Park in north

?



City of Newton Community Preservation Committee

Finances At a Glance
As of

Fiscal Year 2023

Revenue
Beginning balance 6,309,217                
Local CPA surcharge 3,980,772                
State match

Budget for this FY 771,569                   
Additional from prior FY 714,416                   

Total Available Resources 11,775,974              

Expenses
Bond repayment obligations 694,353                   
New funding authorizations 6,742,345                
Administrative costs 179,376                   
Total Expenses 7,616,074                

Current Fund Balance 4,159,900                

Fiscal Year 2024

Revenue
Beginning balance 4,159,900                
Local CPA surcharge 4,120,278                
State match

Budget for this FY 796,154                   
Additional from prior FY 703,910                   

Total Available Resources 9,780,243                

Expenses
Bond repayment obligations 694,853                   
New funding authorizations -                            
Administrative costs 182,907                   
Total Expenses 877,760                   

Projected Fund Balance 8,902,484                

May 7, 2023



City of Newton Community Preservation Committee

Spending Compared to Program Area Targets
Comparisons Based on % of Current Revenue
As of May 7, 2023

Affordable 
Housing

 Historic 
Preservation Open Space Recreation Administration

Total 
Spending

Total Current 
Revenue

Spending 21,085,829   2,354,528         3,235,723         6,814,064       713,752                34,203,896    18,434,168      
% of Total Current Revenue 114% 13% 18% 37% 4% 186%

Target % 35% 20% 20% 20% 5% 100%

Percentage Point Difference 
Between Actual and Target

79% -7% -2% 17% -1%

Spending 24,134,232   6,291,367         3,744,223         11,803,561    1,311,299             47,284,682    37,398,625      
% of Total Current Revenue 65% 17% 10% 32% 4% 126%

Target % 35% 20% 20% 20% 5% 100%

Percentage Point Difference 
Between Actual and Target

30% -3% -10% 12% -1%

Spending 35,679,883   14,760,781       12,347,601       17,477,806    2,476,518             82,742,589    77,536,558      
% of Total Current Revenue 46% 19% 16% 23% 3% 107%

Target % 35% 20% 20% 20% 5% 100%

Percentage Point Difference 
Between Actual and Target

11% -1% -4% 3% -2%

Entire Life of Program

Note: spending on projects funded through bond issues is recorded as a series of annual debt service payments

Program Area

Most Recent Five Years

Most Recent Ten Years



Spending as % of Program Revenue, Compared to Guidelines
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City of Newton Community Preservation Committee

Spending Compared to Program Area Targets
Comparisons Based on % of Current Spending
As of May 7, 2023

Affordable 
Housing

 Historic 
Preservation Open Space Recreation Administration

Total 
Spending

Spending 21,085,829   2,354,528         3,235,723         6,814,064       713,752                34,203,896    
% of Total 62% 7% 9% 20% 2% 100%

Target % 35% 20% 20% 20% 5% 100%

Percentage Point Difference 
Between Actual and Target

27% -13% -11% 0% -3%

Spending 24,134,232   6,291,367         3,744,223         11,803,561    1,311,299             47,284,682    
% of Total 51% 13% 8% 25% 3% 100%

Target % 35% 20% 20% 20% 5% 100%

Percentage Point Difference 
Between Actual and Target

16% -7% -12% 5% -2%

Spending 35,679,883   14,760,781       12,347,601       17,477,806    2,476,518             82,742,589    
% of Total 43% 18% 15% 21% 3% 100%

Target % 35% 20% 20% 20% 5% 100%

Percentage Point Difference 
Between Actual and Target

8% -2% -5% 1% -2%

Note: spending on projects funded through bond issues is recorded as a series of annual debt service payments

Program Area

Most Recent Five Years

Most Recent Ten Years

Entire Life of Program



Spending as % of Annual Spending, Compared to Guidelines
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Spending History
Note:  for projects funded by bond issues, list only the annual debt service payments on this sheet

Fiscal Year Project Phase

 Debt 
Service 

Payment? 

 Affordable 
Housing 

 Historic 
Preservation 

 Open Space  Recreation  Administration  Total  Status 

2025 Athletic Fields Improvements Construction Phase III Funding: debt - 15 year Debt 458,680        458,680        Rec'd by CPC
2025 Gath Pool Enhancements Phase III - Construction debt 30 year  Debt 337,402        337,402        Rec'd by CPC
2024 Administration 182,907                   182,907        Approved
2024 Webster Woods Debt 694,853       694,853        Approved
2023 Administration 179,376                   179,376        Approved
2023 Webster Woods Debt 694,353       694,353        Approved
2023 Newton Affordable Housing Trust Fund 1,948,056   1,948,056     Approved
2023 Jackson Homestead Basement Rehabiltation Phase I 75,000              75,000           Approved
2023 Gath Pool Enhancements Phase II - Design and Construction Documents 486,500        486,500        Approved
2023 Commonwealth Ave Carriageway Redesign Additional Funding to Complete Final Design 133,002        133,002        Approved
2023 Warren House Preservation and Rehabiltation 2,100,000        2,100,000     Funds requested
2023 Athletic Fields Improvements Construction Phase III Funding: current funds 4,099,787    4,099,787     Rec'd by CPC
2022 Administration 131,298                   131,298        Actual admin
2022 West Newton Armory Affordable Housing Construction of 43 Affordable Housing Units 3,000,000   3,000,000     Approved
2022 Webster Woods Bond Payment Debt  693,103       693,103        Approved
2022 Grace Church Tower Restoration Stone tower stabilization and restoration 441,755            441,755        Approved
2022 Levingston Cove Improvements Project Construction of open space/recreation amenities 288,069       1,152,275    1,440,344     Approved
2022 Athletic Fields Improvements Design through construction of six sites  420,000        420,000        Approved
2022 Nonantum Village Place Affordable Housing Roof, Siding and HVAC Repair/Replacement 500,000      500,000        Approved
2022 New Art Center/Church of the Open Word RestorationFeasibility and Design 94,600              94,600           Approved
2022 Newton Architectural Survey 1940-1972 140 Inventory Forms 17,500              17,500           Approved
2022 Newton Community (Angino) Farm Farmhouse Rehabilitation and Restoration Project   88,554              88,554           Approved
2021 Administration 125,572                   125,572        Actual admin
2021 Coleman House Preservation 4,214,622   4,214,622     Approved
2021 Commonwealth Ave Carriageway Initial Funding for Redesign  390,000        390,000        Approved
2021 COVID-19 Emergency Housing Assistance Phase 2 724,124      724,124        Approved
2021 Durant-Kenrick Homestead 4 Gutter and Window Repair 16,884              16,884           Approved
2021 Gath Pool Enhancements Design study 60,000          60,000           Approved
2021 Golda Meir House Expansion 1,244,857   1,244,857     Approved
2021 Grace Church Tower Restoration Stone tower stabilization and restoration 991,245            991,245        Approved
2021 Haywood House Senior Living 77,900        77,900           Approved
2021 Jackson Homestead Museum Fence Replacement 28,990              28,990           Approved
2021 Webster Woods Debt 697,699       697,699        Approved
2021 West Newton Armory Affordable Housing 21,270        21,270           Approved
2020 Administration -                145,932                   145,932        Actual admin
2020 COVID-19 Emergency Housing Assistance Phase 1 2,000,000   2,000,000     Approved
2020 Kesseler Woods Newton Conservators CR oversight 15,000         15,000           Approved



website www.newtonma.gov/cpa 
staff contact Lara Kritzer, Community Preservation Program Manager 

email lkritzer@newtonma.gov,  phone 617.796.1144 
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______________________________________________________________________ 

Community Preservation Committee 

DRAFT MINUTES 

February 14, 2023 
 
The virtual meeting was held online on Tuesday, February 14, 2023, beginning at 7:00 P.M. 
Community Preservation Committee (CPC) members present included Dan Brody, Eliza Datta,  Byron 
Dunker, Susan Lunin, Robert Maloney, Jennifer Molinsky and Judy Weber.  Committee Members 
Mark Armstrong and Martin Smargiassi and were not present for the meeting.  Community 
Preservation Program Manager Lara Kritzer was also present and served as recorder.  
 
Chair Jennifer Molinsky opened the Community Preservation Committee’s public meeting and 
introduced the CPC members present at this time.    
 
Update on Current and  Future Recreation Projects from the Parks, Recreation, and Culture 
Department 
 
Commissioner Nicole Banks and Director of Parks and Open Space Luis Perez Demorizi presented the 
Committee with the Parks, Recreation, and Culture Department’s Comprehensive Improvements and 
Maintenance Plan Update.  Mr. Demorizi explained that they would also provide a quick update on 
the progress with the Athletic Fields project, Levingston Cove, and the upcoming groundbreaking for 
the Marty Sender Path. He noted that 62% of the open space in Newton is dedicated to public use 
and reviewed those public owners.  Mr. Demorizi explained that the Citywide Open Space Analysis 
had looked at the amount of space needed for athletic fields versus other open space needs and 
found that only 8% of all open space in Newton is dedicated to athletic fields, while an additional 25% 
is school and municipal public land. He noted that there is a growing need for more multipurpose 
fields but that the remaining open land has difficulties.  Much of it was located in low lying areas that 
needed to be drained and there was little flat land available so the City needed to get creative as to 
how it would proceed.  Mr. Demorizi next reviewed their proposed implementation strategy and five 
plan objectives. 
 
Mr. Demorizi explained that they had developed this project using prioritization criteria.  The first of 
these was to increase ongoing maintenance by putting in more effort and budget into the fields. He 
noted that the Parks and Recreation’s maintenance budget has grown 757% since 2019.  Second, they 
had looked at their capital project management work by creating a new Parks and Open Space 
Division within the Department. In addition to having new staff available to work on these spaces, 
they also were working to standardize materials and processes.  Mr. Demorizi noted that they 
Department was also considering how to expand synthetic field use by installing them at two new 
locations and were planning to install new lighting systems throughout the City to expand playing 
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opportunities at both large and small facilities.  He explained how the City was also managing the 
field usage now so that it did not need to worry about wear.  Lastly, Mr. Demorizi explained how they 
had managed this work while also continuing to address other multi-year projects included in the 
City’s Capital Improvements Plan (CIP). He noted that they had recently completed the installation of 
new lighting at Newton South High School and would be installing lighting at Newton North High 
School over the summer. 
 
Mr. Demorizi next moved to a review of the three sites that were anticipated to be included in the 
upcoming CPA construction funding application. He explained that the work at Albemarle Park had 
been broken into two phases – Phase I in the north half of the park and Phase II in the sough half. 
Phase I proposed to modify the northern half of the park by repositioning the baseball field to allow 
for more multipurpose space.  They would also be removing and replacing the existing sports lighting 
and installing new lighting at Murphy Little League Field. This Phase I work was anticipated to cost 
$7.1 million with both equipment and amenities including lighting, synthetic turf, contingency funds, 
etc.  The Burr School fields were currently very sloped and were not considered to be a safe place to 
play. Work in this location would include leveling the site to expand its useability and adding a 
perimeter walking path and landscaping. The new fields would allow for flexibility in future uses and 
would cost $1.62 million.  Mr. Demorizi noted that they hoped to be able to use sustainable fill that 
was already stored at another City site.  The third site, McGrath Field, currently had four fields which 
were considered to be unsafe due to limited run out zones.  They were planning to remove the 
baseball diamond and install three new fields with new walking paths and trees at a cost of $769,340. 
He noted that elsewhere the were primarily altering land surrounding baseball diamonds and that 
they would leave as much land untouched as possible. The overall cost for all three sites was 
anticipated to be $9,487,983. 
 
Commissioner Banks noted that for Albemarle Park, they would be decommissioning the existing 
tennis courts and installing new pickle ball courts.  Ms. Molinsky asked about the basketball courts 
and was told that they would remain in place. Mr. Demorizi explained how that area would be 
reorganized and reconfigured.  Ms. Molinsky noted that the southern half of Albemarle Park was not 
included in the proposal and Commissioner Banks confirmed that that half would be completed 
separately in the future.   
 
Ms. Lunin asked about the lacrosse facilities at McGrath park. Mr. Demorizi explained that they 
planned to fundraise for a lacrosse practice wall area to be installed there.  Ms. Molinsky asked about 
anticipated lifespan of the fields assuming appropriate maintenance. Mr. Demorizi answered that a 
grass field can last 30 years before needing a full depth renovation while a synthetic turf field needed 
to be renovated every 10 years. For synthetic turf, the carpet needed to be replaced every ten years 
while the infill/pellets could be used twice.   He also noted that the lighting fixtures had a 25 year 
warranty but were anticipated to last 50 years and that the pool was anticipated to have a 50-60 year 
lifespan.   
 
Mr. Brody asked about the other three sites that had been included in the preliminary planning work. 
Mr. Demorizi stated that Forte Park, Braceland Park, and the Brown/Oak Hill School fields were being 
planned for the next phase of construction.  Mr. Demorizi explained that the upcoming work on 
finalize the design and construction for Albemarle Park would help to guide how they proceeded with 
the remaining three sites.  
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Mr. Brody thought that the Committee would need to issue bonds to pay for these projects and 
thought that it would be helpful to have a ballpark number for work at those last three sites as well.  
He asked when the Department planned to finalize the Gath Pool project and Mr. Demorizi answered 
that they planned to have a full application ready for the March meeting.  Mr. Brody thought that the 
Committee would need these numbers before it could send any bonding recommendations to the 
City Council for approval. He thought that the length of the bond would come back to the lifespan of 
the elements involved in the project and thought it would be useful to have a recommendation from 
Parks and Recreation on the potential length of the bond.  Commissioner Banks stated that she 
wanted to meet with the City’s Financial team and Ms. Kritzer to discuss how the bonding could be 
structured. There was agreement that Gath Pool was the greatest need at this time and that it made 
sense to complete the work on Albemarle North at the same time. She explained that the other sites 
could potentially be staged and explained how they were planning to address the needed work. For 
example, the Burr fields were important to expanding the available field play space and so would be 
done early in the plan.  For the remaining three fields, they were in early discussions on what made 
sense to do next but had not worked out the details or completed any high level numbers on those 
yet. 
 
Ms. Datta asked if there were any benefits or efficiencies in combining all of the fields into one 
package and doing them at the same time. Mr. Demorizi stated that their goal was to find efficiencies 
in the process and that they were looking to have some funding allocated to each of the proposed 
sites so that as soon as they were done with Burr they could move to McGrath and so on. He 
explained that they had to balance which fields would be open and closed and felt that they were 
developing a good sequence for that work.  Ms. Datta noted that McGrath Field had some matching 
funds and asked the applicant to provide more detail on that funding in the pre-proposal.  Mr. 
Demorizi stated that that information would be included and that they were continuing to have 
conversations on those and other matching fund opportunities. 
 
Mr. Maloney stated that he had a follow up bonding question about the other fields that were not 
included in the current project. He thought that it would be useful to have some idea of what other 
Recreation funding needs might come up during the life of the bond as he would like the CPC to have 
enough funding available for those as well.  Commissioner Banks stated that they would continue to 
develop broad estimates as part of their capital spending. She stated that as a Department, they 
worked to develop maintenance plans and schedules that would help to avoid the extent of these 
types of projects in the future.  She added that they were also looking for other funding sources that 
they could access in the future and were working with the Planning Department to potentially use 
development mitigation payments for Braceland Park and to pull from other resources.  
Commissioner Banks noted that while there were some efficiencies in doing several projects at the 
same time, they also recognized the need to work hard to identify future funding sources.  
 
Mr. Brody noted the City’s CPA program’s bonding history and how it had approached bonding for 
Webster Woods. He explained that the CPC’s goal was to spend 20% of its annual funding on Open 
Space and that the Committee had ultimately decided that it was most comfortable with setting aside 
10% of its annual funding for that payment.  He thought that they would need to do similar planning 
for this site but that they needed to have a clearer sense of what was out there and what the City was 
comfortable with bonding and spending first. 
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Review of Pre-Proposal for Phase III of the Gath Memorial Pool Renovation Project   
 
Consultant Tom Scarlata, Bargmann Hendrie + Archtype (BH+A), made the presentation on the 
current plans for the updated Gath Pool. He began by noting that the design of the pool had changed 
in July 2022 from one pool with a large spray deck to a two pool design which included a recreational 
pool and an eight lane lap pool. The splash pad area had been narrowed and one ramp and walkway 
area removed. The new design would now allow full access to all sides of both pools as well as a zero-
entry area and a new ramp leading into the competition pool.  The redesigned spray pad would still 
be two levels and the existing bathhouse would be retained but renovated to provide full 
accessibility, direct access through the building to the pool, and new gender neutral changing areas as 
well as a more generous area for checking in and registering.  The project would add a new ramp to 
the front of the site as well as new steps and fencing.  Mr. Scarlata pointed out the new hip roofed 
shade structures that would be installed around the decks and explained that they were looking at 
more permanent metal structures for the shades to save in both maintenance and durability. These 
could also be used for solar in the future if needed.  On the lower level of the bathhouse, they were 
creating a new second means of access out of the filter room and redesigning the space to provide 
better solutions for maintenance and safety. 
 
Mr. Scarlata explained that the competition pool would have eight lanes of equal size and depth. A 
ramp was part of the pool design and a lift would also be added along with two diving boards. Mr. 
Scarlata noted the multiple options for use here and how the pool had been designed for multiple 
users.  The recreation pool would include a 0 entry area with a splash area as well as a walking area 
that could also be used for laps and a general play/exercise area.  He explained how the two pools 
would have two separate filter systems and reviewed their features and benefits.  The spray deck had 
a new linear design on two tiers with universal accessibility.  The space was designed for toddler 
through pre-teen use and would have an impervious, slip-resistant but soft surface.  This area was 
designed so that it could be used even when the pool as closed and their team was beginning to look 
at the specific water features to be installed.  Four new shade structures would be installed on the 
east side of the pool with two more to be located on the north side and another adjacent to the 
bathhouse.  Mr. Scarlata noted the new storage area that would be created adjacent to the 
bathhouse which would allow them to open up the deck space.  He also pointed out how the space 
had been designed to allow for better viewing during swim events and showed further plans and 
overall views of the site. 
 
A breakdown of the proposed $7.2 million was reviewed and it was noted that it included $967,000 in 
contingency funding due to the current environment.  Commissioner Banks stated that she was 
excited to be bringing this project forward and to see it completed next year as a fully accessible 
facility with eight lap lanes significant improvements to the decks and shade areas.  She stated that 
they were looking forward to having the new pool facility open for the following summer season.   
 
Ms. Molinsky thought that it looked like a great design and asked if the two pools was the reason for 
the two filter systems.  Mr. Scarlata answered yes and explained that the water needed to be turned 
over ever four hours in the recreation pool versus ever six hours in the lap pool. He also noted that 
the spray system would recirculate the water every 25 minutes.  Mr. Scarlata added that the two pool 
design allowed for better access to the far side of the pools, more flexibility in uses, and full access to 
the lap pool. Commissioner Banks stated that the design provided full accessibility to both pools and 
had allowed them to pick up more deck space for seating and shade areas. Ms. Molinsky asked if the 



Newton Community Preservation Committee   
Draft Minutes for February 14, 2023 

5 
 

budget shown was the full budget and if the amount requested from the CPA fund was just over $5.8 
million. The applicants answered yes. 
 
Mr. Maloney noted that the Committee had received several letters with concerns about the depth of 
the pool and asked if the starting blocks could be located at the deep end. Commissioner Banks 
stated that that was an option and that the deep end of the pool would be 12 feet deep in all lanes.  
Mary Pohlman stated that the current pool went from 4.5’ to 6’ at its shallow end.  She explained that 
6’ was recommended for diving but that 4’ was the current requirement.  The new lap pool was 
proposed to be designed with a consistent 4’ shallow end and they were concerned with younger 
divers since their races start at the shallow end. 
 
Ms. Weber thought that the design process seemed to have gone smoothly and asked if the Parks 
and Recreation Commission felt that they were finished with the design. Mr. Demorizi answered that 
they had taken a lot of input on the design and were still finalizing it but felt that the design was 
pretty advanced.  He stated that a lot of thought had gone into the plans and a lot of changes made 
over time. He also noted that the plans had been reviewed by the Parks and Recreation Committee 
and the Commission on Disabilities.  Commissioner Banks agreed with Mr. Demorizi on the level of 
care and review that had gone into the designs.   
 
Mr. Scarlata noted that future races could be started in the deep end and noted that the City also 
wanted to use the lap pool for recreation use, the standard for which was 4’ shallow end depth. He 
stated that Massachusetts’s current regulations did not have depth requirements for starting blocks 
and noted the requirements in other locations.  He explained that they had tried to design the best 
competition course that they could while also providing an adaptive design.  Commissioner Banks 
added that they had reviewed the proposed design and uses alongside other pools in the area and 
could not find any other pools with 6’ shallow ends. She stated that this needed to be a pool which 
worked for the whole community, which is why they had designed it with a 4’ shallow end. Mr. 
Demorizi also pointed out that the ADA compliant ramp leading into the lap pool ended in the 4’ end 
and could need to be completely redesigned if the shallow end was 6’ deep. The current ramp and 
pool design had achieved a careful balance and they could not maintain accessibility and equal depth 
lanes with a 6’ shallow end.  Ms. Molinsky asked about the dimensions of the Newton North High 
School Pool. Commissioner Banks stated that Parks and Recreation did not oversee that pool nut that 
the current Gath Pool had a 4’ shallow end.   
 
Ms. Datta stated that it was great to see the design update and asked to hear more about any 
sustainable elements of the design in the full proposal.  Ms. Weber asked if the original proposal had 
requested $5 million. Mr. Demorizi answered yes and noted that the current plans were coming in at 
slightly more than they had originally thought. Ms. Molinsky stated that it would be helpful to include 
information on the longer term picture of potential future funding requests in addition to providing 
the information on sustainability and any other potential funding sources for the next discussion.  Mr. 
Demorizi asked for more information on the CPC’s sustainability guidance and Ms. Molinsky referred 
him to the Proposal Guidelines on the City Website.  Commissioner Banks noted that one of the 
urgent problems with the current pool was its water loss issues and asked if that could be considered 
as a sustainable component of the project. Ms. Molinsky answered yes, as could their work on solar 
readiness and reusing of fill from other Newton sites.  Ms. Lunin moved to invite the applicants to 
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submit a full proposal for the construction funding of the Gath Pool project.  Mr. Maloney seconded 
the motion which passed by unanimous vote. 
 
Status Report and Review of CPA Program Information Session   
 
Ms. Kritzer reported on the work to proposed date for the information session and the potential 
agenda. She agreed to recirculate the list of organizations to be contacts to members for review. 
Members also discussed creating a handout for the meeting. 
 
Review of Existing and Potential Future Projects 
 
Members had a brief review of current and potential future projects at this time. Ms. Kritzer reported 
that she had contacted the New Art Center about the status of their project as requested. The New 
Art Center was in the process of negotiating the purchase of the property with the owners but had 
not reached an agreed price yet and discussions were still ongoing. 
Review of Current Finances 
 
Members reviewed the most recent Finances At A Glance update at this time.  
 
Ms. Molinsky noted that bonding had been discussed as a potential option for the Recreation projects 
and asked what resources would be needed for the Committee to make that decision. Members 
discussed the extent of the Recreation projects and what other projects could be coming in in the 
next few years. Mr. Dunker noted that there were five fields that needed to be redone (Braceland 
and Oak Hill/Brown being the two that were not included in the current application) and that the rest 
of the City’s fields would probably only need maintenance.  Mr. Brody thought that the issue was the 
interest rate that the City could get for the bonds. He thought it would be helpful to find out if the 
City could anticipate what effective interest rate might be available for a bond issued in the next year. 
With that information, he thought the Committee could have a good understanding of what it would 
mean to bond the Gath Pool project for a set number of years. He thought the interest rate and 
length of time that the Committee and City were comfortable with were the most useful elements to 
consider.  Ms. Molinsky wondered if it made sense to consider a mix of bonding and outright funding 
for the project and asked staff to check with the applicant on that question. Members agreed to hold 
an extra meeting on Tuesday March 7 to discuss the CPA bonding process and what it might look like 
to approve bonding for one or more of the upcoming recreation projects.  Ms. Kritzer agreed to reach 
out to Mr. Demorizi prior to this meeting for more information on the recommended length of the 
bond and whether there was an ideal amount to bond. 
 
Approval of January 10 Minutes 
 
Members had reviewed the draft minutes prior to the meeting and Mr. Maloney had sent back 
revisions. Ms. Weber moved to approve the January 10 meeting minutes as revised.  Mr. Maloney 
seconded the motion.  The motion passed with 5-0-2 with Ms. Lunin and Mr. Dunker abstaining from 
the vote as they had not been present for the meeting.    
  
Mr. Maloney moved to adjourn. Ms. Datta seconded the motion which passed by unanimous voice 
vote. The meeting was adjourned at 8:51 P.M. 
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Community Preservation Committee 

DRAFT MINUTES 

March 14, 2023 
 
The virtual meeting was held online on Tuesday, March 14, 2023, beginning at 7:00 P.M. Community 
Preservation Committee (CPC) members present included Mark Armstrong Dan Brody, Eliza Datta,  
Byron Dunker, Susan Lunin, Jennifer Molinsky and Judy Weber.  Committee Members Robert 
Maloney and Martin Smargiassi and were not present for the meeting.  Community Preservation 
Program Manager Lara Kritzer was also present and served as recorder.  
 
Chair Jennifer Molinsky opened the Community Preservation Committee’s public meeting and 
introduced the CPC members present at this time.    
 
Public Hearing on the Phase III of the Gath Memorial Pool Renovation Project  
 
Commissioner Nicole Banks,  Director of Parks and Open Space Luis Perez Demorizi, Project Manager 
Rafik Ayoub, Aquatics Director Sean Nickerson and Consultant Tom Scarlata from Bargmann Hendrie 
+ Archtype (BH+A) were present for the public hearing on the full proposal.  Mr. Demorizi gave a 
PowerPoint presentation on the project and reviewed its design and process to date.  He noted that 
the City had originally started with a one pool design but after community discussions had separated 
it into a recreation pool and lap pool design instead. The new pool design included a spray park and 
larger pool deck and was being coordinated into the larger plans for the redevelopment of the 
surrounding park.  The renovated pool house had been designed to allow better flow and easier 
access, with new reorganized areas for first aid and lifeguard use.  Mr. Demorizi reviewed the details 
of the pool designs, noting the zero entry locations, walking area with stair access, and splash down 
area in the recreation pool and how supervision and visibility had been improved with the new 
design.  The new design also improved and increased the shade space available. He next reviewed the 
spray deck design, ramp access and congregating areas surrounding the pool and explained how they 
had improved accessibility to the site as well as visibility for those attending swim meets.  Mr. 
Demorizi showed the elevations of the new pool and explained the proposed grading and stormwater 
improvements as well as the accessibility improvements surrounding the site and in the bathhouse.  
Returning to the design of the individual pools, he reviewed the depths and designs of each of the 
swimming areas and showed images from other similar pools to explain what the automatic lift, 
ramps and railings would look like in the new facility.  Mr. Demorizi also noted that the new shade 
structures would have metal frames which would be ready for future solar installations. 
 
Mr. Demorizi explained that the spray park would be adjacent to the pool and would include a 5’ 
grade change while still providing universally accessible features.  The water would be controlled by 
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actuators and recycled and the consultants and staff were working on specific features and design 
elements at this time. There would be no standing water and no lifeguard required for the space.  The 
space had been designed to be separate from the pool so that it could be used when the pool was 
closed.  
 
Mr. Demorizi explained the remaining elements of the new design and arrangements of the deck, 
storage areas, and secured covered areas before turning to the project budget. He noted that the 
total cost was estimated at $7.2 million including both construction and staff time breakdowns.  He 
reviewed their proposed CPA funding request and the funding identified from other sources before 
going on to show a full picture of the Department’s Capital Improvement Budget of $19 million for 
the pool and surrounding park area. 
 
Discussion turned to questions from the Committee. Ms. Datta asked about the funding from the 
State. Commissioner Banks stated that the State had confirmed that earmarked funds were available 
in the current year budget but these funds still needed to be accepted by City Council.  It was also 
noted that the currently proposed budget was the same as the one included in the pre-proposal. 
 
Ms. Molinsky opened the discussion to the public at this time. Councilor Downs stated that she was 
excited by the plan and all the accessibility features as she felt that it was important for the facility to 
be as accessible as possible. She encouraged the applicants to continue to work on the details with 
the Bluefish Swim Team which had concerns about the depth of the lap lanes.  Councilor Wright 
raised questions about the proposed ladder and gutter systems in the lap pool, noting that the 
current systems were somewhat of a hazard.  Mr. Scarlata explained how the lap pool would be set 
up with 8’ lanes and lap lane marks and noted that this would allow the ladders to be installed 
without interrupting the lanes.  The new pool would have a recessed gutter system on either end that 
would be flush with the pool wall which created a better surface for the end of the pool as well. He 
noted that the new pool would be slightly wider than the existing one with better end conditions and 
lanes which were all identical in width and depth.  He added that the deep end would also have 
recessed toe holds in the walls. 
 
Councilor Kelly thought that it was important to see the progress in this project and was looking 
forward to the updated facility. She noted how the project had developed over the course of its 
reviews with the CPC and was glad to see where it was at this time with the two pool design. She 
asked for more information on the viewing and spectator areas surrounding the pool. Mr. Scarlata 
explained that the viewing area would be from the ramp and area along the south side of the pool 
where a level concrete walkway and deck would be installed.  They were also pushing back the east 
wall of the existing facility which would allow for more space for seats and access to the length of the 
pool.  Mr. Scarlata explained how the space could be used and managed during meets for spectator 
viewing.  It was noted that there would not be any spectator seating but that spectators could stand 
along the south side deck.  Mr. Scarlata stated that they were trying to give as much space on the 
deck and sides of the pool as possible with the new design.  Mr. Nickerson explained how the viewing 
area needs varied by the size of the meet.   
 
Councilor Kelly asked where the gender neutral changing areas would be located.  Mr. Scarlata stated 
that they had added two new changing room in the lobby area by taking space out of the men’s side 
which was currently underutilized.  He noted how the new bathhouse design improved flow and 



Newton Community Preservation Committee   
Draft Minutes for March 14, 2023 

3 
 

storage areas.  It was noted that the new men’s changing area would also have new portioned 
showers.  Councilor Kelly asked why changing the depth of the lap lanes to meet the swim teams 
request was so difficult and why it was not possible to do in all six lanes.  Mr. Scarlata noted that the 
current pool had been designed with a uniform depth and a 1’ in 12’ slope which was required by 
code. The ramp access needed to end in 4’ deep water to provide accessibility so at least a portion of 
the shallow end would need to be 4’ and it would take four lane widths to make the transition to the 
6’ depth that was being requested as they wanted to keep the slopes as gentle as possible.  Councilor 
Kelly stated that she understood that they wanted to keep the corner with the ramp shallow and Mr. 
Scarlata confirmed that the slopes were required by building code. 
 
Councilor Kelly asked about the areas of the pool facility that would remain open. Mr. Scarlata stated 
that the spray deck could remain open as it would be separate with a lockable fence between it and 
the pool.  It could then be available when lifeguards were not available for the main pool. Councilor 
Kelly appreciated the ability to extend the existing pool season in this way. 
 
There were no more public comments at this time. Ms. Weber moved to close the public hearing. Ms. 
Lunin seconded the motion and all voted in favor. 
 
Ms. Datta thanked the team for keeping the CPC well informed on the project and expressed her 
appreciation for all the stakeholder engagement and the information on the sustainable features of 
the project.  Mr. Brody thought that it was a great project and that the only element to consider was 
the best funding mechanism. Commissioner Banks stated that they would work closely with Maureen 
Lemieux and staff to work through any question on the separate assets and their lifespan in terms of 
bonding. She thought that they could create a proposal together which considered how to break out 
any individual materials and how long to bond the project for overall. Mr. Demorizi added that the 
one detail still to be addressed was the length of the bond recommendation based on the lifespan of 
the features involved.   
 
Mr. Brody recommended approving the funding now and working out the details of the bond itself 
later. Ms. Weber asked about the timeframe of the project and Mr. Demorizi stated that they wanted 
to be ready for construction after the summer season. Ms. Molinsky agreed that some details of the 
bond could be decided later and noted that not all of the bonding might be done at the same time.  
Commissioner Banks stated that they were really looking to receive the full project costs at this time 
and noted that they would be back at the next meeting with the Athletic Fields. Ms. Molinsky noted 
that the project could not be completely open ended. Mr. Dunker asked how the CPC had reviewed 
and approved the funding for the Webster Woods project. Mr. Brody stated that the Committee had 
recommended full bonding but that he was not sure whether they had recommended the length of 
the bond. Members discussed whether it was possible to approve the funding at this time and have 
staff work out the details of the bond and whether any of the funding should be cash following the 
meeting. 
 
It was noted that the timeline for the construction bidding required them to be ready to move 
forward in mid to late May. The bond package would need to be done soon so that the construction 
funds would be available at the start of the fiscal year and all agreed that the details of this funding 
mechanism would need to be worked out with Ms. Lemieux. Commissioner Banks thought that they 
could begin that discussion next week.  Mr. Dunker noted that the project did have ARPA funds as 
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well that could be used immediately.  Mr. Demorizi sated that Mr. Yeo had suggested considering a 
20 year bond for all of the Gath Pool funding.  Mr. Brody stated that he was comfortable with this but 
was not sure that they were ready to work out those details. He added that he would be fine with 
bonding all of the funding for the pool as he believed there would be plenty of chances to use current 
funding for the Athletic Fields.   
 
Members discussed the status of the project and agreed to consider bonding 100% of the funding for 
the Gath Pool project. Commissioner Banks agreed with this course of action, noting that this asset 
had the greatest longevity of their projects as well as the biggest comfort level for bonding.  She 
noted that based on their prior discussions, the Athletic Fields project would have more varied 
lengths of longevity to work with. 
 
Ms. Datta moved to recommend full funding for the Gath Memorial Pool Proposal in the amount 
requested of $5,834,362 through a bonding mechanism to be determined through discussions 
between City staff, the applicant and Committee. Ms. Lunin seconded the motion which was 
unanimously approved by voice vote. 
 
Review of Pre-Proposal for the Athletic Fields Improvements Plan Construction Phase  
 
Ms. Molinsky began the discussion by noting that this was not a public hearing. She also thanked those 
who had sent in letters on the possible installation of synthetic turf at Albemarle Park.   
 
Mr. Demorizi gave a presentation on the status of the project and explained that they had submitted a 
pre-proposal for the construction phase of the project. This would include work at Albemarle Park, 
McGrath Park, and the Burr School Fields.  He stated that they understood that CPA funding was 
explicitly prohibited from being used in any location proposed for artificial turf.  He noted that all types 
of fields were important and that a large part of this project was to improve the City’s multipurpose 
fields and develop creative approaches to providing more multi-purpose field offerings throughout the 
City.  He pointed out that there had been a lot of emphasis placed on the athletic fields in recent years 
and that a new organization, the Newton Athletic Field Foundation, had also been established.  In 
response, the Department had developed a five year capital plan that considered the quality, quantity, 
and maintenance improvements needed for the City’s fields.  He reviewed the elements of the goals 
that they had established and noted that their proposed capital projects needed to address 
accessibility, asset management, sustainability and no mow areas.  He reviewed the list of concerns 
and goals that their Department had been using for the last year to complete these reviews.   
 
Beginning with Albemarle Park, Mr. Demorizi reviewed the existing conditions and noted that there 
was a lot of overlap between the existing baseball diamonds. Their plan for this site had looked at the 
full site and considered the changes that would be made by the new pool. The work would include 
replacing 50 year old lights and moving and reconfiguring the existing fields. Mr. Demorizi reviewed 
whether the lights would be located and noted that they were working with the Newton Little League 
on the proposed field lights for Murphy Field.  The project would request $4,221, 304 in CPA funding 
for this location which did not include either the lights at Murphy Field or any of the synthetic field 
expenses. The total anticipated cost for this site was $5.9 million and they were working on a 
breakdown of the project units and their lifespan for the next meeting. 
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The Burr School Fields were noted to have a large grass area but to be of low quality with uneven land 
and no irrigation. Mr. Demorizi stated that only a small area was usable now but that by leveling the 
field they could create new full size fields and showed possible configurations for the new site. He 
stated that the project would also include a perimeter path that would be fully accessible as well as a 
no mow area for pollinators.  The total cost for this site would be $1,273,512.50 from CPA funds. Mr. 
Demorizi stated that they were considering whether existing fill at another City site could be used here 
which would save on costs an believed that they had 6,000 cubic feet of the 10,000 cubic feet of dirt 
needed for the site. 
 
Mr. Demorizi then reviewed the existing configuration of McGrath Parch and explained how the fields 
lacked safety zones. They were proposing to reconfigure the site for better and safer field placement 
and new perimeter paths. They were also working with the Lacrosse teams on a possible practice wall 
at this site. The anticipated CPA funding request for this site was $632,644.90 which included light 
changes, clearing of the surrounding land, and reconfiguring fencing.  Mr. Demorizi noted that they 
would also be using CDBG funding for the perimeter path and reviewed the life cycle of the project 
features.   
 
Lastly, Mr. Demorizi explained that they would also need some additional funding to complete design 
work on the three sites. This amounted to $478,862.50 in additional CPA funding requested. Mr. 
Demorizi explained how the artificial turf field would be considered as a completely separate project 
from the current proposal and was not included in the requested CPA funds. It was noted that the full 
CPA fund request was just over $8.3 million. Mr. Demorizi reviewed the timeline for the project and 
explained that they were working to confirm the schedule.  He stated that they planned to be back 
before the Committee in April with a full application and noted the next steps involved in continuing 
this project at the remaining sites. 
 
Councilor Downs asked to confirm that synthetic turf could not be funded from CPA funds. Ms. 
Molinsky stated yes, that the state CPA legislation prohibited that use. Councilor Downs then asked 
how committed the Parks and Recreation Department was to having a synthetic turf field at this site. 
Commissioner Banks answered that they were not looking to put any of the elements of the CPA 
funding request into the potential synthetic turf area and that they planned to keep that work 
separate from the rest of the project. She stated that they would be in front of the City Council to 
discuss the fields and that they had come Newton North High School’s interest in expanding from one 
to two synthetic turf fields. She stated that she had heard concerns from residents and had held public 
meetings and spoken with scientists about the materials. She noted that a lot of the concerns were 
with crumb rubber fill which the City was moving away from in its replacement work. Instead, the City 
was using TPE which was a different product from the existing fields and was expected to be safer. 
Commissioner Banks noted that many people were worried about PFAS forever chemicals and that 
some artificial turf was exposed to these materials during manufacturing. She explained that the City 
was committed to finding a manufacturer who will limit this exposure and was also prepared to send 
any proposed material out for independent testing. Commissioner Banks stated that they had already 
been asked to look into these chemical issues and Mr. Demorizi added that the City was about a week 
away having lab results as required by the Order of Conditions for the Newton South High School 
project. 
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Ms. Molinsky noted again that the CPA funding legislation prohibited the use of any CPA funding for 
the purchase of synthetic turf and explained how this has been interpreted in the past. Mr. Brody 
asked if the synthetic turf field could be separated out from the rest of the Albemarle Park project and 
done at a later time.  Mr. Demorizi noted that this element would likely be done at a later date as they 
would need space for material storage for the Gath Pool project, which also required site work and 
groundwater permitting with the Conservation Commission.  However, they did want to keep these 
projects moving forward and needed to have the money in place as soon as possible to move forward 
with construction. If the City decided against synthetic turf, then he anticipated that they would be 
coming back to the CPC for funding for the grass field.   
 
Commissioner Banks stated that they were working on these projects in parallel and also needed to go 
to the City Council for the synthetic turf field funding.  Mr. Brody noted that Councilor Albright had 
requested a study on the merits of artificial vs. grass fields. Commissioner Banks stated that they 
would be having a parallel discussion with the City Council on the turf.  She went on to note that they 
could not schedule using the existing lights at Albemarle Park because they were so out of date and 
that the elements of this project were intertwined and that they did not want to stop moving the 
elements forward if possible. Mr. Brody stated that he would be more comfortable if all of the 
elements of the Albemarle Park project that were not scheduled for immediate construction were 
removed from the proposal materials. He asked that the applicants separate out these elements to 
make the project easier to approve.  Commissioner Banks appreciated this recommendation and 
thought that they could focus on what they wanted to do now and their confidence with the new 
design. 
 
Mr. Armstrong asked where their cost estimates for the project were coming from. Mr. Demorizi 
stated that they were finalizing the design and working with the engineer’s cost estimates.  It was 
noted that these estimates had come from the project consultants, not the Department. Mr. 
Armstrong asked if the applicants had high confidence in the proposed maintenance budget for the 
City. Mr. Demorizi stated that all three sites were considered to be premier field sites and how they 
had been working for the last three years to develop a framework for their continued maintenance 
including field fees.  He also noted that they had worked on their maintenance budget and fee 
structure before developing the renovation plans. Ms. Datta asked the applicants to address any 
sustainable design elements in the project in the same manner that they had for Gath pool.   
 
 
Councilor Wright noted that Councilor Albright had docketed the study on the fields and that the 
funding for the synthetic turf still needed to complete the City Council review process. She also asked 
about a potential state bill to ban synthetic turf fields.  Councilor Malakie cautioned against installing 
more synthetic turf fields as she felt it committed the City to the budget and potential liability of 
dealing with their future recycling.  She was concerned with chemicals leaching into the ground and 
thought that the City should instead use CPA funds to acquire more grass fields. 
 
Ms. Molinsky reiterated that no CPA funding would be used for the design, preparation, or 
construction of synthetic fields. She also stated that she would be more comfortable with a full 
proposal that did not include the synthetic field elements.  Ms. Lunin noted that there was already a 
synthetic field across the street at Fessenden School. She stated that the Conservation Commission 
had required testing when that field was installed and that none of the fill was found in the water 
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supply. She did think these changes warranted consideration for both the environment and the 
athletes, however, and noted that there were more infections and heat incidents with synthetic fields.  
She thought that grass fields were preferred but noted that synthetic turf fields were less weather 
dependent.  As a Conservation Commission member, she had never seen a definitive study against 
synthetic turf but agreed that there were many indications of concern.  Commissioner Banks stated 
that she loved grass fields and noted that the City had many of these too. She noted that the type of 
synthetic field under consideration had better temperature control allowed for less water migration.   
 
Ms. Weber commented that there has clearly been a lot of thought put into these issues. She thought 
that the Committee’s job was now to consider how to support this project and asked if there were 
comments on the distribution of funds.  Ms. Molinsky agreed and stated that she would be more 
comfortable with the project if they had a better sense from the CFO on what elements of the project 
could and could not be bonded.  Mr. Brody stated that he had thought of two options for the project. 
He would like to see the proposal broken into four components – McGrath, Burr, Albemarle work for 
this fiscal year, and Albemarle work in the future.  Commissioner Banks stated that her concern with 
breaking down the project like this is that they would want to manage the work all together.  She 
noted that Phase I of the construction work included everything in the current funding request.  Ms. 
Molinsky clarified that the City needed to have the funding committed before going out to bid. Mr. 
Demorizi answered yes and noted that doing all the work at once would save on overhead.  Ms. Weber 
and Ms. Datta agreed that the details in the presentation were very helpful.  Mr. Brody agreed and 
asked for a further breakdown of the project costs.  Ms. Weber moved to invite the applicants to 
submit a full proposal for the Athletic Fields Construction Project at their earliest convenience.  Ms. 
Datta seconded the motion and all voted in favor by voice vote. 
 
Review of Pre-Proposal for the Warren House Preservation and Rehabilitation Project  
 
Ms. Weber left the meeting at this time as she is a member of the funding applicant organization. 
 
Newton Community Development Foundation (NCDF) Executive Director Jeanne Strickland was present 
along with one of their board members, David Levy, who specializes in affordable housing and real estate.  
Ms. Strickland explained that they were considering a future full proposal for funding to complete cast 
stone, masonry, and window repair and replacement work at the Warren House, a former junior high 
school building. In the 1990s, NCDF had been approached by the City to purchase the vacant building and 
convert it into housing which resulted in a 59 unit project that includes 21 affordable units available at 
50% AMI. The affordability of six of these units is now set to expire and they had been working with Gale 
Associates to address the building envelope needs.  Ms. Strickland noted that CPA funding had been 
awarded to Phase I of their project in the early 2000s to complete masonry and roof repairs and that they 
were now seeking to do Phase II of the necessary work through refinancing the building.  She noted that 
the building was surrounded by the City’s McGrath playing fields and was well maintained with relatively 
new systems, new elevators installed in 2021, and new kitchens in many of the units.  She saw the 
Warren House as a valuable resource and appreciated the CPC’s willingness to discuss future funding 
options. 
 
Ms. Molinsky noted that the request for CPA funding was for $2.1 million. It was also noted that the 
project was requesting funding from the Newton Housing Trust and HOME funds.  Director of Housing 
and Community Development Amanda Berman stated that Ms. Strickland had been working with the City 
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for the last few months to work out the details of the project’s refinancing. She noted that NCDF was a 
critical partner to the City and provided lower than market value housing as well as supportive services. 
Ms. Berman stated that the City had a vested interest in seeing this property well maintained and 
restored.  Ms. Molinsky asked what the units which were not restricted to 50% AMI were rented for.  Ms. 
Strickland answered that they were market rate units but were rented at rates that were considerably 
lower than the newer units at Trio and other buildings in Newton.  Ms. Datta asked if all 21 of the 
affordable units were at 50% AMI.  Ms. Strickland answered yes, that this rate also extended to the 6 
units which were expiring.   
 
Ms. Molinsky noted that this was an application for historic resource funding and that the CPC liked to 
see projects that furthered sustainability. She asked the applicants to highlight the sustainable elements 
in their proposed work.  It was noted that similar work was done in 2018 at the NCDF’s Weeks House.  
Ms. Datta agreed that it would be good to know more about sustainability, project management, and 
how they were leveraging their funding. She noted that there was typically more leveraging in affordable 
housing projects and asked why they were not reaching out to additional funding sources.  Mr. Levy 
stated that they were avoiding tax credits as they wanted to minimize the costs in straight recapitalizing.  
Their plan was to pay off the second mortgage and get a new first mortgage and complete the necessary 
work using cash from sponsors and the CPC.  Ms. Datta wondered if there might not be other funding 
available from using historic tax credits or sustainability elements.  Mr. Levy did not believe those were 
available and thought that that the performative objective of the project was sufficient.  He also noted 
that Phase II of this project had used $300,000 in state tax credits.  Ms. Strickland stated that they were 
working with Gale Associates to develop the scope and details of the project and stated that each project 
that they had done with this group had been under budget and on time.  Ms. Lunin moved to invite NCDF 
to submit a full proposal for funding of restoration work at the Warren House complex at the applicant’s 
convenience.  Mr. Brody seconded the motion which passed by unanimous vote. 
  
Status Report and Review of CPA Program Information Session   
 
Ms. Kritzer stated that due to an unforeseen absence, she was behind in outreach and would like to 
reschedule the information session to later in the spring. Members agreed to look for a new date 
later in April or May.  
 
Review of Existing and Potential Future Projects 
 
Members had a brief review of current and potential future projects at this time.  
 
Review of Current Finances 
 
Members reviewed the most recent Finances At A Glance update at this time.   
 
Approval of February 14 Minutes 
 
No minutes were available at this time. This item was postponed to the following meeting. 
 
Ms. Datta moved to adjourn. Ms. Lunin seconded the motion which passed by unanimous voice vote. 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:35 P.M. 
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