
 

The location of this meeting is handicap accessible and reasonable accommodations will be 
provided to persons requiring assistance.  If you have a special accommodation need, contact the 
Newton ADA Coordinator Trisha Guditz at 617-796-1156 or tguditz@newtonma.gov or via 
TDD/TTY at (617) 796-1089 at least two days in advance of the meeting. 

CITY OF NEWTON 
 

IN BOARD OF ALDERMEN 
 

FINANCE COMMITTEE AGENDA 
 

MONDAY, AUGUST 1, 2011 
 

7 PM 
Room 222 
 
ITEMS TO BE DISCUSSED: 
#206-11 HIS HONOR THE MAYOR requesting a transfer from the Wage Reserve 

Account set aside in the Executive Department’s FY12 Budget and various health 
benefit accounts to various departmental payroll accounts for the purpose of 
funding the costs associated with compensation and health care plan design 
changes for Hay Grade employees.  [07-05-11 @ 2:55 PM] 

 
#207-11 HIS HONOR THE MAYOR requesting a transfer from departmental payroll and 

health benefit accounts to various departmental payroll accounts in order to fund 
the cost items set forth in the labor contract agreement with the Newton 
Municipal Employee’s Association (NMEA) for FY12 through FY14.  [07-05-11 
@ 2:55 PM] 

 
#208-11 HIS HONOR THE MAYOR requesting a transfer from departmental payroll and 

health benefit accounts to various departmental payroll accounts in order to fund 
the cost items set forth in the labor contract agreement with the Newton Police 
Association (NPA) for FY12 through FY14.  [07-05-11 @ 2:55 PM] 

 
REFERRED TO COMMITTEES ON COMMUNITY PRESERVATION & FINANCE 

#103-11 COMMUNITY PRESERVATION COMMITTEE recommending that $1,103,500 
be appropriated from the fiscal 2011 housing & general reserves of the 
Community Preservation Fund to the control of the Director of Planning & 
Development, for a grant to create 4 units of affordable ownership housing in a 
mixed-income development at 112-116 Dedham Street, as detailed in the 
Committee’s funding recommendation to the Board of Aldermen. [03-21-11 @ 
8:48AM] 

 CPC APPROVAL FAILED TO CARRY 2-2-1 (Lappin and Yates opposed; 
Blazar abstaining) 

 
REFERRED TO COMM. ON COMMUNITY PRES AND FINANCE COMMITTEES 

#192-11 COMMUNITY PRESERVATION COMMITTEEE recommending that $4,000 
be appropriated from the open space reserves of the Community Preservation 
Fund to the control of the Planning and Development Department, for consulting 
services to speed completion of Newton’s next 5-year Open Space and Recreation 
Plan, as detailed in the CPC’s funding recommendation to the Board of 
Aldermen.[05-26-11 @ 11:39AM] 

 CPC APPROVED 5-0 
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#214-10(5) HIS HONOR THE MAYOR requesting the approval of the Economic 
Development Proposal for the Chestnut Hill Square Project and authorization of 
the final joint City of Newton and New England Development Corporation 
application for funding through the Infrastructure Investment Incentive Program 
(I-Cubed) of the Economic Development Proposal once the developer has 
received preliminary approval and settled all outstanding issues. [06/13/11 @ 6:05 
PM] 

 
ITEMS NOT SCHEDULED FOR DISCUSSION: 

REFERRED TO ZONING AND PLANNING AND FINANCE COMMITTES 
#95-11 ALD. HESS-MAHAN proposing an ordinance requiring that a notice of 

conversion to condominium ownership be filed with the Inspectional Services 
Department and that the property be inspected to determine compliance with all 
applicable provisions of the state and local codes, ordinances and the rules and 
regulations of all appropriate regulatory agencies. [03-24-11 @ 9:30AM] 
ZAP APPROVED 7-0 on 06/13/11 

 
REFERRED TO ZONING AND PLANNING AND FINANCE COMMITTES 

#102-11 ALD. HESS-MAHAN, JOHNSON, COMMISSIONER LOJEK, AND 
CANDACE HAVENS requesting an amendment to Chapter 17 to establish a fee 
for filing a notice of condo conversion. [03-29-11 @ 4:55PM] 
ZAP APPROVED 7-0 on 06/13/11 

 
#140-11 ALD. HESS-MAHAN requesting acceptance of MGL Chapter 59 §5c which 

allows communities to shift the tax burden away from homeowners who live in 
lower than average valued single and multi-family homes to owners of higher 
valued homes, second homes, and most apartment buildings.  {04-15-11 @ 3:07 
PM] 

 
REFERRED TO PROG & SERV, PUB. FAC. AND FINANCE COMMITTEES 

#130-11 PAUL COLETTI, ALD. SANGIOLO, DANBERG, & JOHNSON requesting 
Home Rule Legislation to create a Capital Preservation Fund for the City of 
Newton modeled on the Community Preservation Fund to address the capital 
needs of the City.  [04/11/11 @9:42 PM] 

 
REFERRED TO PUBLIC FACILITIES & FINANCE COMMITTEES 

#89-11 FINANCE COMMITTEE recommending that Sec. 29-72(b) Same—
Assessments upon owners of estates passed by new sewers. of the City of 
Newton Rev Ordinances, 2007, be amended to increase the fixed uniform rates 
assessed upon owners of all estates passed by new sewers to rates that more 
accurately represent the estimated average cost of installing such sewers. [03-07-
11 @9:30 AM] 

 
REFERRED TO PUBLIC FACILITIES AND FINANCE COMMITTEES 

#60-11 HIS HONOR THE MAYOR requesting the budget for the Newton North High 
School construction project be amended by transferring funds from the owner’s 
contingency line item to the construction manager at risk line item for the purpose 
of funding additional costs related to the demolition phase of the project.  
[02/10/11 @ 9:18 AM] 
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REFERRED TO PUBLIC SAFETY/TRANSPORTATION & FINANCE COMMITTEES 

#54-11(2) ALD. YATES, CICCONE, HARNEY, FREEDMAN requesting that Chapter 19 
MOTOR VEHICLES AND TRAFFIC of the Revised Ordinances be amended by 
reinstating the Community Parking Program in a manner that charges the 
participants for the full cost of the program.  [05-01-11 @10:05AM] 

 
REFERRED TO PROG. AND SERVICES AND FINANCE COMMITTEES 

#373-10 ALD. GENTILE, HARNEY, SANGIOLO requesting amendment to §20-13, 
Noise Control, of the City of Newton Revised Ordinances to prohibit outdoor 
athletic events from starting before 7 AM and increase the maximum fine to $300.  
[12-10-10 @ 12:53 PM] 

 
REFERRED TO PUBLIC SAFETY & TRANS. AND FINANCE COMMITTEES 

#363-10 ALD. ALBRIGHT & DANBERG proposing a trial of parking meter free 
Saturdays between Thanksgiving and New Year for the shopping areas to support 
shopping at local businesses in Newton. [11/15/10 @ 6:30 PM] 

 
REFERRED TO PUBLIC FACILITIES AND FINANCE COMMITTEES 

#311-10(A) HIS HONOR THE MAYOR requesting an appropriation in the amount of three 
million three hundred thirty-five thousand dollars ($3,035,000) from bonded 
indebtedness for the purpose of funding the FY 2011 Capital Improvement Plan 
projects as follows: 
(A) Architectural Design and Engineering/Next Scheduled Fire Station $400,000 
 A-2 - HELD $270,000 for final design bidding and construction admin 

 [11/29/10 @ 3:23 PM]  
 

REFERRED TO PUBLIC SAFETY & TRANS. AND FINANCE COMMITTEES 
#311-10(B) HIS HONOR THE MAYOR requesting an appropriation in the amount of three 

hundred thousand dollars ($300,000) from bonded indebtedness for the purpose of 
funding the Manet Road Emergency Communications Radio Tower Replacement, 
which is included in the FY 2011 Capital Improvement Plan.  [11/29/10 @ 3:23 
PM] 

 PUBLIC SAFETY & TRANSPORTATION APPROVED 7-0 on 12/08/10 
 

REFERRED TO PUBLIC FACILITES, PROG&SERV AND FINANCE COMMITTEES 
#312-10  ALD. LENNON, LAPPIN, SCHNIPPER, SANGIOLO requesting a discussion 

with the School Committee on its plans to address space needs in the Newton 
public schools. [10-27-10 @11:07 AM] 

 
#259-10 COMPTROLLER transmitting Annual Financial Report for the audit of fiscal 

year ending June 30, 2010 for Board of Aldermen review/acceptance.  [09/13/10 
@ 12:26 PM] 
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REFERRED TO ZONING & PLANNING AND FINANCE COMMITTEES 
#391-09(2) ALD. DANBERG, MANSFIELD, VANCE & HESS-MAHAN requesting the 

establishment of a municipal parking mitigation fund whose proceeds, derived 
from payments-in-lieu of providing off-street parking spaces associated with 
special permits, will be used solely for expenses related to adding to the supply of 
municipal parking spaces, improving existing municipal parking spaces, or 
reducing the demand for parking spaces.  

 
Recommitted to Finance on July 12, 2010 

REFERRED TO PROGRAMS & SERVICES AND FINANCE COMMITTEES 
#87-09 ALD. SANGIOLO, BRANDEL, FREEDMAN AND HESS-MAHAN requesting 

a Home Rule Petition to allow the City of Newton to require elected officials to 
contribute a higher percentage rate for health insurance benefits than is required 
for other employee groups.  [03-10-09 @ 9:17 AM]  
PROGRAM & SERVICES APPROVED 5-1-1 (Baker opposed; Merrill 
abstaining; Parker not voting) on 4/15/09 

 
REFERRED TO FINANCE AND PROGRAMS AND SERVICES COMMITTEES 

#245-06 ALD. JOHNSON AND HESS-MAHAN requesting an amendment to the City 
Charter to require the Mayor annually to prepare and submit to the Board of 
Aldermen a long-term financial forecast of anticipated revenue, expenditures and 
the general financial condition of the City, including, but not limited to 
identification of any factors which will affect the financial condition of the City; 
projected revenue and expenditure trends; potential sources of new or expanded 
revenues; anticipated municipal needs likely to require major expenditures;  and a 
strategic plan for meeting anticipated municipal needs, to include, but not be 
limited to, any long or short-term actions that may be taken to enhance the 
financial condition of the City. 

 
 Respectfully submitted, 

 
  Leonard J. Gentile, Chairman 
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Community Preservation Committee 
MEMORANDUM 

date:  15 July 2011 

from:  Alice Ingerson, Community Preservation Committee Program Manager 

to:  Board of Aldermen, Finance Committee 

about:  table of contents for Dedham Street proposal (docket 103‐11) materials  
in the packet for your 1 August 2011 meeting 

At the request of your chairman Alderman Gentile, this packet focuses on the most current financial 
information related to this proposal.   

Earlier financial information and documents/comments about project design from all stages of the 
proposal process are available online, including documents related to land use, zoning, drainage, 
traffic, & schools. This packet includes a snapshot of the proposal webpage, to help you find 
additional information of particular interest to you.  
 

document 
starts on 
page  

CPC funding recommendation  1 

Newton‐controlled public funds used for recent affordable housing projects   4 

Snapshot of project webpage, including older financial information & project design 
documents/discussions: www.newtonma.gov/cpa/projects/dedham‐st/dedham‐st.htm 

5 

CPC‐commissioned independent consultant analysis of project finances,  
assessing sponsor’s cost & revenue projections, need for requested subsidy,  
& alternative options for affordable housing on this site 

8 

Project development budget, unit pricing, and condominium operating budget/fees  17 

Sponsor’s summary of most recent changes to this proposal  28 

Most recent site & floor plans  35 

Recent aditional comments by sponsor’s consultant on his earlier analysis of projected 
fiscal impacts (full earlier analysis available from proposal webpage) 

40 

 
 
 

website   www.newtonma.gov/cpa           
contact  Alice E. Ingerson, Community Preservation Program Manager  

email  aingerson@newtonma.gov     phone  617.796.1144 

Preserving the Past    Planning for the Future  

Setti D. Warren 
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City of Newton, Massachusetts 
Department of Planning and Development 

1000 Commonwealth Avenue Newton, Massachusetts 02459 

 

Telephone 
(617) 796-1120 

Telefax 
(617) 796-1142 

TDD/TTY 
(617) 796-1089 

www.newtonma.gov 
 

Candace Havens 
Director

DOCKET ITEM 
103‐11 

#103-11



website   www.newtonma.gov/cpa           
contact  Alice E. Ingerson, Community Preservation Program Manager  

email  aingerson@newtonma.gov     phone  617.796.1144 

Preserving the Past    Planning for the Future  

     
     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________

Community Preservation Committee 
FUNDING RECOMMENDATION 

date:  6 April 2011, corrected 13 April 2011 

from:  Community Preservation Committee 

to:  The Honorable Board of Aldermen 

for:  112‐116 DEDHAM STREET (community housing) 

PROJECT GOALS & ELIGIBILITY 

This project will create 4 units of fully accessible ownership housing, permanently affordable to households at 
70 percent of area median income, in a 16‐unit building with underground parking and an elevator. The site is 
not in a traditional village center but is within walking distance of an elementary school, shopping, restaurants, 
and the Newton Highlands stop on the D line of the MBTA. 

The project is eligible for funding under the Community Preservation Act as the creation of affordable housing. 
It satisfies the CPA's emphasis on using previously developed sites for affordable housing, as well as priorities 
set by Newton's Comprehensive Plan, Community Preservation Priorities & Funding Guidelines, and 
Consolidated Plan for Housing & Community Development.  

RECOMMENDED FUNDING  

On 16 March 2011 the Community Preservation Committee recommended by a vote of 5 in favor, 1 opposed, 
1 abstaining that $1,103,500 be appropriated for this project, drawn first from the fy11 community housing 
reserve and then from the fy11 general reserve, and allocated 100% to community housing. Member Wally 
Bernheimer was opposed because he preferred more stringent profit‐sharing requirements (see following 
page).  Member Jim Robertson abstained because he would have preferred to encourage an unsubsidized 20‐
unit Comprehensive Permit project on the same site, with 5 affordable units. 

Appropriated funds may be used for all eligible purposes, explicit or implied, in this summary budget: 

HARD COSTS CP funds $1,103,500

site acquisition $1,680,000 PROJECTED SALES REVENUE:

site work & construction (incl. contingency) $6,150,900 affordable units (3 @ 2 bdrms, 1 @ 3 bdrms) $579,400

SOFT COSTS market‐rate units (11 @ 2 bdrms, 1 @ 3 bdrms $9,350,000 

TOTAL SOURCES, including CP funds $11,032,900

bank charges & interest $652,199 PROJECTED PROFIT $1,183,934

CPC costs: housing planner assistance,  site sign $3,500 % PROFIT 12.0%

TOTAL USES $9,848,966

Development Budget for 112‐116 DEDHAM STREET
USES SOURCES

general (accounting, architect, construction mgr, 

engineering, insurance, legal, marketing, etc.)
$1,362,367

 

Setti D. Warren 
Mayor 

City of Newton, Massachusetts
Department of Planning and Development 

1000 Commonwealth Avenue Newton, Massachusetts 02459 

 

Telephone 
(617) 796-1120 

Telefax 
(617) 796-1142 

TDD/TTY 
(617) 796-1089 

www.newtonma.gov 
 

Candace Havens 
Director
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SPECIAL ISSUES CONSIDERED BY THE CPC 

Profit/Revenue‐Sharing   The independent analysis commissioned by the Committee concluded that the 
requested subsidy for the 4 affordable units was necessary and appropriate. However, the consultant agreed 
with the Newton Housing Partnership that some of the subsidy could probably be recaptured from profits on 
the sale of the project’s 12 market‐rate units. CPC member Wally Bernheimer urged the Committee to require 
profit‐sharing after the developer received the 13% profit projected in the original proposal . The developer 
counter‐proposed a threshold of 16%  but ultimately accepted the proposal by the majority of CPC members to 
set this threshold at 14%. When reviewing projects proposed under MGL Chapter 40B, state regulators 
generally treat 15% profit as the minimum needed for economic viability. 

Populations Served /Accessibility   The project’s underground parking, elevator, and floor plans meet all legal 
requirements by providing Group I accessibility for all units. However, the project far exceeds requirements in 
providing Group II accessibility for 2 affordable units and 1 market‐rate unit. Opportunities to achieve this level 
of accessibility at a reasonable cost are extremely rare in Newton, because they require finding sites for new 
construction.  Some CPC members  felt that even the project’s market‐rate units also met an important 
community need, by allowing older residents with mobility concerns to downsize but still remain in Newton. 

Design & Land Use Issues   The developer’s original funding request included $300,000 to subsidize 
preservation of the existing stone barn on this site.  Many CPC members endorsed this goal. However, after 
lengthy discussion the Committee concluded that this funding could not be justified as affordable housing, 
because maintaining the barn as common space would increase the cost of ownership for the affordable units.  
The Committee also determined that the barn was not a priority for historic resources funding, because it 
would not be open to the public. At the CPC’s request, the developer eliminated this item from the budget.  

Most neighborhood concerns focused on land use issues, which will be fully explored by the Zoning Board of 
Appeals during the Comprehensive Permit process. Many CPC members felt that limited, well‐designed 
multifamily housing could be a justifiable or even desirable addition to a primarily single‐family neighborhood. 
However, the majority of Committee members also agreed that a 16‐unit, subsidized building was preferable 
to a 20‐unit, unsubsidized building on this particular site. 

KEY  OUTCOMES 

The Community Preservation Committee will evaluate this project based on these key outcomes:  

1.  on‐time, within‐budget completion of the scope of construction described in the proposal and its 
attached supplemental information 

2.  partial recapture of the initial public subsidy, based on state‐certified costs and returns and the City’s 
grant agreement with the developer (see next section) 

3.  ownership & occupation of the 4 affordable units, through both initial and subsequent sales as verified by 
the City of Newton, by households  with up to 70% of the area‐wide median income 

ADDITIONAL  RECOMMENDATIONS  

1.  SPENDING AUTHORITY:  All funds should be appropriated to the spending authority of the Director of 
Planning and Development, for disbursement to the developer through a legally binding grant agreement.  

2.  GRANT AGREEMENT:  The agreement should include, but not be limited to, these provisions:  

•  pre‐conditions for the initial release of funds, including submission of: commitments for all other funds 
needed to complete the project; executed contracts finalizing all development costs; all required permits; 
final approval and recording of the regulatory agreement and perpetual  affordable housing  deed 
restriction; mortgage securing the developer’s obligations under a revenue‐sharing agreement; and City 
approval of the project’s affirmative marketing plan. 

•  procedures for the release of construction funds on a reimbursement basis only, and of funds for any 
other project purposes  
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•  requirements to assist in publicizing the project and to provide progress reports as requested by the 
Community Preservation Committee or Board of Aldermen  

•  pre‐conditions for releasing the final 10 percent of funds, including verified completion of construction 
through the standard process under MGL Chapter 40B, and a final report/presentation on project costs & 
results to the CPC 

3.  REVENUE‐SHARING:  The grant agreement should allot an absolute amount of profit to the developer 
equivalent to 14% of costs, finalized as noted above, and adjusted if necessary once state‐audited costs 
are confirmed; and should require returns above that amount to be shared equally by the developer and 
Newton’s Community Preservation Fund until the 20% threshold is reached, at which point MGL Chapter 
40B requires all returns to be paid to the City of Newton (not the CP Fund). 

4.  DEADLINES:  All funds must be spent within 24 months after they become available, or by any extension 
of that deadline granted in writing by the Director of Planning and Development 

4.  RETURN OF UNSPENT FUNDS:  Any CP funds not used for the purposes stated in the attached proposal or 
this recommendation should be returned to the Newton Community Preservation Fund.  

 

ATTACHMENT  

March 2011  public funds for recent housing projects in Newton  

 

See also project webpage from: www.newtonma.gov/cpa/projects.htm. 
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Newton, Massachusetts >>  Community Preservation Program >>  Proposals & Projects

 

Community Housing

location:
 

112-116 Dedham Street
Newton Highlands, MA 02461

goals:

 

Create 4 home-ownership units, three with 2 bedrooms and one
with 3 bedrooms, permanently affordable to homeowners at 70
percent of the area-wide median income, in a 16-unit, mixed-income
development. All units will meet Group 1 architectural accessibility
standards; three units (two affordable and one market-rate) will
meet Group 2 standards.  

project
funding:

 

$1,100,000 requested CP funds (community housing)

$6,465,698 private bank loan (acquisition & construction)

$1,794,886 developer equity

$9,360,583 TOTAL PROJECT COST

contacts:

 

Geoffrey Engler, Vice President
SEB, LLC
165 Chestnut Hill Avenue, No. 2
Brighton, MA 02135
email:  gengler@s-e-b.com
phone:  617.792.2300 x202
website: www.s-e-b.com

PROPOSAL REVIEW & APPROPRIATIONS

15 October 2010
original proposal

& attachments

 proposal: front cover, summary, community needs & outreach

 sponsor's qualifications & past projects

 

project finances:

budgets & funding: development budget, funding sources,
condominium association operating budget, offer to purchase

appraisal  (long file, may take time to load)

project design:

accessibility & fair housing considerations

neighborhood context & zoning

site plan

specifications

traffic impacts
Note: This study assumed all residents would be 55 or older,
but the development as  proposed is not age-restricted.

CPC review process:
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November 2010
public hearing

 

project finances & design:

presentation, including floor plans
(long file, may load slowly)

additional elevations (long file, may load slowly)

December 2010-
February 2011

updates

project finances & design:

sponsor's summary, 16 December 2010
(including response to comments at public hearing)

sponsor's summary, 7 January 2011

 

project finances:

development budget, updated 7 January 2011

cost estimates - sponsor's analysis, 8 February 2011, incl.
comparisons with similar projects

 

project design:

site & floor plans, updated 7 January 2011

simulated views from street & abutting properties, 7 January
2011 (long file, may load slowly)

January-March 2011
City boards &

committees

letters of support from:

Newton Housing Partnership, 19 January 2011

Mayor's Committee for People with Disabilities, 15 March
2011

March 2011
updates

 

project  finances:

sponsor''s summary, updated 4 March 2011, including revised
funding request, response to neighborhood concerns

budget & funding, updated 4 March 2011:
development budget, condominium association operating
budget,  percent interests assigned to affordable vs.
market-rate units

March-April 2011
CPC actions

project finances:

independent economic analysis commissioned by the CPC, 4
March 2011

CPC funding recommendation, 18 April 2011, including table
comparing public funding of recent affordable housing projects
in Newton

Board of Aldermen review process:

 March-April 2011
updates

 

project finances & design:

sponsor's summary, 19 April 2011, including response to
neighborhood concerns and intent not to propose a 20-unit,
unsubsidized bldg as an alternative to 16-unit, subsidized bldg

project finances:

fiscal impacts - sponsor analysis, 28 March 2011 (anticipated
property tax revenues & cost of public services)
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bank letter of interest in providing construction funding, 21
April 2011

 

project design:

neighborhood contex - sponsor analysis,  updated 19 April
2011 (maps & aerial photos)

site & floor plans, updated 26 April 2011

sponsor analyses of sight lines & lot coverage, 26 April 2011
(compares proposed development with current bldgs on &
around the site,  alternative future uses of the site)

June-July 2011
updates

project finances:

fiscal impacts - sponsor analysis, additional comments 6 July
2011

project design:

accessibility - sponsor summary, 10 July 2011

site drainage - sponsor analysis, 8 July 2011

site drainage - City staff comments, 14 July 2011

site drainage - history
For nearby streams & wetlands that may have been culverted
or diverted, see maps link under "Project News" below.

traffic impacts - sponsor analysis, 30 September 2010

traffic impacts - City staff comments, 2 June 2011

zoning & by-right uses - City staff comments

2011  Board order (appropriation)

GENERAL BACKGROUND INFORMATION

  Massachusetts
Chapter 40B/

Comprehensive
Permits

The project as proposed requires a Comprehensive Permit. Release
of any CPA funds appropriated would be contingent on the granting
of that permit.

Newton's Comprehensive Permit process, as of 2005

state guidance on local Comprehensive Permit review,
including land use & environmental impacts, as of 2005

state guidance on design review as part of local 
Comprehensive Permit review, as of 2011

school impacts Housing School-Age Children,  2006 Rutgers study
(cited in CPC-commissioned independent consultant report)

accessibility Massachusetts state standards

PROJECT NEWS

ca. 1700-1946  project site history (historic maps)

 

CONTACT:  
Alice E. Ingerson, Ph.D., Community Preservation Program Manager
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WEBSITE:  www.newtonma.gov/cpa 
CONTACT:  Alice E. Ingerson, Community Preservation Program Manager, 

 aingerson@newtonma.gov, 617.796.1144 
 

City of Newton, Massachusetts 
Community Preservation Committee 

 
 

REQUEST for QUOTATIONS 
 

 
DATE: 24 January 2011 

TO: Affordable Housing Consultants  
FROM: Alice Ingerson, Community Preservation Program Manager, for the CPC 

DEADLINE for QUOTATIONS     12:00 pm (noon) on Tuesday, 1 February 2011 by email to Alice 
Ingerson Community Preservation Program Manager, aingerson@newtonma.gov. The CPC expects to 
award a contract by Wednesday, 3 February 2011.  

DEADLINE for REPORT       Please submit a short analysis (3-5 pages) of the issues below by 25 
February 2011, to inform the CPC's final deliberations on this proposal at its March 2011 meeting. 

PROJECT SUMMARY online: www.newtonma.gov/cpa/projects/dedham-st/dedham-st.htm 

NOTE:  The proposal is still evolving.  The developer has agreed to provide additional information 
reasonably requested by the CPC's consultant, including updated development & operating budgets. 

At 112-116 Dedham Street, Newton Highlands, MA 02461, developer SEB, LLC proposes to 
construct a 16-unit, 3-floor condominium project with elevator and underground parking, including 
4 units affordable to households at 80% of AMI. In anticipation of applying for and receiving a 
comprehensive permit, they have also requested a direct public subsidy of between $1.1 and $1.4 
million from Newton's Community Preservation Fund.  Based on information submitted to date, the 
CPC has indicated it prefers the lower-cost option of demolishing rather than rehabilitating the 
existing barn on the site. 

SCOPE OF SERVICES 

ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY & PUBLIC SUBSIDIES     How realistic is the latest development pro 
forma, in the context of current industry standards and market conditions? What total return is the 
project likely to generate for the developer, including all charges allowable under MGL Ch. 40B 
(profit, marketing, overhead, etc.)?   

How realistic is the latest proposed operating budget?  What is the impact of both the proposed basis 
(square footage of units, as allowed by MGL Ch. 183, Acts of 2010) and estimated cost of condo fees 
on the project's economic feasibility & sustainability, especially for the affordable units?  

How necessary and appropriate is the requested direct public subsidy, in addition to the implicit 
subsidy of a comprehensive permit?  What feasible alternatives, if any, could achieve equal or greater 
affordable housing on the same site for a smaller direct public subsidy?   
FUNDING TERMS       How should any grant agreement for CP funds be structured to:  (a) ensure 
that CP funds do not subsidize any market-rate units;   (b) require revenue-sharing as recommended 
by the Newton Housing Partnership, based on the tiered model used for Covenant Residences/33 
Comm (see link from www.newtonma.gov/cpa/projects.htm)? 

PROJECT IMPACTS       These fall outside the scope of the requested analysis, but please review & 
comment very briefly on the predictions commissioned or obtained by the developer of this project's 
potential traffic impacts and number of school-age children. These materials are available upon 
request. 

City of Newton 

 

 
Setti  D. Warren 

Mayor 
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To:    Newton Community Preservation Committee 

From:  Dan Gaulin, Elmwood Homes 

Re:  Analysis of Proposal for 112‐116 Dedham Street, Newton 

Date:  March 4, 2011 

The CPC engaged Elmwood Homes to review the development proposal submitted for CPC funding 
by SEB LLC, with instructions to focus on the Economic Feasibility and Public Subsidies, Funding 
Terms and Project Impacts.  SEB originally requested $1,400,000 in order to subsidize 4 low‐
income condominium units ($1.1 of the $1.4 million) and to restore an old barn onsite ($300,000 
of the $1.4 million).  It subsequently presented an alternative scenario which indicated a 
willingness to demolish the barn at a cost of $50,000 and reduce the request for CPC funding to 
$1,100,000 ($275,000) for the 4 low income units alone.  This analysis is based on a revised 
development budget (proforma) sent to me by SEB LLC dated January 31, 2011.  This proforma 
also noted a reduction in the proposed acquisition price.  

Q's asked in the CPC Scope of Work are marked ** below. 

Economic Feasibility and Public Subsidies 

**    How realistic is the latest development proforma, in the context of current industry standards 
and market conditions? 

In order to answer this question, one must take a closer look at the four main components of the 
project costs (acquisition, hard cost, soft cost and developer profit) and the two components of 
project revenue (sales prices and subsidy funding). 

The acquisition cost of $1,680,000 is based on an appraisal of the property that concluded that the 
highest and best use of the property under current zoning would be as a subdivision of 4 lots.  
Originally, the appraiser assumed a second means of egress which would have allowed a highest 
and best use as a 5‐lot subdivision.  This is the developer’s estimate of what a revised appraisal 
would conclude.  I reviewed the appraisal and concur with SEB that a reduction of $475,000 is 
appropriate for the one lost lot (see page 31 of the Mulhern appraisal which valued the last two 
lots at $939,000 or $469,822 each).  I also concur with the conclusion that the highest and best use 
is as a 4‐unit subdivision, but it would have been better if the appraiser tried to find comparable 
sales of multifamily properties and then had made a determination what the value would be as an 
ongoing rental property or as a conversion back to a single‐family.  That said, the value that the 
appraiser used (i.e. the City of Newton’s assessed value of $1,092,000) strikes me as in the right 
ballpark, and it is unlikely that the property would be worth more than $600,000 above the 
assessed value to someone continuing to operate it as a rental or as someone converting it to one 
large estate‐type home.  

The hard costs of $150/sq ft were provided by Landmark Structures, which is currently working on 
the Lexington Street development for SEB.  This figure is a reasonable estimate at this stage of the 
project’s development.  For comparison, I worked on a 24‐unit affordable non‐elevator rental 
building in Worcester that started construction in early 2010; it will cost of $135/sq ft,  and it is a 
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prevailing‐wage job.  The Dedham Street building will be more expensive due to a later starting 
date, its location nearer Boston, the inclusion of an elevator, and a higher level of finishes in the 
market units. The only thing that makes it a little less expensive is that it will not be a prevailing‐
wage job.  I also asked for the opinion of an estimator for a large general contractor, who 
indicated that a similar project that they just completed was closer to $200/sq. ft.  A third point of 
comparison is the QuickEstimate provided by RS Means which suggests a range from $4,827,600 
to $6,705,000 for a union‐built 3‐story brick‐faced building in Boston of 32,200 sq ft.  As in the case 
of the comparable building in Worcester, a more detailed cost estimate would take into account 
the key differences from the simple model: non‐union labor, an elevator, and higher‐than‐average 
finishes.   

The three data points that I have provided suggest that the construction estimate is reasonable. If 
it were to change in the future, it is more likely to go up than down.   

The soft costs (defined for this analysis as including all sales and marketing costs) run 
approximately 20.5%, which is lower than the 28% allowable under Chapter 40B guidelines.  None 
of the line items are unreasonable; all will be subject to a strict cost review audit if a 
comprehensive permit is granted.   

The Comprehensive Permit Regulations restrict developer profit on ownership projects to 20%.  
The projected developer profit is defined as 20% of all allowable development costs.  There are 
three important nuances to this rule.   

1.  The developer can include a cost for overhead of $4,000/unit for a project of 5‐20 units.  
SEB has included a $64,000 overhead cost ($4,000 x 16) in its proforma, as is permitted by 
the regulations.  

2.   If a third party performs a task that is traditionally done by the developer, then the cost 
would no longer be an allowable development cost. Rather, it would be deducted from the 
developer fee.  SEB is proposing to do all traditional developer tasks itself.   

3.   A developer (or a related party of the developer) is allowed to perform and receive 
compensation for performing tasks that are not traditionally considered developer tasks.  
For example, a developer could also be the contractor, architect, marketing agent, etc.  
The cost charged for those services must be in line with what non‐related parties would 
charge.  SEB is planning to market the affordable units, at a cost to the project of $17,382.  
That is 3% of the affordable sales prices, which is the fee allowed by the regulations.  I am 
not aware if SEB is planning to perform any other services or to use any related parties on 
this project.   

(discussion continued on following page) 
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  SEB Proposed      Maximum 
     (based on 1/31/11 proforma)    Allowable     

Developer Overhead    $      64,000        $      64,000 

Marketing Affordables  $      17,382        $      17,382 

All Other Dev. Costs    $9,764,083        $9,764,083 

Total Development Cost  $9,845,565        $9,845,565 

Development Fee    $1,183,935        $1,969,113 
Development Fee %             12%               20% 

The total projected developer fee is $1,183,935 or 12%.  This is on the low side of allowable 
developer profit under Chapter 40B, which limits profit to 20%.   

The affordable sales prices are calculated using the formula used by the Massachusetts 
Department of Housing and Community Development Local Initiatives Program, which takes into 
account the median income in the metropolitan area, the projected condo fees, the local tax rate, 
and prevailing interest rates.  HUD tends to publish new median incomes in the late winter or 
spring so there may be a change in that number and interest rates are constantly changing.  The 
developer used a slightly higher interest rate than the prevailing (5.75% vs 5.12%), but at that time 
he had not updated the condo fees on the price calculator to reflect his February 16, 2011 condo 
budget.  It turns out that these differences almost cancel out each other and the projected 
affordable sales prices ($154,000 for the 3BR and $141,800 for the 2BR) are within a few thousand 
of the updated prices ($159,000 for the 3BR and $145,250 for the 2BR).  Should the CPC 
recommend funding the project, and should it require the developer to use value‐based condo 
fees, then the affordable sales prices would need to be recalculated to account for the lower 
condo fees.  A fuller discussion of condo fees appears later in this report.  

The developer obtained a Brokers Price Opinion (BPO) from Hammond Residential. The list of 
comparable sales used in the analysis is found in the attached table labeled “Comparable 
Analysis.” The property at 629 Hammond Ave in Brookline is an excellent comparable sale, as it is a 
newer building with units that are nearly identical in size, with a similar condo fee and amenities 
to the proposed development for Dedham Street.   

CONCLUSION – The development proforma is realistic.  At the proposed profit of 12%, the project 
is on the low side of what developers typically aim for (15‐20%) on a project of this size and risk.   

**   What total return is the project likely to generate for the developer, including all charges 
allowable under MGL Ch. 40B? 

The developer profit is projected at $1,183,935, or 12%.  Additional fees that the developer is 
projecting to earn that are not counted against the 20% profit limitation will be a $64,000 
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developer overhead charge and a $17,382 marketing charge, if SEB handles the marketing of the 
affordable units itself.  This would amount to $1,265,317, or 13% on all other costs.   

CONCLUSION – Even if the committee wished to consider developer overhead and marketing costs 
as additional profit, this project is still on the lower end of the fee schedule.  Please note that the 
marketing cost for the affordable units represents fair compensation for the work involved.  I 
consulted on a similar project with 4 affordable units, and that is what it cost us between my time 
and that of the outside marketing firm we hired.   

**  How realistic is the proposed operating budget? 

The original operating budget appeared low, primarily due to the lack of an elevator maintenance 
contract.  I asked the developer if he had a more recent version, and he sent one dated February 
16, 2011.  The updated budget added lines for elevator maintenance and common area cleaning,  
and it increased the budget for repairs.  The updated budget assumes that the barn will be 
demolished.   

CONCLUSION – The updated budget with condo fees ranging from $253 to $440 (as opposed to 
the earlier one projecting $225 to $297) is realistic.  Please note that these condo fees are based 
on square footage, as this is the method proposed by the developer.  

**   What is the impact of both the proposed basis and estimated cost of the condo fees on the 
project’s economic feasibility and sustainability, especially for the affordable units?  

I’ll address the cost question first.  In the long term, condo fees are subject to adjustment in both 
directions; therefore, if the projected condo fees were insufficient to pay the bills, the condo 
association could vote in higher fees.  In other words, a condominium association is as sustainable 
as it wants to be.  If the condo budget does not adequately provide for major capital 
replacements, there will be special assessments when the time comes to replace the roofs, 
furnaces, elevator, etc.  Since condo fee increases and special assessments are painful to both 
affordable and market owners, the most important thing a developer can do is to get the budget 
right from the beginning, which appears to be the case here.   

The condominium would be better served in the long‐term by determining the condominium fees 
on the basis of value rather than square footage, since this would have the effect of transferring 
the cost of operations from those least able to pay for extraordinary increases to those who are 
able to do so.  In the case of Dedham Street, the affordable buyers will likely have annual incomes 
between $40,000 and $64,400, while the market buyers would typically have annual incomes in 
excess of $160,000.   

Another way of looking at it is that on a square footage basis, the affordable owners are 
responsible for 25% of the units and 20.7% of the operating costs and special assessments.  A 
value‐based approach would reduce this percentage from 20.7% to 6.9%.  Since any future special 
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assessments would be 75% less under the value approach, affordable buyers would more likely be 
able to pay those assessments.  Moreover, even if the affordable buyers could not afford these 
assessments, the association would be able to move forward with any given project, assuming that 
it would be obtaining 93.1% of the revenue needed from the wealthier owners.  

There are two benefits to the affordable buyers of basing condo fees on unit value.  

1. As described above, in the context of the benefit that basing condo fees on value has for 
the long‐term feasibility of the project, any future increases on either the basic fee or any 
special assessments will be much lower, which is clearly a benefit to the affordable buyer.   

2. Resale prices are a function of the initial price. So the higher the initial price, the higher the 
profit an affordable buyer could make when they sell.  In this case, basing condo fees on 
value would allow the affordable units to sell for roughly $25,000 more (e.g., if you sell a 
$145,000 condo five years from now at a restricted appreciation of 10%, that is a profit of 
$14,500, versus a profit of $16,900 for the same 10% profit on a $169,000 initial price).  It is 
important to note that even though the initial price is higher, the exact same buyer can 
afford it, since the savings in condo fees are put into a larger mortgage payment.  

It is important to note that the benefits described above come at some cost.  The higher condo 
fees (and the larger responsibility for future operations) that the market buyers would be 
assuming most likely would have a negative effect on the price the potential buyers of these units 
would be willing to pay.  Value‐based condo fees have the potential to increase the market‐rate 
unit owners’ resentment of the affordable‐unit owners, even though market‐rate buyers know the 
price and condo fee going in, and that price is determined by supply and demand.   

If condo fees are based on:  % beneficial interest  est. sales price  est. condo fee 
 SQUARE FOOTAGE   

2BR  4.96%  $145,250  $253/mo 
3BR  5.78%  $159,000  $298/mo 

    VALUE       
2BR  1.69%  $169,000  $87/mo 
3BR  1.88%  $188,000  $95/mo 

 

CONCLUSION – The proposed condo budget appears to be reasonable.  This is important as the 
more accurate the developer’s initial condo budget, the less likely that there will be a need for 
large increases or special assessments in the near future.  The affordable‐unit buyers should be 
able to handle reasonable increases in condo fees over time, whether those fees are based on 
value or square footage.  The assumption is that affordable buyers’ incomes will increase as they 
advance in their jobs, or as wages increase generally.  However, special assessments would be 
much harder for affordable buyers to pay, as the amount of income they have left over after 
paying all housing expenses is much lower than that of the market buyers. Therefore, the CPC 
should seriously consider requiring a value‐based condo fee schedule.   
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**   How necessary and appropriate is the requested direct public subsidy, in addition to the 

implicit subsidy of a comprehensive permit? What feasible alternatives, if any, could achieve 
equal or greater affordable housing on the same site for a smaller direct public subsidy? 

The requested direct public subsidy is absolutely necessary to build the proposed 16‐unit 
condominium containing 4 affordable units.  The developer’s numbers are reasonable, and the 
developer fee is well below the maximum allowed by the comprehensive permit law.   

The developer submitted a proforma indicating that a 20‐unit development would provide an 
additional affordable unit and require no subsidy.  I concur with those projections.   

Since the acquisition cost is a fixed cost, running the proforma at 12 or 8 units would require more 
subsidy and deliver fewer units than the proposed 16‐unit case.  

In order to determine if the requested direct public subsidy is appropriate, the committee should 
consider the possible implications of its decision whether or not to fund this project.   

If the CPC approves the funding for the proposed 16‐unit development, the developer would then 
start the comprehensive permit process. The city’s permitting authority would then decide to 
approve, approve with conditions, or deny the application for a permit.  If the permit were denied, 
or if it was approved with conditions that the developer believed made the project uneconomic, 
the developer could appeal the decision to the state Housing Appeals Committee, which may 
uphold the city’s decision, overturn the city’s decision and require that a permit be issued, or 
require that a permit be issued with the unreasonable conditions amended.   

If the CPC does not recommend funding for the proposed 16‐unit development, SEB could apply 
for a comprehensive permit for a 20‐unit (or larger) development, or it could attempt to develop 
the site in compliance with the current zoning, which appears to allow a 4‐unit subdivision.  The 
buildings could be renovated and continue to operate as a 4‐unit rental, or the site could be 
converted to some less intensive use, e.g. a single‐family estate or development/renovation of 2‐3 
ownership units.  

Should SEB not desire to pursue any of these options, another developer could. 

Funding Terms 

**    How should any grant agreement for CP funds be structured to: (a) ensure that CP funds do 
not subsidize any market rate units; (b) require revenue‐sharing as recommended by the 
Newton Housing Partnership, based on the tiered model used for Covenant Residences (the 
B’nai B’rith project at 33 Commonwealth Avenue)? 

The best way to ensure that CP funds do not subsidize any market‐rate units happens prior to the 
grant agreement.  In ownership deals, the CPC should compare the overall Total Development Cost 
(TDC)/unit to the average sales prices of the market‐rate units.  If the TDC/unit is lower than the 
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average market sales prices, then the market‐rate units are not receiving any benefit from the CP 
subsidy.  In the case of the proposed 16‐unit development, the overall TDC is roughly $689,000,  
and the projected market sales prices are $779,000.   

The tiered revenue‐sharing model used at Covenant Residences (33 Commonwealth Avenue) is an 
effective method to ensure that projects are given enough subsidy to induce private developers 
and lenders to put their money at risk, while balancing the public’s interest in keeping the subsidy 
to the minimum needed to complete the project.  All real estate projects take on a life of their 
own once construction starts – some go smoothly and do not utilize any of the contingencies that 
are part of every prudent development budget, and some hit more than their share of unforeseen 
issues.  On the revenue side, especially with ownership housing, our real estate market has 
experienced large swings in both directions over the past 30 years.  The basic structure of the 
Covenant Residences deal should continue to be utilized – the first increment of profit to the 
developer, the next increment split 50/50 between the developer and the CPC, the next increment 
to the developer, and if needed the next increment split between the developer and other 
lenders.  However, the numbers (both absolute and percentage) of the first and second 
increments should be flexible from project to project, based on  

♦ the size of the project (smaller projects should have more of the initial fee going to the 
developer) 

♦ the perceived risk/difficulty of a project (risky or difficult projects should have more of the 
initial fee going to the developer) 

♦ the split between the first increment and the second (a developer who can make a 
greater % of his fee in the first increment may be more likely to agree to splitting a larger 
amount in the second increment), and  

♦ potential upside (if there is a bigger possibility of windfall, the CPC may want to consider 
building in an ability to recapture more than the 25% it did on Covenant House).   

Project Impacts 

**   Review and comment on the predictions commissioned or obtained by the developer of this 
project’s potential traffic impacts and number of school‐age children.   

The original traffic report was prepared under the assumption that the project would be age‐
restricted.  While the type of units that are being proposed will appeal to buyers 50+, the 
development will not be age‐restricted, and the traffic report will be amended to reflect that.  If 
my reading of the traffic report is correct, the proposed use would be the same category as the 
current use; thus it would generate 4 times as much traffic, or an increase from 26 trips per day to 
104 per day.  I am not qualified to make a judgment as to the significance of that increase.   

The developer’s consultant estimated that the proposed development would house 4‐5 school‐
aged children, and that an as‐of‐right development of 4 single‐family houses would contain more 
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school‐age children than the proposed project.  This appears to be a fair assessment.  For the 
proposed 16‐unit condominium development, that suggests an estimated .25‐.313 children per 
unit.  The overall number of school‐age children per housing unit in Newton is roughly .354.  
Multifamily properties (both rental and ownership) tend to have fewer children than the average.  
As the value of the units increases, the number of school‐age children decreases, and these 
market units are priced above the Newton average condo value.  Therefore, predicting a number 
of children per unit that is somewhat below the city‐wide average appears appropriate. 

The same conclusion is supported by the attached study by Rutgers University for the Connecticut 
Partnership for Balanced Growth, which derived factors for estimating school‐age children.  The 
study estimated that  

♦ single‐family detached 4BRs valued at more than $554,500 would average just over 1 child per 
unit; 

♦ a single‐family attached 2BR valued above $257,500 would have .07 children/unit;  
♦ a single‐family attached 3BR would have .34 children/unit;  
♦ 2BR units valued at less than $178,500 would have .53 children/unit; 
♦ 3BR units valued at less than $178,500 would have 1.34 children/unit.   

Applying these factors to the Dedham Street unit distribution would result in a prediction of 4.04 
children (11 x.07 + 1 x .34 + 3 x .53 + 1 x 1.34) school‐age children for the proposed 16‐unit 
development. 
_______________________________________________ 

Attachments: 

♦ consultant scope of work 

The following attachments are posted separately on the Newton CPC website: 

♦ comparable analysis (sales prices & constr. costs) & site work estimates, 8 February 2011   

♦ updated development & operating budgets: 

development budget (pro forma), 31 January 2011  
for 16‐unit development with CP funding  
for 20‐unit development with no CP funding  

prices for 2br & 3br units under varying assumptions 

condo assoc. operating budget & schedule of beneficial interest, 16 February 2011  

♦ “School Age Children Per New Housing Unit,” Rutgers study 

Available online, from www.newtonma.gov/cpa, “Proposals & Projects”: 
♦ property appraisal  submitted 15 October 2011,  

www.newtonma.gov/cpa/projects/dedham‐st/10Oct15‐112DedhamSt‐appraisal.pdf 
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Connery Associates

19 Parker Street.

Melrose Massachusetts 02176

617 835 3956

johnconnery@comcast.net

Memorandum

July 6, 2011

To: City of Newton Finance Committee

Fr: John Connery

Re: Thoughts on CPA Funds and the 112-116 Dedham Street Proposal

It is traditional that CPA funds are used to assist in the development of affordable housing, as is

the case in the 112-116 Dedham Street project. However, in this instance due to the

fundamentals of this specific proposal the City of Newton has an opportunity to re-coup its CPA

investment, or at the very least invest CPA funds for affordable housing in a highly effective and

fiscally conscious manner.

Due to the fact that that the 16 total units can be limited to two bedroom units (as SEB has

agreed to eliminate 2 three bedroom units, if requested.) and the proposal is a home-ownership

community, the number of school-aged children will average approximately 4 per year. In some

years it may generate 3 school-aged children other years 5, but the average will be four if not less

given the restricted number of bedrooms. It is also important to recognize that this school-aged

children estimate considers all grades, so it is highly unlikely all of the estimates school-aged

children will be at Countryside school. Further, depending on the lottery results of the affordable

units it is very conceivable that some of the affordable units will generate no school-aged

children, as single floor two bedroom units frequently attract applications from older individuals.

As a result, after taking into account school and public safety service costs, the Dedham Street

proposal has a somewhat unique fiscal profile for an affordable housing development in that it

will clearly generate a sustainable net fiscal benefit for the City of Newton. The project is small,
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accordingly the total annual fiscal benefit is small; approximately $48,000 per year, but due to

the overall nature of the project (high end condominiums with limited bedrooms), it will generate

an annual positive benefit that will be sustainable for the long term.

While I understand that the revenues generated from the development will flow into the general

fund, it is interesting to note that because this affordable housing proposal has a positive fiscal

profile it will “return” approximately 5% of the CPA monies that are being requested every year.

Therefore, in a 20 to 22 year time span the CPA monies could be seen to be “recouped”. At the

very least investing CPA monies in a sustainable fiscally positive affordable housing

development needs to be seen as an extremely cost effective way of using CPA finds to produce

affordable housing.
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Community Preservation Committee 
MEMORANDUM 

date:  15 July 2011 

from:  Alice Ingerson, Community Preservation Committee Program Manager 

to:  Board of Aldermen, Finance Committee 

about:  table of contents for Open Space Plan proposal (docket 192‐11) materials  
in the packet for your 1 August 2011 meeting 

At the suggestion of your clerk Shawna Sullivan, this packet includes only the CPC funding 
recommendation for this proposal, plus a snapshot of the proposal webpage: 

www.newtonma.gov/cpa/projects/open‐space/open‐space.htm 
 
to help you find additional information of particular interest to you, including: 

 full proposal, with projected timeline and resumés for the project manager & consultant 

 links to the full text of Newton’s most recent Recreation & Open Space Plan 

 a series of color maps related to Newton’s recreation land and open spaces  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

website   www.newtonma.gov/cpa           
contact  Alice E. Ingerson, Community Preservation Program Manager  

email  aingerson@newtonma.gov     phone  617.796.1144 

Preserving the Past    Planning for the Future  

Setti D. Warren 
Mayor 

City of Newton, Massachusetts 
Department of Planning and Development 

1000 Commonwealth Avenue Newton, Massachusetts 02459 

 

Telephone 
(617) 796-1120 

Telefax 
(617) 796-1142 

TDD/TTY 
(617) 796-1089 

www.newtonma.gov 
 

Candace Havens 
Director

DOCKET ITEM 
192‐11 

#192-11



     
     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

Community Preservation Committee 
FUNDING RECOMMENDATION 

date:  13 June 2011 

from:  Community Preservation Committee 

to:  The Honorable Board of Aldermen 

about::  Recreation & Open Space Plan 

PROJECT GOALS & ELIGIBILITY 

This project will accelerate completion of the new edition of Newton’s Recreation & Open Space Plan to 
replace the previous Plan, which expired in 2007. The City needs a current Plan to qualify for grants 
administered by the state’s Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs, including Self‐Help, Urban 
Self‐Help, and the Land and Water Conservation Fund. The Plan also helps Newton to allocate its own scarce 
operating and capital funds for conservation, recreation, and natural resources.  

This project is eligible for funding under the Community Preservation Act as a critical prerequisite for the 
“acquisition, creation and preservation of open space,” and for the “acquisition, creation and preservation of 
land for recreational use.” Newton’s 2007 Comprehensive Plan also counted on the next Recreation & Open 
Space Plan to “recognize, preserve and maintain the City’s important natural assets and resources;  ensure an 
adequate amount, variety, and distribution of open space for both public benefit and biodiversity; integrate 
compatible recreation and conservation uses;  protect and preserve remaining large open spaces; and assure 
well‐informed and well‐coordinated stewardship” for these resources. 

RECOMMENDED FUNDING  

On 18 May 2011 by a unanimous vote of 9‐0, the Community Preservation Committee recommended that 
$4,000 be appropriated to the control of the Director of Planning & Development, to hire a consultant to assist 
in completing a new Recreation & Open Space Plan.  These funds should be drawn from the open space 
reserves of the Community Preservation Fund and may be used for any purpose listed or implied below: 

SOURCES  
Community Preservation funds (recommended)  $4,000
Planning Dept. staff time (from fy11 & fy12 General Fund budgets)   $14,200

Total Sources  $18,200

USES 
Data collection & analysis (work largely completed)  $9,200
Community participation, report drafts & report distribution (remaining)  $8,900

Total Uses  $18,200
 

website   www.newtonma.gov/cpa           
contact  Alice E. Ingerson, Community Preservation Program Manager  

email  aingerson@newtonma.gov     phone  617.796.1144 

Preserving the Past    Planning for the Future  

Setti D. Warren 
Mayor 

City of Newton, Massachusetts 
Department of Planning and Development 

1000 Commonwealth Avenue Newton, Massachusetts 02459 

 

Telephone 
(617) 796-1120 

Telefax 
(617) 796-1142 

TDD/TTY 
(617) 796-1089 

www.newtonma.gov 
 

Candace Havens 
Director

DOCKET ITEM NO. 

#192‐11 
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SPECIAL ISSUES CONSIDERED BY THE CPC 

Evaluating the Costs and Benefits of Land Acquisition      Purchases of land for open space or recreation have 
been among the most expensive projects supported by Newton’s Community Preservation Fund:  over $6 
million for Kesseler Woods, over $4 million for land at Crystal Lake, over $2.5 million for Angino Farm.  There 
are many reasons for this:  Land in Newton is expensive. The CPA requires communities to pay full market 
value unless a seller voluntarily accepts a lower price. When a priority parcel comes on the market, the  need 
for a quick response often requires the City to use debt financing, making the acquisition even more expensive.  

In short, high costs make it important, but time pressures make it difficult, to evaluate land acquisitions 
thoughtfully.  Newton’s thorough community participation process for its Recreation & Open Space Plan, which 
far exceeds state requirements, is critical for careful but quick action on individual acquisition proposals. 

Obstacles to Completing & Implementing a Recreation & Open Space Plan     Since the last Plan expired in 
2007, the CPC has often noted the need for a new Plan.  Recognizing competing demands for staff time in the 
Planning and Development Department as a significant obstacle to meeting this need, the CPC encouraged the 
department to submit this off‐cycle request, which the Committee then recommended unanimously.  

Several members,  including Wally Bernheimer, Mike Clarke, Zack Blake, and Dan Green were concerned that 
this additional funding could not remove what was probably the greatest obstacle to creating a current, valid 
Plan:  that City government as a whole, beyond the Planning Dept., did not see such a Plan as a top priority.  
Similarly, some CPC members, including Nancy Grissom, were concerned that future City budgets might not 
provide the resources needed to implement the Plan’s recommendations for the ongoing management and 
maintenance of the City’s open spaces, recreation land, and natural resources. 

ADDITIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS & KEY OUTCOMES 

The Community Preservation Committee will evaluate this project based on these key outcomes:  

1. Funds will be appropriated to the spending authority of the Director of Planning and Development, with 
Chief Planner for Long‐term Planning Jennifer Molinsky as the project manager.  

2. The project manager will provide the CPC with regular updates upon request and with a final, in‐person 
and written report summarizing the project’s planned vs. actual expenditures, process, and results. 

3. Newton’s 2012‐17 Recreation & Open Space Plan will be completed and approved by the state by  the end 
of June 2012, or by any extension of that deadline granted in writing by the Community Preservation 
Committee. 

4. The final Plan will be widely publicized and distributed, and will be posted online, linked to the CPC’s 
website and other City webpages. 

5. Any portion of the Community Preservation Fund grant not used for the purposes stated herein will be 
returned to the Newton Community Preservation Fund. 

6. The Planning & Development Department will work with the Conservation Commission and Parks & 
Recreation Department to update the CPC, upon request, on the implementation of the 2012‐17 
Recreation & Open Space Plan and on steps taken to avoid any time gap between this Plan and its 
successor. 

ATTACHMENTS online from www. newtonma.gov/cpa/projects/open‐space/open‐space.htm 
and delivered to the clerks of the Committee on Community Preservation and Finance Committee 

•  Proposal & attachments 

•  CPC staff presentation of open space & recreation maps, including selected maps from the 2003‐07 
Recreation & Open Space Plan 
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 Newton, Massachusetts  >>  Community Preservation Program   >>  Proposals & Projects

Recreation & Open Space Plan
for 2011-2016

location:  Citywide

goals:
 

Hire a consultant to help the City of Newton complete a new
Recreation & Open Space Plan to guide acquisition, management, &
funding decisions; and to qualify for state and federal grants.

total
funding:

 $4,000 CP funds requested  (open space)

contacts:

 

Jennifer Molinsky,  Chief Planner for Long-Range Planning
Newton Dept. of Planning & Development
1000 Commonwealth Avenue
Newton Centre, MA 02459
email:   jmolinsky@newtonma.gov
phone:  617.796.1130

PROPOSAL REVIEW & APPROPRIATIONS:

2003-07  previous Recreation & Open Space Plan

7 March 2011  letter from Director of Planning & Development

28 March 2011  pre-proposal, including tentative timeline

3 May 2011

 

proposal, including:

timeline
project manager & consultant resumes
budget
list of participating City depts. & community groups 

18 May 2011  public hearing presentation

18 May 2011

 

supplemental maps presentation by CPC staff
(large file, may load slowly)

Includes maps from 2003-7 Recreation & Open Space Plan, map
of open space & recreation projects supported with CPA 
funds, and historic maps related to open space & parks.

13 June 2011  CPC funding recommendation

2011  Board order (appropriation)

PROJECT NEWS:

2011  

CONTACT:  
Alice E. Ingerson, Ph.D., Community Preservation Program Manager

Newton Planning & Development Department,
City Hall, 1000 Commonwealth Ave., Newton, MA 02459

phone 617.796.1144, email  aingerson@newtonma.gov, TDD / TTY 617.796.1089
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