
Smart Preservation
Preserving At-Risk Subsidized Housing 
with State Bond Funds (CIPF and HSF)





Smart Preservation
Preserving At-Risk Subsidized Housing 
with State Bond Funds (CIPF and HSF)

Citizens’ Housing and Planning Association
18 Tremont Street
Boston, MA 02108
617-742-0820

www.chapa.org

June 2005



Acknowledgements/Credits

Author: Emily Achtenberg, Housing Policy & Development Consultant

Contributors to Development and Resident Profiles:

Meridith Levy and Katie Anthony, Somerville Community Corporation

Michael Kane, Massachusetts Alliance of HUD Tenants

Vincent Droser, Trinity Financial

Patricia Belden, Bart Lloyd, Laura Manjarrez —Preservation of Affordable Housing

Susan Stott, Andover Housing Partnership

Kristin Saccoccio and Jamie Smith, Fenway Community Development Corporation

Massachusetts Housing Partnership 

CHAPA gratefully acknowledges the residents who shared their stories for this
publication. 

Publication Credits:

Photographs: Chris Norris, Pat Byrnes, Greig Cranna

Design: Naomi Mahoney, Studio N

2 Smart Preservation



Table of Contents

Executive Summary 4
Exhibit A: Existing Subsidized Housing Preserved with CIPF/HSF: Summary 6

II IInnttrroodduuccttiioonn  aanndd  BBaacckkggrroouunndd 7

IIII PPrreesseerrvviinngg  EExxiissttiinngg  SSuubbssiiddiizzeedd  HHoouussiinngg::  CCIIPPFF  aanndd  HHSSFF 13

IIIIII DDeevveellooppmmeenntt  &&  RReessiiddeenntt  PPrrooffiilleess 24

Preserved Developments:
Westland Avenue Apartments, Boston 24
CAST Apartments, Cambridge 27
Meadowbrook Apartments, Northampton 30
Salem Heights, Salem 33
Countryside Village Apartments, Marlborough 35
Wollaston Manor, Quincy 39

At-Risk Developments:
Mount Vernon Street Properties, Somerville 42
East Canton Street Apartments, Boston 44
Riverview Commons, Andover 46

EExxhhiibbiittss  

1 Subsidized Units At Risk: Expiring Use Restrictions and/or Subsidy Contracts 9
2 Subsidized Units At Risk: Expiring Tax Credits 10
3 HSF Program Summary 14
4 Existing Subsidized Housing Preserved with CIPF/HSF: General Characteristics 16
5 Existing Subsidized Housing Preserved with CIPF/HSF: Costs 21
6 Existing Subsidized Housing Preserved with CIPF/HSF: Benefits 22

Smart Preservation 3



Executive Summary

The Romney Administration’s recent actions to freeze $23 million in available fund-
ing for the Capital Improvement and Preservation Fund (CIPF) and redirect the
focus of the Housing Stabilization Fund (HSF) will undermine two successful

programs that have been used cost-effectively to address the Commonwealth’s afford-
able housing crisis. These state bond-funded programs provide “gap financing” to
preserve existing federally- and state-assisted developments that are threatened with
expiring use restrictions or subsidy contracts, or other loss of affordability. More than
30,000 subsidized units are at risk of loss through conversion to market-rate housing
over the next five years.

The Administration’s withdrawal of support for subsidized housing preservation
stands in sharp contrast to its own “Smart Growth” development policy, whose
abiding principle is “Redevelop First/Fix It First.” This change in philosophy is occur-
ring at a time when the federal government’s commitment to preservation is further
eroding, placing the housing and its residents in serious jeopardy. 

As documented in this study, HSF and CIPF funds have facilitated the long-term
preservation of more than 6,600 affordable units in 52 existing subsidized housing
developments located in 18 cities and towns across the Commonwealth (see
Exhibit A, page 6). At an average total development cost of less than $100,000 per
unit, these units could not be reproduced today for less than 2–3 times the cost of
preserving them. Renovations averaging close to $40,000 per unit have upgraded both
the properties and their surrounding neighborhoods. The average program subsidy
cost is only $15,500 per HSF/CIPF-assisted unit.

Preserving these developments has enabled communities to retain an economically
and racially diverse population, maintain the local workforce, protect elderly and
handicapped residents, and continue to meet Chapter 40B affordability thresholds. In
terms of location, siting, and density, these properties (with an average size of 138
units) represent the type of concentrated development and efficient use of public
resources that the Administration’s “Smart Growth” policies seek to encourage—
without the zoning and permitting problems associated with new construction. In
contrast to many new affordable housing developments today, existing subsidized
developments are generally accepted in their communities and their preservation/
renovation is welcomed as a neighborhood benefit. 

Strictly in dollar terms, the Commonwealth’s aggregate investment (from all state
programs) of $204 million in these developments has leveraged $1.1 billion in public
and private funds—a benefit/cost ratio of more than 5 to 1. Funds leveraged include
federal Section 8 subsidies renewed for contract terms of up to 20 years, as well as
private tax credit equity.  
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The Romney Administration’s diminished commitment to the preservation of existing
subsidized housing is misguided and will result in a further loss of affordable housing
at a time when the Commonwealth can least afford it. With high development costs, a
scarcity of sites, and restrictive zoning and permitting obstacles, the affordable
housing crisis cannot be addressed by new construction alone. The Administration’s
position is also fiscally irresponsible, since the preservation of existing affordable
units is cheaper and faster than building new affordable housing today. The failure to
reconsider these policies could be costly not only to low and moderate income
residents and the affordable housing stock, but to cities and towns throughout the
Commonwealth as the affordability crisis—which increasingly threatens to under-
mine the state’s economic growth and prosperity—is exacerbated.
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Exhibit A: Existing Subsidized Housing Preserved with CIPF/HSF: Summary

Subsidized Projects Preserved Thru HSF/CIPF 52
Communities Served 18
Total Units 7,192
Total HSF/CIPF-Restricted Units 4,469
Total Affordable Units 6,625
Federal Rent Subsidy Units Preserved; project-based 2,657
New Federal Rent Subsidies; tenant-based (enhanced vouchers) 1,747

Total Per Unit Per Affordable Unit

Total Development Costs $ 716,501,524 $ 99,625
Rehab Costs 279,120,948 38,810 

COSTS 

CIPF 31,885,321 4,813 
HSF 37,385,361 5,643 
Subtotal 69,270,682 10,456 

Tax-Exempt Volume Cap 111,542,816 16,837
Tax Credits Allocated 13,754,208 2,076 
DHCD HOME 3,130,100 472 
DHCD Other 5,968,130 901 

Total State Funds Invested 203,665,936 30,742 

BENEFITS 

Tax Credit Equity 164,251,333 24,793 
Private equity 25,922,014 3,913 
New private mortgage debt 124,001,514 18,717 
City funds 19,283,943 2,911 
Federal funds 89,270,110 13,475 
Other funds 18,598,720 2,807

Federal Project-Based Rental Subsidies* 494,764,702
Federal Tenant-Based Subsidies (Enhanced Vouchers)+ 153,196,489

Total Funds Leveraged 1,089,288,825 164,421
Benefit/Cost Ratio 5.35 5.35

Total Funds Leveraged (Excluding Enhanced Vouchers) 936,092,336 141,297
Benefit/Cost Ratio 4.60 4.60

* Net present value over 20 year contract term (assuming subsequent renewals).

+ Net present value over 20 years, with rents at market for initial year only and 10% annual attrition of voucher-holders from program.



I. Introduction & Background

A. The Commonwealth’s Affordable Housing Crisis: 

Why Preservation is Important

This study examines how two state bond-funded programs—the Housing
Stabilization Fund (HSF) and the Capital Improvement and Preservation Fund
(CIPF)—have helped to address the Commonwealth’s housing crisis by preserving

existing subsidized housing. The preservation of existing affordable housing is espe-
cially critical in Massachusetts, which consistently ranks as one of the least affordable
states in the nation. Between 2003 and 2004, Massachusetts was the only state to suffer
a loss in population, with the cost of housing being a significant contributing factor.
There is widespread agreement that high housing costs—not just for low income
households but also for moderate and middle income families and workers—represent
a growing threat to the Commonwealth’s future growth and economic prosperity. 

Overall, the housing supply has failed to keep pace with demand, driving up the
price of existing units. Due to high development costs, a scarcity of land in the larger
cities, and restrictive zoning and permitting processes in most suburbs, the
Commonwealth’s ability to expand the housing supply by producing new units is
limited. Relatively little new affordable housing has been built in recent decades in
locations where job growth has occurred. In this context, preserving affordable units
that already exist—in particular, the stock of federally- and state-subsidized housing
where millions of public dollars have already been invested—has long been a compo-
nent of the state’s affordable housing strategy. 

B. Existing Subsidized Housing At-Risk 

Between the 1960’s and the mid-1980’s, some 85,000 affordable units were built or
substantially rehabilitated in Massachusetts with federally- or state-subsidized mort-
gages and/or project-based rental assistance.1 Most of these properties were
developed under HUD’s Section 221(d)(3) Below-Market Interest Rate (BMIR) or
Section 236 programs, which subsidized the mortgages, or under the Section 8
program, which subsidized the rents. Others were financed under Chapter 13A, a
state mortgage subsidy program. In most cases, owners were entitled to prepay their
subsidized 40-year mortgages after 20 years2 (“expiring use restriction” projects) or to
opt-out3 of their Section 8 contracts after the initial term (“expiring subsidy” projects),
thereby terminating all contractual affordability obligations. 

Smart Preservation 7

1 “Massachusetts Projects with Subsidized Mortgages or HUD Project-Based Rental Assistance,” Community Economic Development Assistance Corporation
(CEDAC), September 27, 2004.

2 Some Section 236 and Chapter 13A projects in Massachusetts financed by MassHousing are locked-in to their affordability commitments for the full 40-year
mortgage term.



To date, more than 10,500 subsidized units have been lost through mortgage prepay-

ments and/or subsidy contract expirations, representing 12.5% of the original
inventory. Approximately 6,000 of these units will retain some degree of affordability
at least through 2010, because the projects were sold or refinanced under other
programs requiring renewed affordability commitments. The balance of 4,500 units
have been permanently lost as affordable housing.

Another 27,000 subsidized units in Massachusetts are at risk of loss over the next five
years due to mortgage prepayments, non-renewal of expiring subsidy contracts (“opt-
outs”) , and, increasingly, subsidized mortgage expirations—as projects reach the end
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Exhibit 1. Subsidized Units At Risk: Expiring Use Restrictions and/or Subsidy Contracts

3 The opportunity to non-renew or opt-out of a subsidy contract recurs annually, since many owners extend their subsidy contracts on a year-to-year basis.

▲The information displayed was prepared by the Community Economic Development Assistance Corporation (CEDAC) based

on data from HUD and MassHousing, as well as on prior reports produced by CHAPA and CEDAC. The information includes

the most current data available from HUD based on updates from August 2004. Geographical information was obtained from

MassGIS. Map prepared by Resolutions.
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▲This information reflects CHAPA’s analysis of tax credit project data provided by DHCD, updated by Emily Achtenberg based

on additional information from the Community Economic Development Assistance Corporation (CEDAC). Map prepared by

Resolutions.

Exhibit 2. Subsidized Units At Risk: Expiring Tax Credits

of their 40-year mortgage terms (see Exhibit 1, above). Additionally, the 15-year
affordability restrictions on some 4,800 units that received federal Low Income
Housing Tax Credit allocations prior to 1990 have expired or are now expiring4 (see
Exhibit 2, above), along with restrictions associated with state programs such as
SHARP that originated in the 1980s. Many of these properties are located in jurisdic-
tions or neighborhoods where market pressures could substantially increase rents or
stimulate conversion to condominiums. Often, too, the developments require rehabili-
tation and recapitalization after 30–40 years to meet current codes, enhance operating
efficiency and livability, and preserve the stability of their surrounding neighborhoods.

4 Since 1990 (based on a change in federal law), DHCD tax credit allocations have required a minimum affordability commitment of 30 years. Between 1987 and
1989, tax credits were allocated to 4,803 units with only 15-year restrictions. To date, 1,114 of these units have been preserved and 78 are known to have been lost
(primarily due to foreclosure), leaving a balance of 3,611 expiring tax credit units. 1,273 of these units also have expiring federal mortgage or rental subsidies and are
already counted in the CEDAC inventory (see above), leaving a net total of 2,338 additional at-risk units.  
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C. The Commonwealth’s Role in Preservation: An Historical Perspective

Historically, Massachusetts has had a high rate of success in preserving
at-risk state- and federally-subsidized housing. During the late
1980s–mid 1990s, many “expiring use” projects were recapitalized and
transferred to new ownership (including community-based non-profits,
in many instances) under federal preservation programs that provided
fair market value incentives to owners and purchasers in exchange for
extended affordability restrictions.5

Since 1996, the federal government’s role in housing preservation has
been drastically reduced. Currently, HUD provides assistance primarily
by offering “enhanced vouchers” at market rent levels to eligible tenants
in prepayment and opt-out situations. These mobile vouchers protect
tenants as long as they remain in the housing and the owner continues
to accept them. If the housing is converted to non-rental use or the PHA
does not offer the owner a market rent, the tenant may be required to
move. Once the tenant moves (voluntarily or involuntarily), the voucher
reverts to the regular PHA payment standard and offers less protection;
and the unit is no longer preserved.

Additionally, if the owner elects to renew a project-based Section 8
contract, HUD may permit the rents to be “marked up” to market under
certain conditions, for a term of 5–20 years (subject to annual appropria-
tions). Alternatively, if the Section 8 rents are above market, HUD may
permit debt restructuring under the “mark to market” program, which
also provides capital resources for repairs. For Section 236 projects,
HUD may allow the mortgage subsidy to be “decoupled,” retained, and
transferred to new financing to facilitate recapitalization. Finally, HUD
may allow a local PHA (or DHCD) to project-base a portion of its regu-
lar vouchers in an existing subsidized development to enhance
affordability and/or facilitate a preservation transaction. 

In many instances these resources have proved insufficient to preserve
the housing—both in strong market areas where owners are not able to
receive fair market value incentives and in declining areas where signifi-
cant rehabilitation may be needed. Historically, the Commonwealth has
played a critical role by providing supplementary resources to facilitate
the preservation of at-risk subsidized projects, in exchange for extended
use restrictions. These resources include:

5 In some cases, these programs required permanent affordability for the “remaining useful life” of the housing (at least 50 years). In
others, affordability was extended only through the original HUD mortgage term of 40 years--which is now about to expire. 



• Low Income Housing Tax Credits. DHCD’s Qualified Allocation Plan (QAP)
which governs the allocation of federal Low Income Housing Tax Credits has
consistently included a Preservation set-aside (currently 35% of available credits).
The Preservation set-aside targets existing developments with expiring use restric-
tions, expiring subsidy contracts, and/or rehabilitation needs in excess of $10,000
per unit.

• Tax-Exempt Bond Volume Cap. Both MassHousing and MassDevelopment
have issued tax-exempt “volume cap” bonds, and associated Low Income Housing
Tax Credit awards, for the recapitalization and preservation of existing subsidized
developments. Funds are awarded to eligible applicants on a rolling basis. 

• Gap Financing. State bond-funded programs—in particular, the Housing
Stabilization Fund (HSF) and the Capital Improvement and Preservation Fund
(CIPF)—have provided critical gap financing resources for preservation projects.
CIPF funding is exclusively targeted for the preservation of at-risk federally- or
state-assisted developments. (These programs are described in detail in the next
section.)

D. Recent Developments

Under the current state administration, there has been a significant retrenchment of
the Commonwealth’s commitment to preserve existing subsidized housing.
Especially in the past several months, the Romney Administration has evidenced its
lack of support for subsidized housing preservation through a series of policy and
procedural changes. 

• Tax-Exempt Bond Volume Cap. A new state policy significantly restricts the use
of tax-exempt bond volume cap to preserve existing housing.6 Where demand for
volume cap exceeds the supply, production must receive priority over preservation
in every case (a notion which is difficult to reconcile with the rolling application and
award process). Eligible projects must be at immediate risk of market-rate conver-
sion or loss of habitability, or have demonstrated rehabilitation needs in excess of
$35,000 per unit (two-and-one half times the threshold for allocated credits under
the QAP; see above). Unlike the process governing allocated credits, there is no
preservation set-aside for allocation of volume cap. 

• CIPF. The CIPF program, with $23 million in authorized bond funds available and
remaining to be allocated, has been shut down by the Executive Office of
Administration and Finance (A&F) which refuses to release additional bond cap for
the program. This action has been taken despite the high priority awarded to the
CIPF program by the state legislature.

Smart Preservation 11
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• HSF. The administration of HSF and some other private housing bond-funded
programs is proposed to be transferred from DHCD to the Commonwealth Capital
Fund (CCF). This will result in an additional layer of project review by state agen-
cies with no involvement in housing or preservation, and may impose additional
criteria unrelated to the merits of the proposed housing transaction that penalize
certain localities. In the current climate of antipathy to preservation, this shift may
signal the end of all gap financing for subsidized housing preservation. 

The Administration’s withdrawal of support for subsidized housing preservation
stands in sharp contrast to its own “Smart Growth” development policy, whose abid-
ing principle is “Redevelop First/Fix It First.” Unfortunately, this change in
philosophy is occurring at a time when the federal government’s commitment to
preservation is further eroding. Recent cutbacks in federal voucher funding have
significantly reduced the ability of PHAs and DHCD to issue new project-based
vouchers. The new budget-based approach to voucher funding has made PHAs reluc-
tant to issue Enhanced Vouchers, whose rents (at least under current law) must keep
pace with market increases although the voucher budget may lag behind. At the same
time, proposed legislation would fold Enhanced Vouchers into an even more under-
funded block grant program, with their enhanced features limited to just one year.
The adequacy of federal funding for project-based Section 8 contracts is also increas-
ingly uncertain. 

Against this background, the Romney Administration’s abandonment of preservation
funding significantly increases the risk that existing subsidized units will be lost as
affordable housing.

12 Smart Preservation
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II. Preserving Existing Subsidized Housing: CIPF and HSF 

The Commonwealth’s bond-funded gap financing programs have played a critical
role to date in preserving existing subsidized developments. To assess the costs
and benefits of these programs, CHAPA analyzed data for the 52 federally- or

state-assisted projects that have been preserved with HSF and/or CIPF funds over the
past 12 years. The programs are described in more detail below, followed by a
summary of the major study findings. 

A. Program Descriptions

Housing Stabilization Fund (HSF). HSF funds can be used generally for the
production and/or preservation of affordable housing, including both homeowner-
ship and rental units. All HSF-assisted units must be preserved for households with
incomes at or below 80% of area median for 40 years, and for households with
incomes at or below 100% of area median for an additional 10 years. Current funding
is generally limited to $50,000 per HSF-assisted unit ($65,000 outside HOME entitle-
ment/ consortium communities), up to a maximum of $750,000 per project.

Since its inception in 1993, the program has had 3 legislative authorizations totalling
$141 million. This includes a one-time $15 million set-aside for the preservation of
at-risk federally- or state-subsidized projects with mortgages financed by
MassHousing. The balance of $4.7 million remaining is expected to be committed in
the current funding round. A reauthorization bill is pending in the state legislature
and has been favorably reported by the Joint Committee on Housing. 

Historically, a significant share of HSF funds has been committed to preserve existing
subsidized developments (see Exhibit 3, page 14). In recent years, with the establish-
ment of CIPF to meet the needs of these projects, the focus of HSF has shifted to other
priorities. In the aggregate, approximately one-third of all dollars awarded to HSF
projects (including the MassHousing set-aside) have been allocated to existing subsi-
dized developments, and 44% of all HSF-assisted units are located in existing
subsidized housing. 

Capital Improvement and Preservation Fund (CIPF). The CIPF program was
created for the specific purpose of preserving and improving existing privately-
owned, federally- or state-assisted affordable rental housing. Eligible properties
include housing where affordable units are at risk due to prepayment of a subsidized
mortgage, expiration of a project-based rental subsidy contract, or other factors. At
least 50% of the units must be preserved for households with incomes at or below
80% of area median for a minimum of 40 years, of which 10% must be preserved for
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Exhibit 3: HSF Program Summary

HSF I & II* % HSF III % Total %

Funding

Original Funding $91,000,000 $50,000,000 $141,000,000 
Interest Earnings, Recapt.. 1,935,182 1,057,779 2,992,961 
Total Funding 92,935,182 51,057,779 143,992,961 
Awards to HSF Projects 74,852,176 42,617,512 117,469,688 
Set-Asides (MHP, CEDAC) 15,894,163 1,050,000 16,944,163 
Other/ Admin 2,188,843 1,971,077 4,159,920 
Pending Awards 0 753,500 753,500 
Total Committed/Pending 92,935,182 46,392,089 139,327,271 

Balance Available 0 4,665,690 4,665,690 

Projects

HSF Projects 125 77 202 
HSF Units 4,515 1,769 6,284 
Communities Served 38 35 56 

Avg. Subsidy Per Unit 16,579 24,091 18,693 

Units

HSF-Assisted Rental Units 4,179 92.6% 1,598 90.3% 5,777 91.9%
HSF-Assisted HO Units 336 7.4% 171 9.7% 507 8.1%
HSF Units <30% AMI 501 28.3%
HSF Elderly Units 393 22.2%
HSF New Constr. Units 547 30.9%
HSF Rehab Units 1,222 69.1%
HSF Production Units 1,224 69.2%
HSF Preservation Units 545 30.8%

Uses

HSF $ Rental 65,157,114 87.0% 33,771,012 79.2% 98,928,126 84.2%
HSF $ HO 9,695,062 13.0% 8,846,500 20.8% 18,541,562 15.8%
HSF $ New Construction 16,934,770 39.7%
HSF $ Rehab 25,682,742 60.3%
HSF $ Production 29,943,024 70.3%
HSF $ Preservation 12,674,488 29.7%

Preservation of Existing Subsidized Housing

HSF Projects 28 8 36 
HSF Units 2,485 55.0% 297 16.8% 2,782 44.3%
Communities Served 12 5 15 
HSF $ 32,321,962 43.2% 5,063,399 11.9% 37,385,361 31.8%
Avg. Subsidy Per Unit $13,007 $17,048 $13,438 
Total Affordable Units Preserved 4,169 421 4,590 

* Includes $15M set-aside for preservation of existing MassHousing-financed projects.

Projects funded under this set-aside span the time frames of HSF I&II and HSF III.
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households with incomes at or below 50% of area median. Current funding is gener-
ally limited to $40,000 per unit ($50,000 for projects with 25 or fewer units), up to a
maximum of $2 million per project ($1.25 million for projects with 25 or fewer units). 

The program received an initial bond authorization of $20 millon in 1998 and a supple-
mental authorization of $35 million in 2002. Of this total, $31.9 million has been committed
and $23.1 million remains available to fund new projects. However, the Executive Office of
Administration and Finance (A&F) has embargoed the remaining funds (see above).

B. Analysis of Program Data: Major Findings

• Developments. Over the past 12 years, HSF and CIPF funds have helped to
preserve a total of 52 existing subsidized projects containing 7,200 units (see
Exhibit 4, page 16). These projects are or were assisted under various federal and
state programs, including Section 236, Section 221(d)(3) BMIR, Chapter 13A,
Section 8, Low Income Housing Tax Credits, and SHARP. Some of the early projects
were assisted under the federal preservation programs but subsequently received
cutbacks in their HUD capital grant awards. Most of the properties were at risk due
to expiring use restrictions and/or subsidy contracts. Many were in need of renova-
tions to upgrade aging systems, meet current code requirements, and preserve the
long-term viability of the housing as a resource for low-income persons and families.

• Communities Served. The 52 projects are located in 18 communities in all regions
of the Commonwealth. Approximately 55% are located in the metropolitan Boston
area, 26% are in Western Massachusetts, and the balance are elsewhere in the state. 

• Program Cost. Approximately $37.4 million in HSF funds and $31.9 million in
CIPF funds has been awarded to existing subsidized developments. This funding
has resulted in 4,469 units that are subject to HSF and/or CIPF affordability restric-
tions. The average HSF/ CIPF subsidy is $15,500 per HSF/CIPF-assisted unit—an
extremely modest investment of state resources for gap financing. 

• Total Development Costs. Total development costs for the 52 projects average
$99,600 per unit, with higher costs in and around Boston ($125,000 per unit) than
elsewhere in the state ($75,000). These costs compare extremely favorably with the
cost of building new affordable family housing today, which often exceeds $300,000
per unit in Boston and ranges from $150,000–$250,000 elsewhere in the state. 

• Renovations. HSF/CIPF funding has resulted in approximately $280 million
worth of renovations in these developments, for an average rehab cost of $38,800
per unit. Typical renovations include replacement and/or refurbishing of existing
20-30 year old systems, exterior repairs, upgrading of kitchens and baths, and retro-
fitting for enhanced energy efficiency, accessibility, and fire safety compliance. Due
to their large scale (averaging 138 units), many of these developments have a signif-
icant physical impact on their surrounding neighborhoods which derive substantial
benefits from their upgrading. 
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Exhibit 4: Existing Subsidized Housing Preserved with CIPF/HSF: General Characteristics

HSF/CIPF HSF/CIPF
Total Restricted $/Restricted

City/Town Project At-Risk Type Units CIPF $ HSF$ Units1 Unit
Boston Blue Hill+ HUD PD rehab needs; exp. S8 & TC 144 $   757,950 $           0 72 10,527 
Boston Brunswick Holburn* SHARP exp. 49 1,150,000 753,500 43 44,267 
Boston Cleaves Court MHFA 236 EUR 36 0 303,500 17 17,853 
Boston Columbia Wood* SHARP exp. 49 465,391 753,500 48 25,394 
Boston Commonwealth Apts. HUD 236 EUR; S8; Title VI shortfall 118 0 253,500 50 5,070 
Boston Elm Hill+ HUD PD rehab needs; exp. S8 & TC 141 742,050 0 71 10,451 
Boston Girls' Latin Academy* SHARP exp. 42 0 753,500 16 47,094 
Boston Glenville Apts HUD 236 EUR; S8; Title VI shortfall 117 0 403,500 50 8,070 
Boston Harvard Hill (Audubon) RDAL/ exp. TC/ mtge default 37 743,500 0 37 20,095 
Boston Interfaith HUD PD/8 rehab needs (BHA) 70 1,353,500 0 70 19,336 
Boston Landfall MHFA 236 flexsub risk + 13A 111 40,166 1,832,542 95 19,713 
Boston Mandela (10 Hammond) HUD PD8 rehab needs 276 0 989,920 50 19,798 
Boston Mass Pike Towers HUD 236 flexsub risk; exp. S8 200 0 503,500 190 2,650 
Boston Mishawum HUD 236 EUR; S8; Title VI shortfall 337 6,813,644 3,003,500 273 35,960 
Boston Nazing Court HUD PD rehab needs 151 1,003,500 0 151 6,646 
Boston Pondview HUD 236 EUR; exp. S8 60 0 503,500 17 29,618 
Boston St. Joseph's Coop HUD BMIR/8 rehab needs 137 0 503,500 50 10,070 
Boston VBC Apartments* HUD PD/8; exp. TC 30 0 238,899 30 7,963 
Boston Warren Apts HUD d3MR EUR; Title VI shortfall 30 0 378,500 30 12,617 
Boston Westland Avenue+ HUD UDAG, exp. S8; mod un risk 96 1,353,500 653,500 49 40,959 
Boston Wilder Gardens HUD PD/8 rehab needs 61 0 503,500 50 10,070 
Brockton Pine Gardens MHFA 236  rehab needs 120 0 403,500 8 50,438 
Brookline 100 Centre St.  (Stern 2) MHFA 236 friendly ppay 216 0 3,703,500 113 32,774 
Brookline 1550 Beacon St (Stern I)+ MHFA 236 friendly ppay 177 1,203,500 0 88 13,676 
Brookline Brookline Village MHFA 236/ RAP 307 0 703,500 24 29,313 
Cambridge 808 Memorial Drive MHFA 236 EUR; Title VI shortfall 301 0 503,500 200 2,518 
Cambridge CAST MHFA 236 expiring mtge 42 843,500 0 42 20,083 
Cambridge JFK Apartments CHA revitalization 69 0 733,500 69 10,630 
Cambridge Walden Square Apts HUD236 flex sub risk; exp. S8 240 0 603,500 240 2,515 
Greenfield Greenfield Gardens HUD 236 EUR; S8; Title VI shortfall 202 1,179,420 2,003,500 190 16,752 
Greenfield Leydon Woods HUD 236 EUR; S8; rehab needs 200 0 593,500 50 11,870 
Hadley Mountain View Apts FmHA 515 EUR 25 0 603,500 26 23,212 
Holyoke Hampshire/Pine MHFA 13A EUR 50 0 348,500 50 6,970 
Lowell Perry Street n/a 18 0 103,500 18 5,750 
Lowell Princeton Village Apts HUD BMIR EUR 151 903,500 0 106 8,524 
Marlborough Countryside Apts HUD 236 flexsub risk; exp. S8 118 341,500 0 118 2,894 
North Adams Mohawk Forest HUD 236 EUR 190 0 503,500 20 25,175 
Northampton Hampton Gardens HUD 236 EUR, S8 opt out 207 0 503,500 42 11,988 
Northampton Meadowbrook (Country Lane) MHFA 236 EUR 252 2,000,000 4,003,500 252 23,823 
Quincy Wollaston Manor MHFA 236 EUR/ RAP 164 968,500 968,500 149 13,000 
Salem Salem Heights HUD 236 EUR, S8 opt out 283 1,753,500 0 227 7,725 
Salem Salem Point Rentals+ MHP 61 0 753,500 58 12,991 
Somerville Walnut Street Apts Expiring S8 12 603,500 0 12 50,292 
Springfield Baystate Place+ HUD236 EUR, exp. S8 347 750,000 0 174 4,310 
Springfield Cathedral Hill+ HUD 236/8; M2M rehab shortfall 48 1,203,500 0 48 25,073 
Springfield Pynchon II (Edgewater)+ HUD 236 EUR, exp. S8 363 3,000,000 0 184 16,304 
Springfield Spring Meadow HUD 236 EUR; S8; Title VI shortfall 270 0 353,500 50 7,070 
Springfield St. James Manor HUD 236 EUR 48 0 503,500 48 10,490 
Topsfield Nike Village* Fed. disposition site; distressed 40 958,200 0 40 23,955 
Westfield Edgewood Apartments n/a 84 1,753,500 0 73 24,021 
Westfield Powdermill MHFA 236 EUR 250 0 6,407,000 246 26,045 
Worcester Channing Terrace* MHFA 13A rehab needs 45 0 753,500 45 16,744 
Total 7,192 31,885,321 37,385,361 4,469 15,500 

*Not closed; final costs may vary.

+Closed but construction not completed; final costs may vary.

1 Where project received both HSF and CIPF and the number of restricted units differed for each, the greater number is reflected. 
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Exhibit 4 (continued)

Total Total Affordable HUD Rent HUD Rent
Development Development $ Rehab/ Units Subs Units Subs Units

City/Town Project Costs Costs/Unit $ Rehab Unit Preserved2 PBA3 TBA (EVs)
Boston Blue Hill+ $ 25,854,312 $ 179,544 $ 11,751,827 81,610 144 144 0 
Boston Brunswick Holburn* 13,309,818 271,629 6,865,791 140,118 43 0 0 
Boston Cleaves Court 2,756,702 76,575 1,090,991 30,305 36 0 0 
Boston Columbia Wood* 13,839,757 282,444 7,511,518 153,296 48 0 0 
Boston Commonwealth Apts. 10,708,943 90,754 5,272,768 44,684 118 12 0 
Boston Elm Hill+ 25,220,809 178,871 11,799,543 83,685 141 140 0 
Boston Girls' Latin Academy* 10,863,334 258,651 1,243,850 29,615 16 0 0 
Boston Glenville Apts 9,899,060 84,607 5,167,886 44,170 117 24 0 
Boston Harvard Hill (Audubon) 3,007,349 81,280 667,480 18,040 37 0 0 
Boston Interfaith 19,056,681 272,238 12,733,788 181,911 70 70 0 
Boston Landfall 8,083,159 72,821 3,090,203 27,840 111 0 0 
Boston Mandela (10 Hammond) 18,723,908 67,840 10,301,720 37,325 276 276 0 
Boston Mass Pike Towers 19,198,620 95,993 7,672,610 38,363 200 40 160 
Boston Mishawum 54,213,550 160,871 36,035,528 106,930 337 64 0 
Boston Nazing Court 30,408,952 201,384 14,518,174 96,147 151 0 0 
Boston Pondview 9,531,966 158,866 3,825,800 63,763 60 56 0 
Boston St. Joseph's Coop 1,917,734 13,998 1,407,532 10,274 137 90 0 
Boston VBC Apartments* 2,228,998 74,300 550,000 18,333 30 30 0 
Boston Warren Apts 3,997,779 133,259 1,159,827 38,661 30 30 0 
Boston Westland Avenue+ 21,491,911 223,874 4,304,520 44,839 61 30 0 
Boston Wilder Gardens 9,250,011 151,640 4,668,496 76,533 61 61 0 
Brockton Pine Gardens 7,616,294 63,469 4,096,724 34,139 120 72 0 
Brookline 100 Centre St.  (Stern 2) 19,786,936 91,606 3,120,058 14,445 113 0 0 
Brookline 1550 Beacon St (Stern I)+ 19,906,653 112,467 2,598,478 14,681 88 0 0 
Brookline Brookline Village 4,973,000 16,199 3,139,140 10,225 307 77 0 
Cambridge 808 Memorial Drive 41,783,820 138,817 9,893,367 32,868 212 76 0 
Cambridge CAST 9,773,236 232,696 2,564,704 61,064 42 8 34 
Cambridge JFK Apartments 24,523,389 355,411 13,292,545 192,646 69 25 0 
Cambridge Walden Square Apts 17,988,000 74,950 8,014,153 33,392 240 48 192 
Greenfield Greenfield Gardens 12,586,785 62,311 5,818,857 28,806 201 120 0 
Greenfield Leydon Woods 14,195,967 70,980 5,027,711 25,139 200 181 0 
Hadley Mountain View Apts 1,752,870 70,115 267,579 10,703 26 25 0 
Holyoke Hampshire/Pine 3,013,628 60,273 1,187,825 23,757 50 0 0 
Lowell Perry Street 1,728,951 96,053 709,882 39,438 18 0 0 
Lowell Princeton Village Apts 10,615,241 70,300 3,563,504 23,599 106 0 151 
Marlborough Countryside Apts 6,596,034 55,899 2,346,378 19,885 118 117 0 
North Adams Mohawk Forest 9,833,193 51,754 3,310,052 17,421 190 128 62 
Northampton Hampton Gardens 8,500,000 41,063 602,927 2,913 155 0 207 
Northampton Meadowbrook (Country Lane) 26,393,164 104,735 4,340,975 17,226 252 0 252 
Quincy Wollaston Manor 13,969,230 85,178 2,803,500 17,095 164 41 123 
Salem Salem Heights 35,245,438 124,542 3,431,087 12,124 255 0 283 
Salem Salem Point Rentals+ 8,268,661 135,552 3,504,400 57,449 58 0 0 
Somerville Walnut Street Apts 2,155,000 179,583 482,570 40,214 12 12 0 
Springfield Baystate Place+ 13,865,000 39,957 3,196,053 9,211 260 134 213 
Springfield Cathedral Hill+ 3,527,513 73,490 1,332,904 27,769 48 48 0 
Springfield Pynchon II (Edgewater)+ 35,255,941 97,124 11,032,664 30,393 363 293 70 
Springfield Spring Meadow 21,105,500 78,169 13,073,809 48,422 270 170 0 
Springfield St. James Manor 1,915,795 39,912 569,740 11,870 48 4 0 
Topsfield Nike Village* 3,612,985 90,325 2,794,617 69,865 40 0 0 
Westfield Edgewood Apartments 6,891,187 82,038 2,682,520 31,935 81 0 0 
Westfield Powdermill 14,463,011 57,852 7,714,224 30,857 250 0 0 
Worcester Channing Terrace* 1,095,749 24,350 968,149 21,514 45 11 0 
Total 716,501,524 99,625 279,120,948 38,810 6,625 2,657 1,747 

2 The greater of HSF- or CIPF-restricted units or affordable units required by other programs (e.g., LIHTC, Section 8, Section 236) or negotiated agreements.

3 Section 8, Rent Supplement, Rental Assistance Payments (RAP).

Sources: DHCD; MassHousing; HUD Section 8 Database 3/31/05; CEDAC EUR/Section 8 Database 9/27/04. Supplementary data provided by project developers.
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• Affordable Units. Of the 7,200 total units preserved, 6,625, or 92%, are affordable
to households with incomes at or below 80% of area median. This is significantly
larger than the number of HSF- and CIPF-assisted units because many units in these
projects have affordability restrictions associated with other funding sources
involved in the preservation transaction. For example, 33 of the 52 projects have
Low Income Housing Tax Credit units which must be rented to households with
incomes at or below 50% or 60% of area median (for at least 30 years). Thirty-three
(33) projects have a total of 2,657 project-based HUD rental subsidy units (primarily
Section 8), which are generally targeted to households with incomes at or below
50% of area median for contract terms of up to 20 years.7

• Population Served. Existing residents of these developments include both family
and elderly households and represent a broad range of ethnic and racial groups (see
Resident Profiles). Many are long-term residents with strong ties to their neighbor-
hoods and communities. In many cases, it is the preservation of these developments
that has enabled the community to maintain population diversity, retain the local
workforce, and continue to provide affordable housing opportunities to minority
groups, single-parent families, and elderly/ disabled persons in the face of rising
market pressures. 

• Location/Siting. For the most part, existing subsidized developments preserved
with HSF/CIPF funds are well-located, close to retail/ commercial and public facili-
ties, with good access to transportation, jobs, schools, and services. Many are close
to town or neighborhood centers and have their own community facilities which
also serve the surrounding neighborhood. With an average size of 138 units, these
developments achieve the density necessary to support local businesses and facili-
ties and use public resources efficiently. In many respects, these developments
exemplify the principles of concentrated development and use of existing infra-
structure which are central to the Administration’s “Smart Growth” philosophy. 

• Chapter 40B Compliance. The preservation of existing subsidized developments
with HSF/ CIPF gap financing has helped cities and towns remain in compliance
with the 10% affordable housing requirement under Chapter 40B. Under current
40B rules, 100% of the units in a rental development that is at least 25% affordable
(to households with incomes at or below 80% of area median) are counted towards
the 10% requirement. Termination of the affordability restrictions or subsidy
contract generally causes the development to be removed from the 40B inventory
(except in some cases where Enhanced Vouchers have been issued and tenants
remain in the housing). In contrast to new 40B developments, which are often
controversial and in any case require an extended permitting process, existing
subsidized developments are generally accepted in their communities and their
recapitalization/renovation is welcomed as a neighborhood benefit. 

7 Additionally, in 11 projects a total of 1,747 Enhanced Vouchers were awarded to existing tenants. While these vouchers move with the tenants and do not
preserve the affordability of the units, in a preservation transaction a high percentage of tenants can be expected to remain in the development.
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• Costs & Benefits 

• Costs. In the aggregate, taking into account all funding sources, the preservation
of HSF/ CIPF-assisted existing subsidized developments has cost the
Commonwealth approximately $203.7 million, or $30,700 per affordable unit (see
Exhibit 5, page 21). The costs include: 

• $69.3 million in HSF/ CIPF funding, as described above;

• $13.8 million in federal and state Low Income Housing Tax Credits allocated;8

• $3.1 million in HOME funds allocated;

• $6.0 million in other DHCD funds allocated; and

• $111.5 million in tax-exempt volume cap bonds allocated (by MassHousing and
MassDevelopment).

• Benefits. The Commonwealth’s investment in these HSF/CIPF-assisted develop-
ments has leveraged (or can be expected to leverage) approximately $1.089 billion
in other public and private funds, or $164,000 per affordable unit (see Exhibit 6,
page 24). These leveraged benefits include:

• $164.3 million in private tax equity; 

• $26 million in other private contributions, including developer loans and equity
reinvested in the housing;

• $124 million in new permanent mortgage financing;

• $19.3 million in local funds, including City HOME and CDBG contributions
required to match state funding;

• $89.3 million in federal funds (including preservation grants awarded to some
prepayment-eligible properties that were supplemented with state gap financing);

• $18.5 million in miscellaneous other funds, including seller financing;

• $494.8 million in existing HUD project-based rental subsidies that would other-
wise have been lost (net present value, assuming a 20- year contract term for the
Section 8 units and a term equal to the remaining subsidized mortgage for the
rent supplement units);9 and

• $153.2 million in new tenant-based Enhanced Vouchers issued by HUD to resi-

8 While tax credit investors receive 10 years of benefits based on the original allocation, the cost to the Commonwealth is the one-time annual allocation. The
benefit to the project and the Commonwealth is the private equity leveraged, calculated as a benefit below. The tax credit cost excludes non-allocated credits which
are automatically available with the allocation of tax-exempt volume-cap bonds, itemized as a separate cost below.  

9 Assumes current rents trended at 2.5% and discounted back at 4.68%, the Applicable Federal Rate. See Exhibit 6 for additional explanation of methodology.
While all Section 8 contracts are subject to annual appropriations, the risk of appropriations failure is generally viewed to be small. Not all Section 8 contracts in
preserved developments were initially renewed for 20 years; however, owners may extend the contract term at the next renewal. Preservation-oriented owners with
long-term affordability restrictions have no incentive to discontinue the project-based subsidy. This estimate may be conservative, since successive future renewals
will likely extend the contracts through the term of the tax credit/ HSF/ CIPF affordability restrictions which exceeds 20 years.  
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dents of eligible preservation properties (net present value over a 20-year time
frame, assuming initial rents at market reduced to the regular voucher payment
standard after one year, with 10% annual attrition of voucher holders from the
program on a permanent basis).10

• Benefit/Cost Ratio. Based on this analysis, the funds leveraged by these preser-
vation transactions exceed the Commonwealth’s direct costs by a ratio of more
than 5 to 1. If Enhanced Vouchers are excluded, the benefit/ cost ratio is 4.6 to 1.
In short, strictly in dollar terms the Commonwealth appears to be receiving an
excellent return on its investment to preserve these existing affordable housing
resources. 

10 Assumes rents (after initial year enhancement) at the regular voucher payment standard trended at 2.5% and discounted back at 4.68%, the Applicable
Federal Rate. See Exhibit 6 for additional explanation of methodology. Although Enhanced Vouchers would also have been available if the owners had prepaid their
subsidized mortgages and/or terminated their rental subsidy contracts, they also represent new funds generated, in these instances, in conjunction with the preser-
vation transaction. 

The estimate is conservative because the assumptions assume a worst-case scenario which would require significant changes in the existing voucher program.
Under current law, voucher rents remain enhanced as long as the tenant stays in the property--typically much longer than one year in a preservation transaction.
Additionally, under the existing budget-based voucher funding system, permanent attrition of voucher holders from the program (without replacement) is occurring
at a rate much lower than 10%. Note that Enhanced Voucher tenants who leave the property, but remain in the program, still represent new funds brought into the
community as a result of the preservation transaction.  
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Exhibit 5: Existing Subsidized Housing Preserved with CIPF/HSF: Costs

$ DHCD Tax-Exempt Total Total
Tax Credits $ DHCD $ DHCD Volume Cap State $ State $/

City/Town Project $ HSF + CIPF Allocated1 HOME2 Other3 Allocated4 Invested Afford. Unit
Boston Blue Hill+ $   757,950 $           0 $           0 $           0 $ 14,850,000 $15,607,950 $ 108,389 
Boston Brunswick Holburn* 1,903,500 619,200 0 0 0 2,522,700 58,667 
Boston Cleaves Court 303,500 121,942 0 0 0 425,442 11,818 
Boston Columbia Wood* 1,218,891 691,200 0 0 0 1,910,091 39,794 
Boston Commonwealth Apts. 253,500 0 0 0 0 253,500 2,148 
Boston Elm Hill+ 742,050 0 0 0 15,970,000 16,712,050 118,525 
Boston Girls' Latin Academy* 753,500 0 0 0 0 753,500 47,094 
Boston Glenville Apts 403,500 0 0 0 0 403,500 3,449 
Boston Harvard Hill (Audubon) 743,500 0 0 0 0 743,500 20,095 
Boston Interfaith 1,353,500 535,000 0 0 0 1,888,500 26,979 
Boston Landfall 1,872,708 285,869 0 0 0 2,158,577 19,447 
Boston Mandela (10 Hammond) 989,920 1,412,500 330,000 0 0 2,732,420 9,900 
Boston Mass Pike Towers 503,500 0 0 0 10,317,575 10,821,075 54,105 
Boston Mishawum 9,817,144 0 500,000 500,000 0 10,817,144 32,098 
Boston Nazing Court 1,003,500 2,600,000 0 0 8,250,000 11,853,500 78,500 
Boston Pondview 503,500 520,237 0 0 0 1,023,737 17,062 
Boston St. Joseph's Coop 503,500 0 0 0 0 503,500 3,675 
Boston VBC Apartments* 238,899 0 0 450,000 0 688,899 22,963 
Boston Warren Apts 378,500 214,000 0 0 0 592,500 19,750 
Boston Westland Avenue+ 2,007,000 0 0 0 10,500,000 12,507,000 205,033 
Boston Wilder Gardens 503,500 698,319 0 0 0 1,201,819 19,702 
Brockton Pine Gardens 403,500 816,000 435,000 0 0 1,654,500 13,788 
Brookline 100 Centre St.  (Stern 2) 3,703,500 0 0 0 0 3,703,500 32,774 
Brookline 1550 Beacon St (Stern I)+ 1,203,500 0 0 0 0 1,203,500 13,676 
Brookline Brookline Village 703,500 196,194 0 0 0 899,694 2,931 
Cambridge 808 Memorial Drive 503,500 750,000 0 0 0 1,253,500 5,913 
Cambridge CAST 843,500 439,975 0 0 0 1,283,475 30,559 
Cambridge JFK Apartments 733,500 0 0 500,000 0 1,233,500 17,877 
Cambridge Walden Square Apts 603,500 0 0 0 0 603,500 2,515 
Greenfield Greenfield Gardens 3,182,920 0 500,000 0 0 3,682,920 18,323 
Greenfield Leydon Woods 593,500 843,253 0 0 0 1,436,753 7,184 
Hadley Mountain View Apts 603,500 0 0 0 0 603,500 23,212 
Holyoke Hampshire/Pine 348,500 185,277 0 0 0 533,777 10,676 
Lowell Perry Street 103,500 134,059 0 140,950 0 378,509 21,028 
Lowell Princeton Village Apts 903,500 0 0 0 5,846,241 6,749,741 63,677 
Marlborough Countryside Apts 341,500 349,892 500,000 0 0 1,191,392 10,097 
North Adams Mohawk Forest 503,500 0 0 0 5,750,000 6,253,500 32,913 
Northampton Hampton Gardens 503,500 0 0 0 0 503,500 3,248 
Northampton Meadowbrook (Country Ln) 6,003,500 0 0 1,450,000 11,815,000 19,268,500 76,462 
Quincy Wollaston Manor 1,937,000 300,000 0 0 0 2,237,000 13,640 
Salem Salem Heights 1,753,500 0 0 0 18,000,000 19,753,500 77,465 
Salem Salem Point Rentals+ 753,500 373,249 865,100 764,196 0 2,756,045 47,518 
Somerville Walnut Street Apts 603,500 0 0 0 0 603,500 50,292 
Springfield Baystate Place+ 750,000 0 0 0 10,244,000 10,994,000 42,285 
Springfield Cathedral Hill+ 1,203,500 0 0 0 0 1,203,500 25,073 
Springfield Pynchon II (Edgewater)+ 3,000,000 1,000,000 0 500,000 0 4,500,000 12,397 
Springfield Spring Meadow 353,500 0 0 0 0 353,500 1,309 
Springfield St. James Manor 503,500 90,676 0 0 0 594,176 12,379 
Topsfield Nike Village* 958,200 0 0 1,662,984 0 2,621,184 65,530 
Westfield Edgewood Apartments 1,753,500 277,366 0 0 0 2,030,866 25,072 
Westfield Powdermill 6,407,000 300,000 0 0 6,707,000 26,828 
Worcester Channing Terrace* 753,500 0 0 0 753,500 16,744 
Total 69,270,682 13,754,208 3,130,100 5,968,130 111,542,816 203,665,936 30,742 

*Not closed; final costs may vary.   +Closed but construction not completed; final costs may vary. 1 Includes federal and state credits allocated by DHCD on a
competitive basis. 2 Excludes credits allocated by MassHousing and MassDevelopment, which are automatically committed with tax-exempt bond financing (see
“Tax Exempt Volume Cap.“). 3 Includes HIF, FCF, lead abatement funds, etc. 4 Reflects tax exempt volume cap bond financing allocated by MassHousing and
MassDevelopment. Note: these projects show higher state investment costs because their mortgage financing is funded by an allocated state resource. 
Sources: DHCD; MassHousing; HUD Section 8 Database 3/31/05; CEDAC EUR/Section 8 Database 9/27/04. Supplementary data provided by project developers.
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Exhibit 6: Existing Subsidized Housing Preserved with CIPF/HSF: Benefits

New Private
Private Mortgage

City/Town Project Tax Credit Equity Investment4 Financing5 City $ Federal $6 Other $7

Boston Blue Hill+ $ 6,893,000 $            0 $ 2,350,000 $            0 $              0 $ 1,003,362 
Boston Brunswick Holburn* 5,881,812 500,180 2,227,745 750,000 0 101,642 
Boston Cleaves Court 842,140 242,478 250,000 0 0 45,282 
Boston Columbia Wood* 6,565,743 500,000 2,650,000 750,000 0 93,423 
Boston Commonwealth Apts. 0 0 0 100,000 8,253,344 53,000 
Boston Elm Hill+ 7,314,000 139,666 0 0 0 970,093 
Boston Girls' Latin Academy* 0 96,350 0 800,000 0 500,000 
Boston Glenville Apts 0 0 0 275,000 7,487,936 297,000 
Boston Harvard Hill (Audubon) 0 53,349 1,914,000 300,000 0 0 
Boston Interfaith 7,363,396 210,000 9,770,000 237,400 0 0 
Boston Landfall 2,040,387 100,000 600,000 589,000 0 0 
Boston Mandela (10 Hammond) 10,680,280 859,628 5,484,000 670,000 0 700,000 
Boston Mass Pike Towers 4,700,000 1,820,333 0 500,000 0 853,375 
Boston Mishawum 0 0 17,511,780 2,000,000 21,936,817 1,958,309 
Boston Nazing Court 17,097,000 2,311,952 0 1,250,000 0 0 
Boston Pondview 4,459,604 490,000 3,229,379 750,000 0 127,983 
Boston St. Joseph's Coop 0 0 0 500,000 0 917,734 
Boston VBC Apartments* 0 0 1,758,200 235,399 0 0 
Boston Warren Apts 1,455,159 100 0 200,000 1,915,880 0 
Boston Westland Avenue+ 3,458,955 1,169,460 0 3,175,000 0 573,299 
Boston Wilder Gardens 5,691,216 925,000 966,000 672,396 0 0 
Brockton Pine Gardens 3,841,000 0 821,000 250,000 0 0 
Brookline 100 Centre St.  (Stern 2) 0 4,259,258 5,850,000 750,000 0 1,158,000 
Brookline 1550 Beacon St (Stern I)+ 0 3,962,764 9,300,000 250,000 0 1,004,500 
Brookline Brookline Village 1,373,000 0 2,900,000 0 0 0 
Cambridge 808 Memorial Drive 6,838,100 2,336,476 2,690,000 973,363 14,843,984 600,000 
Cambridge CAST 3,540,931 282,820 4,500,000 483,485 0 126,000 
Cambridge JFK Apartments 8,472,202 1,501,187 470,000 0 12,600,000 250,000 
Cambridge Walden Square Apts 3,902,000 0 4,420,000 0 0 1,066,000 
Greenfield Greenfield Gardens 0 0 0 0 6,158,904 0 
Greenfield Leydon Woods 5,852,075 493,892 900,000 0 0 3,500,000 
Hadley Mountain View Apts 0 0 1,127,870 0 0 25,000 
Holyoke Hampshire/Pine 1,662,307 56,505 170,000 0 0 162,941 
Lowell Perry Street 1,016,223 0 0 0 0 0 
Lowell Princeton Village Apts 1,669,000 0 2,000,000 0 0 0 
Marlborough Countryside Apts 2,902,034 267,443 0 0 0 102,000 
North Adams Mohawk Forest 2,337,386 553,130 0 0 0 692,677 
Northampton Hampton Gardens 0 0 8,000,000 0 0 0 
Northampton Meadowbrook (Country Lane) 6,568,164 460,000 0 100,000 0 0 
Quincy Wollaston Manor 2,393,280 196,579 4,869,839 200,000 0 894,005 
Salem Salem Heights 7,342,634 748,107 0 0 0 0 
Salem Salem Point Rentals+ 3,210,000 422,195 1,800,000 237,900 0 219,270 
Somerville Walnut Street Apts 0 0 945,000 610,000 0 0 
Springfield Baystate Place+ 2,871,000 0 0 0 0 0 
Springfield Cathedral Hill+ 0 676,404 0 450,000 0 0 
Springfield Pynchon II (Edgewater)+ 8,599,140 100 20,056,701 450,000 0 0 
Springfield Spring Meadow 0 0 0 350,000 16,042,496 346,000 
Springfield St. James Manor 622,165 45,470 0 75,000 0 0 
Topsfield Nike Village* 0 50,001 920,000 0 0 21,790 
Westfield Edgewood Apartments 2,236,000 191,187 2,350,000 350,000 0 14,000 
Westfield Powdermill 2,560,000 0 1,200,000 0 0 207,035 
Worcester Channing Terrace* 0 0 0 0 30,749 15,000 
Total 164,251,333 25,922,014 124,001,514 19,283,943 89,270,110 18,598,720 

*Not closed; final costs may vary. +Closed but construction not completed; final costs may vary. 4 Developer financing and equity 5 Excludes tax-exempt
volume cap bond financing. 6 Includes HUD Title VI preservation grants. 7 Includes seller financing, FHLBB subordinate debt, energy grants, operating cash flow.

Sources: DHCD; MassHousing; HUD Section 8 Database 3/31/05; CEDAC EUR/Section 8 Database 9/27/04. Supplementary data provided by project developers.
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Exhibit 6 (continued)

HUD PVA HUD EVs Total Funds Benefit/
Cum Subs Cum Subs Total Funds Leveraged/ Cost

City/Town Project NPV8 NPV9 Leveraged Afford. Unit Ratio
4.68% 4.68%

Boston Blue Hill+ $ 44,619,905 $            0 $ 54,866,267 $   381,016 3.52 
Boston Brunswick Holburn* 0 0 9,461,379 220,032 3.75 
Boston Cleaves Court 0 0 1,379,900 38,331 3.24 
Boston Columbia Wood* 0 0 10,559,166 219,983 5.53 
Boston Commonwealth Apts. 3,913,798 0 12,320,142 104,408 48.60 
Boston Elm Hill+ 40,491,386 0 48,915,145 346,916 2.93 
Boston Girls' Latin Academy* 0 0 1,396,350 87,272 1.85 
Boston Glenville Apts 5,799,779 0 13,859,715 118,459 34.35 
Boston Harvard Hill (Audubon) 0 0 2,267,349 61,280 3.05 
Boston Interfaith 25,324,004 0 42,904,800 612,926 22.72 
Boston Landfall 0 0 3,329,387 29,994 1.54 
Boston Mandela (10 Hammond) 63,473,643 0 81,867,551 296,622 29.96 
Boston Mass Pike Towers 6,882,667 18,153,358 32,909,733 164,549 3.04 
Boston Mishawum 20,233,145 0 63,640,051 188,843 5.88 
Boston Nazing Court 0 0 20,658,952 136,814 1.74 
Boston Pondview 13,719,325 0 22,776,291 379,605 22.25 
Boston St. Joseph's Coop 19,150,723 0 20,568,457 150,135 40.85 
Boston VBC Apartments* 8,449,357 0 10,442,956 348,099 15.16 
Boston Warren Apts 4,249,276 0 7,820,415 260,681 13.20 
Boston Westland Avenue+ 10,871,873 0 19,248,587 315,551 1.54 
Boston Wilder Gardens 18,282,039 0 26,536,651 435,027 22.08 
Brockton Pine Gardens 6,535,824 0 11,447,824 95,399 6.92 
Brookline 100 Centre St.  (Stern 2) 0 0 12,017,258 106,347 3.24 
Brookline 1550 Beacon St (Stern I)+ 0 0 14,517,264 164,969 12.06 
Brookline Brookline Village 10,782,425 0 15,055,425 49,040 16.73 
Cambridge 808 Memorial Drive 10,780,111 0 39,062,034 184,255 31.16 
Cambridge CAST 1,391,508 4,311,962 14,636,706 348,493 11.40 
Cambridge JFK Apartments 5,512,526 0 28,805,915 417,477 23.35 
Cambridge Walden Square Apts 15,285,989 22,002,326 46,676,314 194,485 77.34 
Greenfield Greenfield Gardens 14,197,687 0 20,356,591 101,277 5.53 
Greenfield Leydon Woods 22,519,906 0 33,265,873 166,329 23.15 
Hadley Mountain View Apts 2,259,852 0 3,412,722 131,259 5.65 
Holyoke Hampshire/Pine 0 0 2,051,753 41,035 3.84 
Lowell Perry Street 0 0 1,016,223 56,457 2.68 
Lowell Princeton Village Apts 0 15,743,456 19,412,456 183,136 2.88 
Marlborough Countryside Apts 19,988,518 0 23,259,995 197,119 19.52 
North Adams Mohawk Forest 11,786,752 3,781,320 19,151,265 100,796 3.06 
Northampton Hampton Gardens 0 14,373,388 22,373,388 144,344 44.44 
Northampton Meadowbrook (Country Lane) 0 15,920,451 23,048,615 91,463 1.20 
Quincy Wollaston Manor 3,262,310 11,855,777 23,671,791 144,340 10.58 
Salem Salem Heights 0 30,605,986 38,696,727 151,752 1.96 
Salem Salem Point Rentals+ 0 0 5,889,365 101,541 2.14 
Somerville Walnut Street Apts 2,791,245 0 4,346,245 362,187 7.20 
Springfield Baystate Place+ 15,970,250 11,593,929 30,435,179 117,058 2.77 
Springfield Cathedral Hill+ 6,912,310 0 8,038,714 167,473 6.68 
Springfield Pynchon II (Edgewater)+ 35,678,215 4,854,537 69,638,693 191,842 15.48 
Springfield Spring Meadow 22,532,600 0 39,271,096 145,449 111.09 
Springfield St. James Manor 277,612 0 1,020,247 21,255 1.72 
Topsfield Nike Village* 0 0 991,791 24,795 0.38 
Westfield Edgewood Apartments 0 0 5,141,187 63,471 2.53 
Westfield Powdermill 0 0 3,967,035 15,868 0.59 
Worcester Channing Terrace* 838,143 0 883,892 19,642 1.17 
Total 494,764,702 153,196,489 1,089,288,825 164,421 5.35 

8 Estimated current rents for S8 (or Rent Supp/ RAP) project-based contracts, trended at 2.5% for 20 years (or through the remaining mortgage term, for Rent
Supp/RAP), and discounted back at the AFR. Estimated rents extrapolated from HUD Section 8 Database, based on stated percentage of FMRs for each BR size.
9 Estimated Enhanced Voucher rents trended at 2.5% for 20 years and discounted back at the AFR. Assumes market rents (estimated at 110% FMRs) for initial year
only, reduced to regular voucher payment standard (100% FMRs, trended) thereafter. Assumes permanent 10% annual attrition of voucher-holders from the program.
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IV. Development and Resident Profiles: 
IV. Preserved Developments

W E S T L A N D  A V E N U E  A P A R T M E N T S ,  B O S T O N :  D E V E L O P M E N T  P R O F I L E

Project Description and Background

Westland Avenue Apartments is a 96-unit mixed-income development located in
the Fenway neighborhood of Boston. The property, consisting of four 5–6 story
masonry buildings, fell victim to the “arson-for-profit” schemes of the 1970s

and was substantially rehabilitated in the early 1980s with HUD-insured financing
and federal Urban Development Action Grant funds. Historically, the development
has included a mix of 30 low income, 25 moderate, and 41 market units. 

Twenty years later, with the Fenway transformed into a vibrant community boasting
world-class cultural, sports, and educational facilities, pressures of a different kind
threatened to undermine the affordability and viability of the housing. The HUD
Section 8 contract covering the 30 low income units was about to expire. The moder-
ate income units were experiencing substantial rent increases, permissible within
existing regulatory constraints. The atrium building at 65 Westland Avenue was
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found to be non-code compliant, representing a potentially serious fire safety hazard.
Finally, the City was becoming increasingly concerned with the substantial unpaid tax
liability which had accumulated due to disputes over the Chapter 121A tax contract as
well as previously assessed Chapter 59 taxes. These problems created a significant risk
that affordable mixed income housing could be lost at this highly desirable location.

The Fenway Community Development Corporation (FCDC), which had a right of
first refusal to purchase the housing, worked with the residents, the City, and the
Commonwealth to develop a viable preservation plan. FCDC has a substantial track
record in affordable housing production and has developed close to 700 units over the
past 30 years. 

Preservation Plan and Benefits

Property/Neighborhood Revitalization. FCDC acquired the property in January
2005 and is undertaking approximately $4 million of renovations. These include
modifications to the atrium, conversion of the existing electric heating system to gas
at 65 Westland, window and boiler replacement, and building envelope restoration.
The renovations will remedy a potential fire safety hazard, ensure the long-term
viability of the property, and safeguard the surrounding neighborhood.

Long-Term Affordability. The mixed-income character of the housing will be
preserved in perpetuity, with enhanced affordability for 64% of the units. 

• Forty-nine (49) units (51%) will be permanently preserved under the Low Income
Housing Tax Credit program. These include the 30 existing Section 8 units which
have been “marked up to market” under a long-term (20-year) HUD contract, and
19 units which are renting at tax credit rents (30% x 60% of area median). Ten (10) of
the Section 8 units will be rented to homeless households.

• Twelve (12) moderate-rent units (13%) are targeted to households with incomes at
or below 80% of area median. 

• The remaining 35 units (36%) will continue to rent at market rates.

Neighborhood Diversity. The project will preserve economic and racial diversity
in a rapidly gentrifying downtown neighborhood where working families and minor-
ity households have few remaining opportunities. The current resident population is
extremely diverse-47% white, 25% African-American, 14% Hispanic, and 15% Asian-
and includes singles, couples, families with children, unrelated adults, and elderly
households. The low and moderate income units will continue to be dispersed
throughout the buildings and across unit types (ranging from studios to 4BRs). The
project includes 16 3- and 4-BR units which are an extremely scarce resource in the
Fenway.

Cost-Effectiveness. The projected total development cost of the project is $21.5
million, or approximately $220,000 per unit. Reproduction of this housing today
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would be virtually impossible in the Fenway due to the scarcity of sites and high cost of
land. New construction at comparable Boston sites today would cost at least 50% more.

Financial Benefits. The Commonwealth’s total investment in the project consists of
$2 million in CIPF/HSF gap financing and $10.5 million in tax exempt bond financing
($12.5 million). These funds will leverage $3.175 million in City contributions, $5.2
million in tax credit equity and other private funds, and $10.9 million in federal rental
subsidies over the term of the 20-year HUD contract ($19.25 million). Additional
financial benefits include $2.3 million in back taxes recovered by the City ($1.7 million
paid from seller sales proceeds and $615,000 representing the net present value of
additional deferred tax obligations assumed by the buyer), and $530,000 received by
the BRA representing its 30% share of net sales proceeds. In total, the financial bene-
fits of $22.1 million exceed the Commonwealth’s costs by a ratio of 1.77.

W E S T L A N D  A V E N U E  A P A R T M E N T S ,  B O S T O N :
R E S I D E N T  P R O F I L E

Resident: Santosh Sharma

Age: 60

Tenancy: 8+ years

Santosh Sharma has lived at Westland
Ave for the past 8 years with her
husband.  Previous to this they were

living with family.  “Only my husband is
working now and income is very tight,”
she says. “So, housing like Westland Ave is
very important us.” 

“I love this community and the people are very helpful.  I feel safe in my building and
on my street and have had no problems with my apartment.  I have a real connection
to the neighborhood and love living here.  I am a member of Fenway CDC and an
active member of the Peterborough Senior Center.”

“My husband works at a local grocery store and is able to walk to work,” she adds.
“The neighborhood is very convenient with two T-stops and buses it is very easy to
get around. There are great local shops and businesses.”  

“The Fenway is my home and I’m happy Fenway CDC has protected my buildings
for my family, my neighbors, and others in the community.”
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C A S T  A P A R T M E N T S ,  C A M B R I D G E :  D E V E L O P M E N T  P R O F I L E

Project Description and Background

CAST Apartments is a 42-unit development located at 55–59 Columbia Street and
3–10 Columbia Terrace in Cambridge. The property was substantially rehabili-
tated in 1971, with financing from MassHousing and HUD Section 236 interest

reduction subsidies. Due to its unusual 30-year term, the Section 236 mortgage was
due to be fully amortized in March 2002, leaving the property free and clear of all low
and moderate income use restrictions.

The project units range in size from one to five bedrooms, including 24 units (57%)
with 3 or more bedrooms. The development, comprised of three 3-story brick build-
ings, is located on a private way just blocks from Central Square, a major commercial
center midway between Harvard and MIT. The resident population consists entirely
of low and moderate income families who are primarily Hispanic. 

With a severe and long-standing shortage of affordable housing and a scarcity of sites
for new construction, the City of Cambridge places a high priority on preserving
existing subsidized units. The City was instrumental in negotiating a preservation
plan for CAST, including the transfer of ownership from the existing private partner-
ship to Homeowner’s Rehab (HRI), an experienced community-based non-profit
developer. 
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Preservation Plan and Benefits

Property/Neighborhood Revitalization. HRI acquired the property in December
2002 and undertook $2.50 million worth of renovations including electrical system
upgrades, selective kitchen and bath replacement, fire safety improvements, and
handicap accessibility modifications. In addition to increasing operating efficiency
and the viability of the housing, these improvements have significantly enhanced the
appearance of the property and the surrounding neighborhood. 

Long-Term Affordability. The property has been permanently preserved as afford-
able housing. Thirty-seven units, or 88% of the total, are tax credit units targeted to
households with incomes at or below 60% of area median. The remaining 5 units are
available to households with incomes at or below 80% of area median. 

Eight households are additionally assisted with project-based Section 8 vouchers
provided by the Cambridge Housing Authority for an initial 10 year term, and the
remaining 34 households have received Enhanced Vouchers. Since replacement CHA
vouchers will likely be available for at least 50% of the tax credit units upon turnover,
it is anticipated that the project will continue to serve a significant number of very
low income households in the future. 

Neighborhood Diversity. The project will preserve economic, racial, and ethnic
diversity in a rapidly gentrifying urban neighborhood with excellent access to trans-
portation, schools, shopping, and other facilities. The large bedroom units in this
development are a critical resource for large and multi-generational families, includ-
ing immigrant households.

Cost-Effectiveness. The total development cost of the project was $9.8 million, or
$230,000 per unit.  This compares favorably with new construction costs for large
bedroom units in Cambridge, which currently average close to $350,000 per unit. Sites
for new construction are in extremely short supply.

Financial Benefits. The Commonwealth’s investment in the project was $1.28
million, including $840,000 in CIPF funds and $440,000 in Low Income Housing Tax
Credits allocated. This investment leveraged $4 million in tax credit equity, sponsor
loans reinvested in the project, and other private contributions; $4.5 million in new
permanent mortgage financing; $500,000 in City funds; and $5.7 million in federal
project-based and tenant-based rental subsidies, for a total benefit of $14.7 million-
more than 10 times the cost.
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C A S T  A P A R T M E N T S ,  C A M B R I D G E :  
R E S I D E N T  P R O F I L E

Resident: Maria Olivera

Age: 39

Improvements at CAST Apartments
included making two ground-floor
apartments handicapped accessible, one

of which has proved to be a port in the
storm for Maria Olivera. Rheumatoid
arthritis forced her to quit her job of nine
years and get two knee replacements. Two
years ago doctors gave her more bad news,
diagnosing her blurred vision and the
numbness in her arms as the beginnings of multiple sclerosis.

Even though she could still walk, the stairs in her third-floor apartment were getting
difficult. So Olivera contacted the Cambridge Housing Authority and got one of the
new accessible units at CAST.

“I’m still walking on my own and am going to try to do things my way for as long as I
can,” says the 39-year old Olivera. “Right now, I’m in denial, but eventually I’m going
to need help. Getting this place has taken a weight off my shoulders. It helps, being
on the first floor. It’s where I need to be for the long run.”
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M E A D O W B R O O K  A P A R T M E N T S ,  N O R T H A M P T O N :  D E V E L O P M E N T  P R O F I L E

Project Description and Background

Meadowbrook Apartments is a 252-unit family housing development located in
Northampton. The complex was developed in the early 1970’s under the Section
236 program with MassHousing financing and HUD mortgage subsidies.   The

property consists of 12 townhouses and 16 garden-style apartment buildings, with
units ranging in size from 1- to 4-bedrooms. Amenities include a community room, a
swimming pool, a basketball court, a tennis court, and several small playground areas.   

The project is conveniently located within walking distance of shops, restaurants and
service centers and is less than two miles from downtown Northampton. Several
municipal bus stops are located directly on the site.

The development was acquired in 2001 by Aspen Square Management in a dilapi-
dated state and with only a few years left on its mortgage prepayment restriction.
Aspen initially intended to convert the property to market upon satisfying the
prepayment restriction, which expired in 2004.  

Upon learning of Aspen’s intentions, the residents joined forces with the City to
develop a preservation strategy. Their efforts included protests, community meetings,
art exhibits and even a threat from Mayor Claire Higgins to take the property by
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eminent domain. The City’s strong commitment to preserving Meadowbrook was not
surprising, since the development represents 5% of the total rental stock and 18% of
the affordable rental stock in Northampton. In the past ten years, only 10 new afford-
able housing units have been built and virtually no major market rental construction
has taken place. At the same time, existing rental housing is being converted to
condominiums at a rate of approximately 35 units a year, up from 10 units a year 3
years ago. 

These measures led Aspen to consider selling the property. Preservation of Affordable
Housing (POAH), a national non-profit developer specializing in the preservation of
subsidized housing, was asked to submit an offer by the City after an agreement
between Aspen and another potential buyer fell through.  Ten months of negotiation
over the purchase and sale agreement finally resulted in an acceptable offer.  

Preservation Plan and Benefits

Renovations. POAH purchased the property on January 31, 2005 and is undertaking
$4.3 million of renovations (close to $20,000 per unit). These include: new windows
and completion of siding repairs (begun by the prior owner); repaving of roadways
and walkways; installation of new site lighting; retrofitting of the community build-
ing and 5 units for full handicap accessibility; and renovation of kitchens and baths in
40 units.

Long-Term Affordability. The property was refinanced with MassHousing while
retaining the Section 236 interest subsidy contract to preserve the existing use restric-
tions associated with the original mortgage. Affordability was extended through the
allocation of Low Income Housing Tax Credits. Of the project’s 252 units, 222 are
committed to not less than 40 years of affordability at 60% of median income or less.
Most existing residents also received Enhanced Vouchers which will enable them to
pay even lower rents based on 30% of adjusted income. 

The Commonwealth’s investment in the project includes $7.4 million in gap financing
(from CIPF, HSF, and other sources) and $11.8 million in tax-exempt volume cap bond
financing for a total of $19.3 million. This investment will leverage $7 million in tax
credit equity and other private funds, $100,000 in City funds, and $16 million in
federal rental subsidies (Enhanced Vouchers) over a 20-year period, for a total of $23
million. Total development costs were $26.4 million or $104,000 per unit-compared to
$225,000 per unit to construct new family housing in Northampton today.
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M E A D O W B R O O K  A P A R T M E N T S ,
N O R T H A M P T O N :  R E S I D E N T  P R O F I L E

Resident: Jennifer Brinson

Age: 34

Tenancy: 3 years

Jennifer Brinson, a single mother,
has lived with her children at
Meadowbrook Apartments (now Country Lane Estates) for 3 years. “I like my

apartment,” she says. “When there’s something wrong, I can always call to get it
fixed.  I feel as if I’m safe and my children are safe.” She is very pleased with the
Jackson Street Elementary School that her children attend.

Jennifer says that there are few other decent, safe, affordable apartments in the area
that she can afford. “I don’t know what I would have done if we had been forced to
move out. It’s scary, being that I’m a single mom. My children wouldn’t have a decent
place to live or have a decent school to go to. I have no idea where I would have
moved. We would have been lost.”
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S A L E M  H E I G H T S ,  S A L E M :  D E V E L O P M E N T  P R O F I L E

Project Description and Background

Salem Heights is a multifamily property located on a 6.5 acre site less than one mile
from downtown Salem. The development consists of two high rise buildings and
contains a total of 285 units. 

Salem Heights was originally financed under the Section 236 program with project-
based Section 8 assistance for 25% of the units. The complex represents more than
10% of the City’s affordable rental housing stock. Over the past ten years, 543 new
rental units have been built in Salem-none of which have been designated as afford-
able housing.  During the same time period, 495 rental units have been converted to
condominiums.   

In 2000, the project owner elected to opt out of the expiring Section 8 contract. A
lawsuit filed jointly by the City and the residents (and supported by the
Commonwealth) prevented the owner from prepaying the Section 236 mortgage and
terminating all federal affordability restrictions. The court found that the property’s
Chapter 121A tax contract gave the City and state the right to approve the prepay-
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ment which could represent a fundamental change in the property’s existing low and
moderate income use. 

While not appealing the ruling, the owner maintained that under the court order the
Section 236 mortgage could still be prepaid as long as the new rents remained afford-
able to households with incomes at or below 80% of area median income. Because the
actual market rent in Salem is affordable to persons earning about 80% of median
income, the property could potentially have been converted to market while techni-
cally remaining in compliance with the Chapter 121A agreement. Current and future
tenants, however, would have experienced significant rent increases. 

Faced with the prospect of a continuing legal battle, the owner chose instead to sell
Salem Heights to Preservation of Affordable Housing (POAH), a national non-profit
developer.

Preservation Plan and Benefits

Renovations. Following its acquisition of the property in August 2003, POAH
undertook approximately $3.4 million in renovations ($12,000 per unit) including
heating system and roof replacement, major elevator upgrades, repaving of roadways,
parking lots, and common area patios, and kitchen and bathroom improvements.

Long-Term Affordability. In conjunction with the preservation transaction, the
Section 236 mortgage was refinanced and equity was provided from the sale of Low
Income Housing Tax Credits. Of the project’s 283 units, 255 are committed to not less
than 40 years of affordability at 60% of median income or less. Enhanced Vouchers
were secured to protect eligible tenants from displacement, including the significant
number of elderly, disabled, and retired persons with very low incomes who reside at
the development. 

The Commonwealth has invested a total of $19.75 million to preserve Salem Heights,
including $18 million in tax-exempt volume cap bond financing and $1.75 million in
CIPF gap financing. This investment has leveraged $8 million in tax credit equity and
other private funds and $30.6 million in federal rental subsidies to be provided over
the next 20 years, for a total of $38.7 million-more than twice the state subsidy cost.
The total development cost of $35.2 million, or $124,500 per unit, is roughly half the
cost of comparable new construction today.
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S A L E M  H E I G H T S ,  S A L E M :  
R E S I D E N T  P R O F I L E

Residents: William, Billy, & 
Lexi  Cicci

Tenancy: 6 months

Last year William Cicci
gained custody of his
children and a discharge

from the military. Having no
other options, he and his chil-
dren moved in with his mother while they looked for an apartment.  

After searching for some time, he finally landed at Salem Heights in December 2004.
He can afford the rent and it’s close to one of Salem’s best elementary schools where
his son will start kindergarten in the fall. The affordable rent allows him to work the
night shift at Fairview Machine and pay for quality child care.
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C O U N T R Y S I D E  V I L L A G E  A P A R T M E N T S ,  M A R L B O R O U G H :  D E V E L O P M E N T  P R O F I L E

Project Description and Background

Countryside Village Apartments is a 118-unit family housing development located
on Boston Post Road in Marlborough. The property was constructed in the early
1970’s with HUD financing and mortgage subsidies under the Section 236

program.  The two-building complex is set back from the road and takes advantage of
its surroundings with landscaped courtyards and rolling hills. The site is close to the
Route 495 corridor and is easily accessible.   

The property has been subject to a Section 8 project-based assistance contract for 115
of the units since its inception. Over the past thirty years, Marlborough and the
surrounding communities have seen a dramatic increase in housing prices and per
capita income levels.  Once considered remote from Boston, Marlborough is now a
full-fledged suburban community complete with large new housing tracts and
“McMansions.”  Affordable housing opportunities are limited. Nearly all of the
affordable family housing that is offered in Marlborough is found at Countryside
Village, including the development’s 54 3BR units which are a valuable resource for
large families.   
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By the mid-1990s, the property had fallen into serious disrepair due to neglect by the
original owner. The concrete exterior of the buildings had been upgraded with a
poorly-applied “solarcrete” product that had begun to fail throughout the complex.
Pieces of the exterior were beginning to fall off the buildings, and water and window
damage to the apartments was increasing.  Additionally, the paint applied to the
solarcrete was determined to contain asbestos. 

Faced with significant rehabilitation costs and potential future liabilities, the investors
were contemplating a sale of the property, creating significant uncertainty for existing
low income residents and for the long-term future of the complex as an affordable
housing resource.  

Preservation Plan and Benefits

Long-Term Affordability. Trinity Financial, Inc. an experienced private developer
specializing in affordable housing, succeeded in acquiring the property from the origi-
nal investors. In conjunction with the acquisition, Trinity assumed the existing
mortgage, continued the Section 236 interest subsidy, and extended the Section 8 HAP
contract to preserve the development’s existing low income use. New restrictions
associated with the Low Income Housing Tax Credit program extended the afford-
ability of the housing for another 30 years.    

Renovations. Trinity completed a scope of improvements exceeding $20,000 per
unit, including: removal of the asbestos-containing building exterior and its replace-
ment with a new exterior treatment; complete window replacement; creation of three
handicapped accessible units to achieve compliance with HUD regulations; and addi-
tional site improvements.    

The exterior replacement work proved to be especially complex.  Sections of the build-
ing were required to be “wrapped” as part of the asbestos abatement effort.  Residents
had their windows temporarily blocked and temporary ventilation systems had to be
installed.  The result of the work completely transformed the site and buildings. 

Cost-Effectiveness. The total development cost of the project was $6.6 million, or
$55,900 per unit. New family housing would cost at least three times this amount today. 

The Commonwealth’s total investment in the project was $1.2 million, including
$340,000 in CIPF funds, $500,000 in HOME funds, and a $350,000 Low Income
Housing Tax Credit allocation. This investment generated $2.9 million in private tax
credit equity and will leverage approximately $20 million in Section 8 subsidies over
the next 20 years, for a total benefit of $21 million-more than 17 times the cost. The
CIPF funds were especially critical to the project’s feasibility, since the asbestos
removal and containment efforts resulted in higher than anticipated costs for the exte-
rior improvements.  The CIPF funds closed the remaining project gap.
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C O U N T R Y S I D E  V I L L A G E ,  
M A R L B O R O U G H :  
R E S I D E N T  P R O F I L E

Resident: Carmen Feliciano

Tenancy: 8 years

Carmen Feliciano has lived at
Countryside Village in a
project-based Section 8 unit

for almost 8 years. One of the things she likes best about the development is its loca-
tion, close to downtown and easily accessible to Framingham where she grew up and
still has family. “I love living here because I have family in the area,” she says. “We
have a bus stop right at the bottom of the driveway so it’s very convenient.”

Carmen is pleased with the improvements made to the property over the last five
years, especially the landscaping and appearance of the buildings. “The apartments
are spacious,” she says, “and the property is well cared for. The grounds are beautiful,
especially now in the spring.” 

Carmen appreciates the youth programs that are available at Countryside Village.
“It’s very convenient to have the Boys and Girls club right at CSV. My children go
there regularly. They have great programs and help the kids with homework. It’s nice
to see kids in different age groups interacting at the club.”

If Countryside Village had not been preserved, Carmen adds, “we would definitely be
homeless. We could not afford to live anywhere else because the prices are so high.
My kids would have suffered.”
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W O L L A S T O N  M A N O R ,  Q U I N C Y :  D E V E L O P M E N T  P R O F I L E

Project Description and Background

Wollaston Manor is a 164 unit high-rise apartment complex located at 95 Clay
Street in Quincy. The project was developed as rental housing for elderly and
handicapped tenants with a Section 236 mortgage provided by MassHousing

and a Rental Assistance Payments (RAP) contract covering 41 (25%) of the apart-
ments. The building consists of 38 studio, 124 1-bedroom, and two 2-bedroom
apartments. The site is within walking distance of subway and bus lines.

By 1999, the property was experiencing physical problems as well as operating ineffi-
ciencies due to an all-electric heating system. The HUD-subsidized mortgage was also
eligible for prepayment. The owner initially declined to commit to preserving afford-
able housing and offered no plans to meet the building’s physical needs.  A severe
affordable housing shortage and escalating market rents in Quincy led residents and
community officials to develop a preservation strategy. A campaign led by the
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Wollaston Manor Tenants Association (WMTA) and Mass Alliance of HUD Tenants
(MAHT) resulted in a sale to Silverstreet Development, a Maine-based company with
a good reputation for affordable housing preservation at two other sites in
Massachusetts.

Preservation Plan and Benefits   

Renovations. Silverstreet purchased the property in 2001 and undertook approxi-
mately $2.8 million in renovations ($17,000 per unit). The initial repair program
included conversion to a more energy-efficient gas heating and air conditioning
(HVAC) system, window replacement, building envelope waterproofing, and water-
saving bathroom and kitchen upgrades. Additional remedial repairs have continued
through the spring of 2005.

Long Term Affordability.  The property has been permanently preserved as afford-
able housing. The purchaser secured new financing from MassHousing while
preserving the existing Section 236 and RAP subsidies and affordability commit-
ments. New restrictions associated with the Low Income Housing Tax Credit program
extended the affordability of the housing for another 30 years. Existing low income
tenants not assisted with RAP subsidies received Enhanced Vouchers to keep their
rents affordable. Finally, in recognition of the tenants’ role in securing HUD subsidy
approvals, the owners agreed to contribute 1/3 of their annual distributions (once
repairs are concluded) to a Long Term Affordability Fund to maintain the income
profile of the building on a permanent basis.  

Cost Effectiveness. The total development cost of the project was $14 million or
$85,000 per unit. New housing would cost as much as three times this amount to
build today.

The Commonwealth’s investment in the project was $2.2 million, including $1.9
million in CIPF/HSF funds and a $300,000 Low Income Housing Tax Credit alloca-
tion. This investment generated $3.5 million in tax credit equity and other private
funds, $4.9 million in new mortgage financing, and $200,000 in City funds, and will
leverage an estimated $15 million in federal project-based (RAP) and tenant based
(Enhanced Voucher) subsidies over the next 20 years (17 years for the remaining term
of the RAP contract). Total financial benefits of $23.7 million amount to more than 10
times the cost of the Commonwealth’s investment.
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W O L L A S T O N  M A N O R ,  Q U I N C Y :  
R E S I D E N T  P R O F I L E

Resident: Phyllis Reynolds

Age: 77

Tenancy: 8 years

Phyllis Reynolds, 77, President of the
Wollaston Manor Tenants Association, has
lived in Quincy her whole life, and wouldn’t

have it any other way. “It’s a great city, and a
great place to live,” she says. “Everything is
nearby: the subway, the bus, lots of stores. And Quincy does nice things for the
seniors.”

A retired Licensed Professional Nurse, Phyllis was a homeowner who raised three
children in Quincy, and now has six grandchildren living nearby. She moved into
Wollaston Manor, a 164 unit elderly high rise building, eight years ago in order to
have a more secure living environment close to family and medical resources.

Shortly after she moved in, Phyllis learned that the building’s owner was in a position
to opt out of HUD contracts and was initially unwilling to commit to keep Wollaston
Manor affordable. With the help of the Mass Alliance of HUD Tenants (MAHT),
Phyllis and other residents formed a very active tenants association, with more than
90 regular participants. “With MAHT’s leadership, we got Wollaston Manor bought
by someone who would keep it affordable,” she says. “We were actively involved in
negotiations with the City and State to secure Tax Credit subsidies, and won a
commitment for an Affordability Fund for residents from the new owners.” 

After the building was sold, tenants remained active. “We had input in the renova-
tions, and attended the weekly job meetings,” she says. “We were instrumental in
getting things done, like new screen doors. Recently, we’ve attended weekly meetings
with the contractors around repairs, and have worked closely with management to
get a telephone in the lobby and other things we need.”
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Development & Resident Profiles: At-Risk Developments

M O U N T  V E R N O N  S T R E E T  P R O P E R T I E S ,  S O M E R V I L L E :  D E V E L O P M E N T  P R O F I L E

The Mount Vernon Street properties are located at 54, 58, and 80-82 Mount Vernon
Street in East Somerville, close to the Charlestown/ Boston line. The attractive 3-
story brick row houses contain a total of 23 one-bedroom units, all assisted with

Section 8 project-based subsidies. The properties were redeveloped in the mid-1980’s
under a “Neighborhood Strategy Area” program which targeted Section 8 subsidies to
developers in marginal neighborhoods in order to stimulate private investment. 

Twenty years later, substantial private investment has indeed occurred and has
changed the character of the neighborhood. Many single family homes have been
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renovated and sold to higher income owner-occupants. Small rental properties on
Mount Vernon Street are converting to condominiums at a rapidly escalating rate,
with units comparable to 54-58-80 selling for more than $300,000 per unit. 

Similar market trends are occurring throughout the City of Somerville. In 2004,
conversion permits were issued for 442 units, up from 259 units in 2003. During the
first 3 months of 2005 alone, conversion permits were issued for 125 units. Few
current residents can afford to buy their units after conversion. In 2004, the median
condominium sales price in Somerville was $325,000, requiring a family income of
close to $100,000 to purchase the unit.

Against this background, when the owner filed a notice indicating that the Section 8
contracts might not be renewed upon their expiration (in 7/05, 11/05, and 11/06,
respectively), the tenants were justifiably concerned. Many residents, including
elderly households who have lived in their apartments for more than a decade, fear
that they will be displaced from the property, the neighborhood, and potentially from
the City, given the dwindling supply of affordable rental housing. Their Section 8
Enhanced Vouchers cannot be used in the property if it is converted to condomini-
ums, or elsewhere in the neighborhood/City if rental housing cannot be found within
the Somerville Housing Authority’s regular voucher payment standard.

The City is working closely with the tenants and with local advocacy groups to
preserve the Mount Vernon Street properties as affordable housing for current and
future low income residents. The Somerville Community Corporation (SCC), which
recently completed the successful acquisition and preservation of 110 Walnut Street-a
similar at-risk property with an expiring subsidy contract and a threatened owner
opt-out-is exploring the feasibility of a purchase. 

At 110 Walnut Street, the Commonwealth invested $600,000 in CIPF gap financing
($50,000 per unit) to permanently preserve 12 units of existing subsidized housing.
This commitment leveraged a total of $4.3 million in private and public funding-
including $610,000 in City funds, $945,000 in new mortgage financing, and $4.3
million in federal project-based Section 8 subsidies (present valued over 20 years).
More than $40,000 per unit of rehabilitation was accomplished. The total development
cost was $180,000 per unit-compared to a cost of more than $300,000 to build new
affordable housing in Somerville today. 

The residents and the City are hopeful that this successful model can be replicated at
the Mount Vernon Street properties.
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M O U N T  V E R N O N  S T R E E T  P R O P E R T I E S ,  S O M E R V I L L E :  R E S I D E N T  P R O F I L E

Resident: Agnes Lopilato

Age: 73 

Tenancy: 25 years

Agnes Lopilato has been living on Mount
Vernon Street for 25 years.  She was
born and raised in Somerville.  This

apartment has become the home she has
settled into, and she has no desire to ever
leave.  Agnes has put a lot of her own
blood, sweat and tears into her home.  She
has added carpeting, fixed walls, added
shelves, and painted parts of the apartment.

For the past 18 years, Agnes has taken care of a disabled friend whom she arranged to
have live with her in the apartment. Her disabled brother lives in the neighboring
building.  She explains that all of her neighbors take care of each other- from feeding
each other’s birds, to helping out in an emergency. “There’s always help when you
need it,” she says. 

“Having to leave this place would be really hard on everyone.” As Agnes explains,
“We’ve had our ups and downs, but we are happy living in these units, and feel really
settled here.  The last thing we want to do is move. Even just thinking about the
unknown future is really stressful.  Some of us are getting up in age, and it’s not easy
to move.”

Agnes lists all the reasons she likes living on Mount Vernon Street: she likes her
neighbors, some of whom she’s now known for over 15 years, as well as her own rela-
tives; it’s quiet; she feels safe; she can get anywhere she needs to go by public
transportation; the buses stop right in front of the building.  Agnes noted many other
residents who don’t have cars and rely on the proximity to public transportation,
including a gentleman who is sight-impaired and others who are physically disabled.
“What would happen to them if they had to move?  And if they do find other places
to live,” she adds, “what happens to their personal networks?  There’s no guarantee
it’ll be the same in other places.  Not to mention, there’s just not enough affordable
housing for everyone; why take these units away?”
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E A S T  C A N T O N  S T R E E T
A P A R T M E N T S ,  B O S T O N :
D E V E L O P M E N T  P R O F I L E

East Canton Street Apartments is an
80-unit multifamily development
located in the South End neighbor-

hood of Boston.  The project was
substantially rehabilitated in the early
1980s by a private developer, utilizing
HUD Section 221(d)4 mortgage insur-
ance and Section 8 project-based
assistance for 100% of the units. The
project also received the benefit of a
Chapter 121A tax contract which
restricted its use to low and moderate
income housing for the term of the
Section 8 subsidy.  

The South End neighborhood has expe-
rienced a significant renaissance in
recent years, with a substantial portion

of its housing stock converted to condominiums or luxury rental housing. Currently
there is enormous market pressure to convert affordable units to market-rate housing.
The low income and elderly residents of East Canton Street would face displacement
from the neighborhood if existing affordability restrictions and subsidies are terminated. 

In April 2003, the project’s 20-year Section 8 contract expired and was not renewed by
the owner.  Although the owner failed to provide notice of the opt-out to HUD, the
City, and tenants as required by federal law, HUD has terminated all Section 8
payments to the property because the owner is in default under the HUD Regulatory
Agreement. Mortgage payments are not being made, and physical conditions have
significantly deteriorated-although the project remains fully occupied due to the
scarcity of alternative housing opportunities. 

HUD has threatened to foreclose on the property, which could result in a sale to the
highest bidder without long-term use restrictions or rental subsidy commitments.
Foreclosure could also jeopardize the existing Chapter 121A use restrictions. At the
same time, foreclosure could present an opportunity for the City and a non-profit
developer to acquire and rehabilitate the housing and lock-in permanent affordability.
However, given the property’s high rehab costs (at least $40,000 per unit) and HUD’s
requirement that the property must be sold for its fair market value, a preservation
transaction can only be accomplished with substantial financial resources from both
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the City and the state-including the type of gap financing that has traditionally been
provided by the CIPF and HSF programs. 

East Canton Street residents are working diligently with the City and HUD to facili-
tate a preservation outcome for the property. Many of the tenants have lived at the
property for more than 20 years. Given the high cost of building new affordable hous-
ing today, the City of Boston considers the preservation of these existing subsidized
units to be a critical priority.

E A S T  C A N T O N  S T R E E T  A P A R T M E N T S ,  B O S T O N : R E S I D E N T  P R O F I L E
Resident: Elizabeth Costa

Age: 81

Tenancy: 20+ years

Elizabeth “Liz” Costa, 81, has lived her whole
life in Boston’s South End. Born in the New
York Streets neighborhood, she was

displaced by Boston’s earliest “urban renewal”
program to nearby East Canton Street
Apartments, an historic 80 unit building until
recently subsidized by HUD. “I’ve been on this
street for 62 years,” she says. “I’m a South End
girl, and like living here because of the different
nationalities, the kids and the grownups.
Because I’m alone, it’s nice to have people
around. It’s also close to the hospital, which I
need a lot of care from.” 

Liz raised two sons and helped raise two granddaughters who live with her daugh-
ter-in-law, who teaches at the nearby Cathedral Grammar School. Liz’s family helped
save the complex as affordable housing from city tax foreclosure in the 1980’s.

Now, Liz has helped reorganize the East Canton Street Preservation Association
(ECSPA) to challenge a delinquent owner and HUD to restore their lapsed Section 8
contract, which expired without notice to residents in April 2003—the only instance
where this has occurred in the country. “We want to keep it affordable for families and
the elderly who can’t afford the high rent,” she says. “There’s not too much that’s
affordable in the South End any more.” With support from the Mass Alliance of HUD
Tenants, CEDAC and the City of Boston, the Association has filed suit to block the
building’s transfer to less desirable new owners, and are working to transfer the
building to a city-selected nonprofit group with renewed subsidies from HUD.
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R I V E R V I E W  C O M M O N S ,  A N D O V E R :  D E V E L O P M E N T  P R O F I L E

Riverview Commons is a 220-unit multifamily rental complex in Andover, devel-
oped in 1989 under the Low Income Housing Tax Credit program with a
Comprehensive Permit issued by the Town. The development consists of 3 six-

story buildings on a wooded and attractively landscaped site with a pool, clubhouse,
and other community facilities. Both the tax credit and the Comprehensive Permit
restrictions, which have required a set-aside of 55 affordable units (25%), expire on a
unit-by-unit basis starting February 1, 2005.

The affordable units, which include 11 1BR, 35 2BR and 9 3BR apartments, are scattered
throughout the site. All of the affordable units are occupied by Section 8 voucher-
holders, including 30 households with Andover Housing Authority (AHA) vouchers
who constitute almost one-quarter of AHA’s voucher households. These units—
especially the 3BR family units—represent a critical housing resource in the Town of
Andover, where the median assessed value of a single family home today is $522,000. 

The Town is working diligently to develop strategies to preserve the 55 affordable
units. A recent appraisal indicates that the highest and best use of the property would
be as market-rate condominiums. At Brookside Estates, another expiring tax credit
development that recently converted to condominiums, the Town succeeded in
preserving the existing 42 tax credit units as affordable rental and homeownership
units because the developer had an extended affordability obligation to a public
lender. Under the Comprehensive Permit, the developer also had to secure the Town’s
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permission to convert to condos while the public financing remained in place. Neither
of these conditions is applicable to Riverview Commons. 

Another major concern for the Town is the impact of conversion on Andover’s ability
to meet its affordable housing obligations under Chapter 40B. At Brookside, despite
the preservation of 42 affordable units, the Town lost 126 units from the conversion
which had previously counted towards the 10% affordability requirement under 40B.
(Under DHCD rules, all rental units count towards the 10% threshold, but in an
ownership development only the affordable units count.) A condo conversion at
Riverview would reduce the Town’s affordable housing inventory by another 220
rental units, which constitute almost 17% of the affordable housing inventory. This
would put the Town below the 10% threshold, allowing developers to appeal deci-
sions of the local Zoning Board of Appeals. 

The Town is seeking to preserve at least the 55 units as affordable rental housing in
perpetuity, either under existing or new ownership. This effort will require financial
support from both the Town and the Commonwealth, including gap financing from
sources such as CIPF and/or HSF. Without this funding, the 55 affordable units will
almost certainly be lost, along with one of the Town’s key resources for preserving
economic and racial diversity.

R I V E R V I E W  C O M M O N S ,  A N D O V E R :
R E S I D E N T  P R O F I L E

Resident: Naysi Ortega

Age: 45

Tenancy: 5 years

Naysi Ortega moved to Riverview Commons
five years ago with her three school age chil-
dren, who are now 18, 13, and 10.  She was

born and grew up in the Dominican Republic
and Puerto Rico. She first came to the United
States in 1986 and has been working as a home
health aide.

What Naysi likes best about Riverview
Commons is that it provides her children with access to a good education in the
Andover Public Schools.  She also appreciates her three bedroom apartment, which is
affordable with her Section 8 voucher. She says that it would be very difficult if she
and her children could no longer live at Riverview, since there are few affordable
options in Andover for a single-parent family of four. 
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