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8

 The city of Medford faces a severe housing affordability crisis fueled by limited 
developable land, high property values, and an aging housing stock.  As housing costs continue 
to surpass household income, increasing segments of the Medford population have been forced to 
pay disproportionate ratios of their incomes towards housing or to leave the community altogether. 
With nearly half (40%) of Medford's residents earning below 80% of the Boston Metropolitan 
Area's median income of $82,600 for a family of four (Strategic Plan 2005) the demand for 
affordable housing is strong, and certainly not falling upon deaf ears among city officials.  But 
with financial and technical resources scarce, and physical obstacles numerous, the task of 
launching a successful affordable housing development program in Medford is both challenging 
and complex.  The Tufts Field Projects team presents this report as a means of providing valuable 
property and developer analyses to assist the city of Medford in meeting its outstanding affordable 
housing goals and needs.  

ABSTRACT
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

 The city of Medford faces a housing 
crisis characterized by surging costs, trailing 
household incomes, and a lack of opportunities 
to increase housing supply to meet its 
demand.  Like many older cities in New 
England, Medford has found itself nearly built 
to capacity and left with a limited selection of 
developable land, high property values, and 
an aging housing stock (Affordable Housing 
Plan 2006).  Over the past decade, increasing 
segments of the Medford population, including 
lifelong residents and vital professionals such 
as teachers and police, have been forced to 
pay disproportionate ratios of their incomes 
towards housing or to leave the community 
altogether.  Even the Mayor’s own children 
can no longer afford to live in the community 
(McGlynn, Personal Communication, April 
22, 2008).  But with financial and technical 
resources scarce, and physical obstacles 
numerous, the task of launching a successful 
affordable housing development program in 
Medford is both challenging and complex.  
The Tufts Field Projects team presents this 
report as a means of providing valuable 
property and developer analyses to assist the 

city of Medford in meeting its outstanding 
affordable housing goals and needs.  
 As the demand for affordable housing 
soars and the city’s awareness of the crisis 
deepens, non-profit organizations have begun 
to express interest in developing affordable 
housing in Medford.  The fact that over 
5,000 additional affordable units or subsidies 
are currently required to meet the city’s 
housing demand (Affordable Housing Plan 
2006) poses a clear message to developers 
that their work is in need. However, these 
organizations continually face difficulty 
evaluating development opportunities due 
to a lack of data on parcel location, size, and 
acquisition features.  This report sets out to fill 
some of these data gaps, thus clearing a path 
for both non-profit developers and the city to 
move forward with property acquisition and 
affordable housing development.  
 The city has committed itself to a goal 
of creating 40 units of affordable housing 
during the years 2005-2010, in addition to 
the 1,611 which currently exist (Affordable 
Housing Plan 2006).  The Tufts Field Projects 
team presents this report as a means of 

Executive Summary
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  profit developers to execute an organized   
  strategy for scattered-site development of     
  affordable housing throughout the city

 Digitize tax parcels boundaries and link to  • 
  current Assessor’s Database

 Develop a database of condemned and tax- • 
  title properties

 Increase inter-departmental communication  • 
  among city staff

Program Recommendations:
 Focus affordable housing development      • 

    efforts towards the Medford Square area as   
  guided by the Medford Square Master Plan

 Use land owned by the public sector for       • 
  affordable housing development

 Identify fiscal mechanisms to create a         • 
  continuing source of revenue to produce       
  affordable housing

 Explore adaptive reuse of existing building  • 
  stock

 Conduct a gentrification study surrounding  • 
  the proposed green line extension

 Monitor for affordability compliance • 

identifying specific properties and property 
types that, through a prescribed course of action 
on behalf of the city and a non-profit developer, 
could support the development of enough units 
to both meet and exceed this goal.  

General Recommendations:
 Each section of this report includes a 
number of recommendations targeting specific 
sites and developers.  The report concludes 
with a series of recommendations for policies, 
organizational strategies and programs to 
address the broader affordable housing dilemma 
in Medford.  These recommendations can be 
summarized as follows, and are discussed in 
greater length in Chapter 4:

Policy Recommendations:
 Establish a city-wide inclusionary zoning   • 

  ordinance (IZO)
 Create affordable housing overlay zones• 
 Fast-track the approval process for affordable  • 

  housing applications

Organizational Strategy 
Recommendations:

 Build strong relationships with local non-  • 

Sophisticated Matchmaking
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PROJECT BACKGROUND

 The city of Medford faces significant 
challenges in developing affordable housing, 
largely due to lack of vacant, buildable land 
and high property values.  While many 
developers in the area are aware of Medford’s 
dire need to increase its affordable housing 
stock, they encounter difficulties in evaluating 
the opportunities for development because 
of the lack of data on parcel location, size, 
and proximity to amenities.  To address this 
problem, the city of Medford has asked the 
Tufts Field Projects team to identify sites 
in Medford that would be appropriate for 
affordable housing for either rent or purchase, 
based upon specific sets of criteria.  The project 
also includes specifying the type or types 
of housing project that each site is likely to 
accommodate and matching them with non-
profit development organizations. 
 In order to accomplish these tasks, 

the Field Projects team set out to identify 
characteristics which make a site ideal for 
affordable housing development.  This was 
accomplished through a combination of 
interviews with developers and independent 
research on the subject.  The team then 
collected data on Medford parcels which 
offer these characteristics, and conducted a 
thorough analysis of priority sites in order to 
evaluate their potential for affordable housing 
development.  Project deliverables include 
a report highlighting potential sites and 
recommendations for developers, as well as 
a series of maps which depict potential sites 
for affordable housing creation throughout the 
city.  Upon completion of the project, the team 
will present this report and its maps to key 
stakeholders, including the city’s Affordable 
Housing Task Force, area non-profit housing 
developers, and various city officials.  

Project Background
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hand-drawn tax maps were spatially referenced 
using aerial photography and roads data 
produced by the state GIS clearinghouse, 
MassGIS.  A tabular assessor’s database 
provided properties’ street addresses.  
Limitations: 
A. The hand-drawn maps are extremely dated, 
and do not capture property subdivisions 
and mergers that have occurred since their 
publishing date.
B. The spreadsheet is full of null values: 
approximately 2,000 properties are missing 
values for ownership, address, lot size, or land/
building value.
C. For cases in which multiple parcels are in 
common ownership, the assessor’s database 
table sometimes “lumps” data values for fields 
such as lot size or land value.

2. Point data address geocoding: To present 
a view of candidate properties outside of the 
zoning districts listed in Section 2.1, a GIS 
process known as address geocoding was 
used to create points representing properties 
for which tax parcels could not be digitized.  
Source data generally consisted of spreadsheet 

The following strategies were employed by the 
Field Projects team to acquire and process 
parcel data necessary for preparing the map 
component of this project:

1.  Digital tax parcel creation: Medford 
does not have tax parcel data available in 
Geographic Information Systems (GIS) format.  
The Field Project team prioritized creation of 
GIS data representing tax parcel boundaries, 
recognizing the potential value of visualization 
and spatial analysis to our client and other 
end-users of this report.  Time constraints 
required a triage strategy, as the labor required 
to digitize all 17,000 of the city’s tax parcels 
was not feasible.  In order to provide the most 
effective spatial data, the team chose to digitize 
properties located in Medford zoning districts 
that currently allow the greatest flexibility in 
multi-family uses.  These districts are:

 Apartment 1• 
 Apartment 2• 
 Apartment 3• 

 Source data for this development 
process was provided by the Medford 
Assessor’s Department.  Scanned versions of 

METHODOLOGY
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data collected from interviewees, downloaded 
from state agencies, or compiled from other 
sources by team members.  The data outputs 
consisted of points representing sites with 
characteristics deemed relevant to development 
or operation of affordable housing.  Examples 
include:

 Homes under foreclosure proceedings• 
 Properties owned by the city of Medford• 
 Multifamily homes for sale at the time of  • 

  report publication
Limitation:  Output point locations are 
approximate, due to varying quality in the US 
Census street data used to code the addresses.

The following strategies were employed by 
the Tufts Field Projects team to compile site-
specific criteria to be matched with potential 
properties for affordable housing development:

1.  Identify local developers, both non-
profit and for-profit, who may show or who 
have already shown interest in developing 
affordable housing in Medford: From an 
initial meeting with Medford city staff, the 
Tufts Field Projects team selected prospective 
non-profit and for-profit developers that 
expressed interest or displayed potential for 
creating affordable housing in Medford.  

2.  Developer interviews: The Tufts Field 
Projects team conducted a series of interviews 
with developers to determine: a) the types of 
properties that are of interest to them, and b) 
their current level of capacity for developing a 
new project in Medford.  The City of Medford 
Affordable Housing Report 2006 was also 
consulted to consider criteria which matched 
the city’s goals for future affordable housing 
development.

3.  Tour the neighborhoods and potential 
sites for affordable housing development or 
conversion in Medford: Guided by city staff 

from the Building Department, The Tufts Field 
Projects team underwent an on-the-ground tour 
to become familiar with specific properties 
and neighborhoods which offered potential 
for affordable housing development.  From 
this tour, properties were pursued which met 
various criteria provided by developers. These 
sites were subsequently visited independently 
by the Field Projects team.

4.  Synthesize data from interviews and tour: 
This data was used to create a criteria checklist 
to be applied to potential sites (see Chapter 
2) reflecting the needs and capacities of the 
identified non-profit organizations, a for-profit 
developer, and a public housing agency.

5.  Utilize a broad spectrum of search 
engines and databases: These sources, 
including The Warren Group, real estate 
clearinghouses (such as Hammond Real 
Estate1 and Loopnet Online Commercial Real 
Estate2), Medford Assessors Database, Southern 
Middlesex Registry of Deeds, and city Building 
Records, were used to derive data regarding 
specific sites and types of properties appropriate 
for affordable housing development. 

The following strategies were employed by the 
Field Projects team to estimate the size and 
type of development each potential parcel is 
likely to accommodate: 

1.  Determine maximum allowable units 
for each parcel:  Based on the lot size of 
each parcel, the Tufts Field Projects team first 
determined the approximate number of units the 
property could support.  The city of Medford 
controls density through a provision that 
requires a minimum lot area per dwelling unit.  

1  Hammond Real Estate is a residential real estate office offering 
online searches of properties specific to the Boston area, see www.
Hammondre.com
2  Loopnet is a popular online search site for commercial real estate, see 
www.Loopnet.com

Methodology
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The maximum number of units the parcel can 
support had to be adjusted to make sure the 
proposed development met Medford’s required 
minimum lot area per dwelling unit.  For 
instance, a development targeted to low-income 
families (1,200 square feet/unit) would be 
required to have fewer number of units to meet 
this minimum lot area requirement.  After the 
maximum number of units was adjusted, this 
number was multiplied by the number of square 
feet per unit to determine the total square feet 
of the proposed development project.   
 
3.  Estimating development costs:  The total 
project square footage determined above 
was required to approximate the cost of each 
development project.  Based on information 
gathered through interviews with non-profit 
developers and independent research on the 
subject, it was determined that a conservative 
average for the hard3 costs of development 
is $185 per square foot.  For each potential 
site, the total construction cost was estimated 
based on this average.  In some cases, average 
cost per square foot was adjusted according 
to potential challenges to development, 
such as risk of environmental contamination 
or extensive renovation requirements.  An 
additional 25% was added on top of the 
construction costs for each potential project to 
represent the soft4 costs of development (For 
a detailed analysis of each priority site, please 
see Appendix D).
Limitations: 
A.  These estimates may not reflect all of the 
factors associated with each site.
B.  It is difficult to speculate the total 
development size and cost without thorough 
inspection and testing of the site. 

3  Hard costs include the cost of construction, rehabilitation, reconstruc-
tion, or conversion (HUD 2008)
4  Soft costs include financing fees and other finance related costs; 
title binders and insurance; legal and accounting fees; environmental 
reviews; appraisals; architectural, engineering, and related professional 
services; builders and developers fees; and other non-construction costs 
related to development (HUD 2008).

According to the Medford zoning ordinances, 
the first and second dwelling units of multiple 
dwelling residential developments must have 
a total area of at least 4,500 square feet.  For 
each additional unit on the first three floors, 
a minimum of 1,000 square feet per unit is 
required (City of Medford, Zoning Ordinances, 
2001).  Based on these requirements, the 
Field Project team was able to determine the 
maximum number of allowable units for each 
parcel.
   
2.  Determining the type of development 
and project square footage:  The next step of 
the process was to determine the approximate 
square footage of each unit for a project, based 
on the interests and capacities of the potential 
developer matches for each site.  According to 
Medford building code, projects must meet a 
minimum requirement of 728 square feet per 
unit (City of Medford, Zoning Ordinances, 
2001).  Additionally, the Tufts Field Projects 
team researched a number of recent affordable 
housing development projects in Medford 
and the surrounding area, including Boston, 
Cambridge, and Somerville, to determine the 
average unit size.  Although unit sizes for each 
project tended to vary widely, the average 
square footage per unit was approximately 
1,100 square feet.  Based on Medford’s 
minimum square footage standards and the 
average unit size of recent development 
projects, the Tufts Field Projects team created 
a basic scale that would allow us to better 
approximate the unit size for each proposed 
development project.  The estimates include:

 800 square feet per unit for SROs or studio  • 
  projects

 1,000 square feet per unit for average           • 
  development projects

 1,200 square feet per unit for projects         • 
  specifically targeted to families

Sophisticated Matchmaking
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INTRODUCTION

1.1  Welcome to Medford
 The city of Medford, like most of 
the nation today, faces a severe housing 
affordability crisis.  Household incomes have 
failed to keep pace with surging (until recently) 
rents and home sale prices, and foreclosures 
have swept their way into reality.  Further, the 
city, which prides itself on offering ample open 
space and relatively low-density development 
(Catallo, Personal Communication, February 4, 
2008), has found itself nearly built to capacity 
and left with a limited supply of developable 
land, high property values, and an aging 
housing stock.  Over the past decade, increasing 
segments of the Medford population, including 
lifelong residents and vital professionals such 
as teachers and police, have been forced to pay 
disproportionate ratios of their incomes towards 
housing or to leave the community altogether.  
With nearly half (40%) of Medford’s residents 
earning below 80% of the Boston Metropolitan 
Area’s median income of $82,600 for a family 
of four (Strategic Plan 2005) the demand for 
affordable housing is strong, and certainly not 
falling upon deaf ears among city officials.  
But with financial and technical resources 

scarce, and physical obstacles numerous, 
the task of launching a successful affordable 
housing development program in Medford 
is both challenging and complex.  The Tufts 
Field Projects team presents this report as a 
means of providing valuable property and 
developer analyses to assist the city of Medford 
in meeting its outstanding affordable housing 
goals and needs.

1.2  Housing in Medford
Unless otherwise noted, all data has been drawn 
from the 2006 City of Medford Affordable Housing 
Plan, which relies heavily on data from the 2000 
census.
 Founded in 1630, the city of Medford 
lies 5 miles to the northwest of Boston on the 
Mystic River and is home to approximately 
54,145 people.  Many distinct neighborhoods, 
housing strong identities for residents, comprise 
the 8.6 square miles of the city, including: 
    

 West Medford (Brooks Estates)• 
 North Medford (a.k.a. The Heights, North, or  • 

  Fulton Heights)
 Wellington (a.k.a. East Medford)• 

Introduction
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 According to the Massachusetts State 
Department of Housing and Community 
Development, Medford now has 1,611 
affordable units, or 7.1% of its housing stock.  
Unfortunately, a total of 5,350 additional unit 
subsidies would be required for all of its low 
to moderate-income households to see their 
housing needs met.  The wait list for public 
housing and Section 8 funding1  through 
the Medford Housing Authority has already 
exceeded 2,379 Medford households and many 
of the city’s affordable units are threatened to 
expire under contract in the next decade (most 
notably, the 372 affordable units at Mystic 
Valley Towers and 199 units at Riverside 
Towers).  This report is an attempt to guide the 
city of Medford in the direction of both general 
property types and specific sites that can be 
pursued towards alleviating its current and 
potentially increasing loss of affordable housing 
stock.  But first, a few points are important to 
consider about the general housing climate in 
Medford: 

 Housing costs are out of reach for a             • 
 significant portion of Medford residents.  One  
 third of households earn less than $35,000   
 annually and can afford monthly rents of no  
 more than $875.  Unfortunately, most of the  
1  Section 8 is a nation housing voucher program to provide low 
income families and individuals with financial assistance (in the form of 
vouchers) towards housing costs.  Funds originate from the federal gov-
ernment are dispersed by local housing agencies, such as the Medford 
Housing Authority to provide rental and mortgage payment assistance 
to low and very low income households. 

 Station Landing (a.k.a. New Boston)• 
 Medford Square • 
 South Medford• 
 Hillside (Tufts)• 
 Lawrence Estates (a.k.a. the L.E.)• 

 The racial make-up of these 
communities is mostly white (85.45%), with 
particularly strong Italian and Irish American 
heritages.  However, there is a historic 
population of African American residents dating 
back to the civil war, and increasingly diverse 
populations of Latino/a, Asian and Pacific 
Islander residents scattered throughout small 
neighborhoods.  All of these neighborhoods are 
home to some portion of very-low to moderate 
income earners, with 7,050 out of the city’s 
22,085 households,  over 31%, currently facing 
one or more of the following housing problems 
defined by the U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD) : (1) they are 
spending more than 30% of their income on 
housing; (2) they are living in overcrowded 
conditions (more than one person/room); or 
(3) they are occupying a unit with insufficient 
facilities or physical defects (i.e., lacking 
complete bathroom or kitchen, or violating 
health codes). 
 Figure 1 below and 2 above provide a 
breakdown of Medford’s household incomes, 
with figure 2 showing housing needs relative to 
household income category.

Sophisticated Matchmaking
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 city’s most basic two-bedroom units now   
 lease for $1,200 per month or more.

 Even in better scenarios, the average income- • 
  earning family of 4 – at $56,644 a year – can  
  afford around $1,400 a month on housing,  
  which is no match for the average sales price  
  in Medford of around $380,000, requiring at  
  least $2,100 per month to own.

 Homeownership is becoming less and less     • 
    attainable to Medford residents, as     
    well.  40% of Medford residents earn less   
  than $50,000 per year-- a far cry below the  
  $85,000 annual income needed to purchase   
    the averaged priced home of $380,000   
  (assuming 20% down payment and little pre- 
  existing debt).

 To afford a home of median price in   • 
  Medford, households here must earn 133%  
  of the median household income for the 
    Boston Metropolitan Statistical Area          
    ($109,858), or pay more than 33% of   
    their income on housing (Hueghdorfer and 
Bluestone, 2006) .

Figure 3 below illustrates the alarming gap 
between residents’ housing cost capacities and 
required housing costs.
 Of course, these conditions are not 
limited to Medford, or to the Boston area.  Over 
half of Boston’s residents are paying more 
than 30% of their income on housing costs, 
and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts has 
declared housing as the number one economic 
development challenge across the state.  
However, some of the obstacles to providing 
affordable housing here are unique to Medford.  
We will explore them in the following section.

1.3 Challenges and Potential Barriers 
to Affordable Housing Development in 
Medford
 As noted above, the primary barrier 
to affordable housing in Medford is its 
limited supply of land coupled with high 
prices for vacant land.  Whereas surrounding 
communities such as East Boston and Roxbury 
face similar shortages of vacant land, property 
costs in these communities are lower than 
those in Medford, allowing non-profit housing 
developers to more feasibly acquire land for 
affordable housing development (Grecco, 

Introduction

Source: Compiled by the Tufts Field Projects team using information from  the City of Medford Affordable Housing Plan 2006
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Preserve Housing Through Rehabilitation: 
With 71% of its housing units built before 
1950, it is essential for Medford to improve the 
energy efficiency of its homes and reduce the 
danger of lead-based paint.

Minimize the Loss of Affordable Housing in 
Expiring-Use Properties: With at least 600 
affordable units currently at risk for market-rate 
conversion (all of these located at the Mystic 
Valley and Riverside Towers), Medford will 
seek HUD incentives to extend the contracts to 
prevent expiring use or negotiate for enhanced 
Section 8 vouchers to maintain affordability.

Increase the Supply of Affordable Housing 
Units to Low and Moderate Income 
Households: Acknowledging that low and 
moderate income people are often hardest 
hit by increased housing prices because they 
do not qualify for housing subsidies, the city 
proposes production as a solution to creating 
more affordable housing units.  The report 
specifies a committed goal of creating 40 units 
of affordable housing before 2010.

Expand First-Time Homebuyer Housing 
Options: Acknowledging the severe 
affordability gap between low and moderate 
income households’ incomes and availability of 
homes and condominiums for sale, Medford is 
committed to assisting two households per year 
through a first-time homebuyer program.

Increase Local Capacity for Affordable 
Housing Development: Lacking both staff and 
funding resources, Medford aims to maintain 
a Housing Development Specialist and to 
establish a Municipal Affordable Housing Trust 
Fund.
 In the meantime, local political support 
for affordable housing remains strong and 
has resulted in several efforts to alleviate the 
city’s housing burden, including the successful 

Personal Communication, February 15, 2008).  
Population density within Medford’s 8.6 
square-mile area is about 6,850 persons per 
square mile and most of its clearly identifiable 
open parcels were developed during the 
housing boom of the late 1990s and early 
2000s.   Under current zoning regulation, 
Medford has just 137 developable acres of 
land, which offer habitation for a maximum 
of only 1,452 additional residents.  Many 
of those developable lots are deceivingly 
vacant, marred by soil contamination and the 
remnants of abandoned railroad infrastructure, 
further complicating the feasibility of building 
affordable housing there.
 The city offers few large lots, which 
would allow developers to save money on 
bulk material orders for bigger subdivisions. 
Those lots that do exist are under high demand 
for commercial or market-rate development.  
Thus, scattered-sites throughout the city emerge 
as the most likely potentials for affordable 
housing development.  While such projects 
can add significantly to development costs and 
financial complexity, they can be aided through 
strong working partnerships between the city 
and for-profit or non-profit developers which 
effectively target these sites.  Throughout the 
course of this project, the Field Projects team 
has conducted broad-based research that aims 
to lay the foundation for such partnerships here 
in Medford.

1.4 Medford’s Demonstrated 
Commitment to Affordable Housing
 Though the task is daunting, the city 
of Medford has communicated an honest 
commitment towards alleviating its housing 
crisis by initiating a number of programs and 
strategies aimed at meeting the full range of 
housing needs for its residents.  The officially 
adopted 2006 City of Medford Affordable 
Housing Plan outlines clear goals for the city to 
pursue, including:

Sophisticated Matchmaking
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surplus school conversion program, required 
affordable unit set-asides for receiving a 
variance or special permit, and the drafting 
of an inclusionary zoning ordinance (IZO).  
Mayor Michael J. McGlynn and the city’s 
Building Reuse Committee led efforts in 2003 
to redevelop six of Medford’s 10 surplus school 
buildings into housing (both condominium and 
rental units), each of which was required to 
produce 13% to 25% of its units as permanently 
affordable to households earning at or below 
80% of AMI for the Great Boston area ($59,550 
for a family of three).  Allowing the municipal 
government to create 14 affordable units 
on surplus school sites, Medford’s school 
conversion program provides a positive case 
for how affordability requirements could 
eventually be implemented city-wide through 
an inclusionary zoning ordinance, which is 
currently under internal review.  Appendix A 
will discuss the IZO in greater detail.  
 The city of Medford has also begun 
to address its housing crisis by hiring an 
affordable housing specialist to oversee 
implementation of the Affordable Housing 
Plan and manage the recently created 
Affordable Housing Task Force.  Approved by 
Mayor McGlynn in 2007, this eight-member 
committee convenes to raise public awareness 
of the housing crunch, promote policies to 
make housing more affordable, and identify 
potential sites for development.  Furthermore, 
the city has maintained a solid relationship with 
the Medford Housing Authority to secure funds 

Introduction

for public housing and recently rekindled its 
partnership with Medford Community Housing 
(MCH), a previously dormant community 
development corporation which rebuilt its 
board in 2006 with strong momentum to 
develop affordable housing in Medford.  
 As the demand for affordable housing 
soars and the city’s awareness of the crisis 
deepens, other non-profit organizations 
have begun to express interest in developing 
affordable housing in the city.  The fact 
that over 5,000 additional affordable units 
or subsidies are currently required to meet 
Medford’s housing demand poses a clear 
message to developers that their work is in 
need. However, these organizations continually 
face difficulty evaluating development 
opportunities due to a lack of data on parcel 
location, size, and acquisition features.  This 
report sets out to fill some of these data gaps, 
thus clearing a path for both non-profit 
developers and the city to move forward 
with property acquisition and affordable 
housing development.  
 The city has committed itself to a goal 
of creating 40 units of affordable housing 
during the years 2005-2010.  It is the intention 
of the Tufts Field Projects team to present 
this report as a means of identifying specific 
properties and property types that, through a 
prescribed course of action on behalf of the city 
and a non-profit developer, could support the 
development of enough units to both meet and 
exceed this goal. 
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are consistent with the goals and capacities of 
their organizations.  For instance, NOAH has 
expressed interest in mid-size development 
projects of 20-40 units, which are difficult if 
not impossible to construct in Medford because 
most of the underutilized or vacant land is 
limited to small, scattered sites throughout 
the city.  As articulated in the Medford 
Affordable Housing Plan, “With scattered-site 
development, developers lose the cost-saving 
efficiencies of larger subdivision development 
and face greater complexity in arranging 
financing and entitlements for affordable 
housing production (ii).”  The high costs and 
limited number of possible units associated 
with small site development have limited 
NOAH’s ability to locate sites in Medford 
(Giffee, Personal Communication, February 
12, 2008).  Assistance from the city will be 
necessary to support developers such as NOAH 
who are interested in projects of a larger scale.  
 This report aims to provide 
information that will enable the city to offer 
such assistance to both guide and partner 
with these affordable housing developers in 
their search for potential development sites.  
A detailed description of these developers, 
including their development goals and 
preferences is provided on the following pages.

 One of the primary goals of our research 
has been to identify developers willing and 
able to purchase properties for the purpose of 
developing affordable housing in Medford.  
Throughout the course of this project, our team 
has been in contact with a number of non-
profit organizations who, through a series of 
phone and in-person interviews have expressed 
interest in this goal, to varying degrees and 
capacities.  Our research reveals that the non-
profit, for-profit, and public agencies who are 
interested in affordable housing development in 
the city of Medford include:

 Housing Families• 
 Medford Community Housing (MCH)• 
 Medford Housing Authority • 
 Neighborhood of Affordable Housing   • 

  (NOAH) 
 Shelter Inc. (Heading Home) • 
 Tri-City Community Action Program (Tri-  • 

  CAP) 
 Walnut Hill Properties• 
 The Women’s Institute for Housing and      • 

  Economic Development (WIHED) 

Several of these developers have encountered 
difficulties through previous efforts to locate 
development opportunities in Medford which 

Chapter 1
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Medford Community 
Housing (MCH)
 MCH is a non-profit, community-
based volunteer organization created under the 
community development corporation model.  It 
is interested in promoting “the development, 
rehabilitation, and maintenance of affordable 
housing in Medford, with a special focus on 
housing for limited and moderate income 
people (MCH 2007).”  Although this 
organization has been inactive for several years, 
it has recently reorganized with the goal of 
identifying a suitable project and partner for an 
affordable rental housing development project 
during 2008.

among other potential nonprofit development 
partners.  In such a partnership, Housing 
Families would act as the service provider and 
property manager, while the real estate entity 
would serve as the property developer/owner.  
In an e-mail message to the authors on March 
30, 2008, Housing Families CEO Judy Perlman 
noted that her organization is also reaching 
out to for-profit developers who may possess 
unoccupied or underutilized properties due to 
current market uncertainties.   At this point, 
Housing Families remains open to opportunity 
and committed to increasing the affordable 
housing stock in the city of Medford.

Housing Families
Housing Families 
opened in 1986 as 
a sheltering agency 
for local Malden, 
Medford, and 
Everett families.  It 
now offers a range 
of other housing 
programs including 

permanent housing, transitional housing 
shelters (funded by the Commonwealth), 
housing assistance, and a stabilization program.  
The mission of Housing Families is to end 
homelessness in the communities they serve 
by providing safe, temporary shelter, creating 
affordable housing, and offering individualized 
supportive services to family members.  
Because it is primarily a service provider, 
Housing Families seeks to work with more 
experienced affordable housing developers.      
 Housing Families was originally 
interested in developing small development 
projects of six or more units, chiefly for 
the purpose of creating family shelters and 
permanent housing.  It currently operate 45 
affordable housing units, including a 19 unit 
development in Malden, two three-decker 
properties on the Fellsway West in Medford, 
and 19 apartments leased in several local 
communities, which house families with a 
disabled head of household.  Housing Families 
has recently encountered difficulty locating an 
appropriate property for its next development 
project in Medford.  
 After our initial interview with this 
organization, Housing Families decided to 
reconsider its development goals and shift gears 
towards the pursuit of mid-sized developments.  
It is currently looking to develop a site in 
Medford of at least 20 units with WIHED, 

Summary: Housing Families

6+ Units (Small Developments) or 20+ Units  • 
 (Mid-size Developments)

Properties close together• 
Partnership with WIHED or other • 

   organization
Welcoming neighborhood/political • 

   atmosphere
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would consider rehabilitating multi-family 
rental properties.

Medford Housing 
Authority
 Medford Housing Authority is a local 
public housing agency committed to providing 
decent, safe and affordable housing to low-
income individuals and families in Medford.  
Although its project capacity depends largely 
on the availability of appropriate sites in 
Medford and the amount of funding they can 
receive from project-based Section 8 funding, 
the MHA feels that it is capable of pursuing 
an affordable housing project at this time.  In 
a February 15 phone interview with John 
Grecco, the director of the MHA for the past 
32 years, we learned that MHA currently has 
the capacity to develop 40-50 affordable rental 
units, as long as Section 8 funding is available.  
Mr. Grecco expressed his frustration with the 
current instability of Section 8 funding, which 
is extremely vulnerable to sudden alterations by 
the current federal government.

 Early in the history of the organization, 
MCH was provided Community Development 
Block Grant Funds from the Medford Office 
of Community Development (OCD) to help 
cover the cost of staffing the organization. 
This funding initially helped MCH promote 
a number of initiatives aimed at increasing 
affordable housing opportunities for people 
with limited incomes. The city assistance not 
only provided a direct benefit but also helped 
to reinforce the city’s interest in addressing the 
housing crisis and in playing a role in finding 
solutions.
 In the early 1990s, MCH created 
two affordable single family homes on 82 
Circuit Road and 221 Arlington Street in 
Medford, each of which developed for the 
purpose of supporting first-time homebuyers.  
Currently, MCH is in interested in acquiring 
and developing a property at 100 Arlington 
Street, which will potentially be donated by 
the city of Medford.  MCH plans to develop 
a three bedroom modular home on the lot, 
and to conduct a lottery for determining the 
homeowner.  Qualified applicants for the lottery 
include first time homebuyers, with preference 
given to people living and working in Medford.  
 MCH has also hired a consultant 
from Somerville Community Corporation 
to help guide its development strategy.  One 
component of the consultant’s work is to 
provide an analysis of general development 
opportunities that would be appropriate for 
MCH and to gather pertinent data about current 
conditions in the city.  
 For its next project, MCH will likely 
select a small development of two to eight 
units, although they are open to developing 
mid-sized projects of up to 20 units as 
well.  MCH would like to create housing 
developments targeted to households earning 
less than 50% of area median income, and 

Summary: MCH

Small to mid-sized developments (2-20 units)• 
Target families earning less than 50% AMI• 
First project will likely include rehabbing a  • 

 2-3 family rental property

Summary: MHA

40-50 rental units• 
Section 8 Funding for Medford projects• 
Project-based funding for foreclosed • 

   properties

Chapter 1



24

Shelter, Inc.
      Shelter, Inc, or 
Shelter, is a homeless 
service provider that 
originated in Cambridge in 
1974.  Its mission is to end 
homelessness in the greater 
Boston area by providing housing and essential 
support services.  While Shelter has historically 
focused on homeless shelter operation in the 
Cambridge area, it has expanded its portfolio 

it has indicated that it would be interested in 
doing so as long as the project was feasible 
and it received sufficient support from the 
city.  NOAH is also interested in the possibility 
of creating mixed-use and transit-oriented 
developments.
 In order to fulfill its mission of 
addressing the need for affordable housing in 
communities in and around Boston, NOAH 
would like to focus on mid-size development 
projects of 20-40 units.  Due to a shortage of 
available land in Medford, there are only a few 
possibilities for development projects of this 
scale.  NOAH will have to focus its attention 
on the re-use of old industrial, commercial, or 
city building sites, or areas where there is a 
possibility of assembling a group of parcels for 
the purpose of development.  

Neighborhood of 
Affordable Housing 
(NOAH)

 The 
Neighborhood of 
Affordable Housing, 
or NOAH, is an 

East Boston based community development 
corporation that has acquired significant 
experience in affordable housing development 
over the last 20 years.   It is committed to 
“creating and preserving affordable housing 
opportunities and building safe and healthy 
neighborhoods for those most in need and 
others challenged by today’s housing market 
(NOAH 2006).”  NOAH has various programs 
that help serve low and moderate income 
people and families, including first-time 
homebuyer education and counseling programs, 
rental housing counseling, and a foreclosure 
prevention and mitigation program.  NOAH 
also “works with community members to 
improve the environment, enhance the quality 
of life, and develop the leadership skills of 
residents in East Boston and beyond” through 
its Community Building and Environment 
Department (NOAH 2006).
 NOAH addresses the need for safe 
and affordable housing by constructing new 
units or upgrading existing units for the 
purpose of affordable housing development.  
Its most recent projects include affordable 
condominiums in East Boston available to 
first-time homebuyers.  While most of NOAH’s 
properties are located in East Boston, the 
organization also works in targeted Boston 
suburban municipalities where there is a lack of 
affordable housing but a willingness in the area 
to achieve this goal.  Although NOAH has yet 
to pursue a development project in Medford, 

Summary: NOAH

20-40 units • 
Mixed income development• 
Requires city support• 
Smart growth/TOD opportunities• 
Re-use of old city or industrial buildings• 
Brownfield redevelopment• 
Group of parcels• 
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over the last several years to construct over 
100 units of affordable housing.  According to 
its website, Shelter focuses on “smaller home-
like settings” with individualized attention 
in the communities of Boston, Somerville, 
Cambridge, Malden, Medford, Everett and 
Quincy (Shelter, Inc. 2008).  Shelter maintains 
the greatest experience with scattered-site 
housing management, mainly renting multiple 
units from private landlords in which to house 
homeless individuals and families.  
 Shelter established its presence in 
Medford nearly 20 years ago with the opening 
of the Medford Family Life Education 
Center, which houses eight families at a 
time.  For future projects, Shelter would be 
most interested in developing small projects 
of two to 10 units for the purpose of housing 
individuals and families with incomes at or 
below one third of the AMI (Lorello, Personal 
Communication, February 2, 2008).  Shelter 
also expressed a preference towards sites 
with pre-existing apartment units in order to 
avoid the typically negative neighborhood 
response associated with the development of 
affordable housing for extremely low-income 
and homeless individuals (Lorello, Personal 
Communication, February 2, 2008).

Tri-City Community Action 
Program (Tri-CAP)
 Tri-City 
Community Action 
Program, Inc., or Tri-
CAP, serves the cities 
of Malden, Medford, 
and Everett, as well as, 
various surrounding 
communities.  It is a 
non-profit organization 
committed to providing 
assistance to people who make below 30% of 
area median income, and has developed 25 
units of transitional housing and single room 
occupancy (SROs) units in recent years.  While 
it has not developed any affordable units in the 
city of Medford, it has been active in Medford 
in other ways.  Tri-CAP is the largest provider of 
fuel assistance and other emergency assistance 
for Medford families and once directly provided 
a rehab and weatherization program through 
the Office of Community Development.  They 
currently still serve Medford residents with their 
weatherization program.
 Because other non-profit organizations 
such as Shelter, Inc and Housing Families 
are actively pursuing affordable housing 
development for family households, Tri-CAP 
has decided to direct its efforts towards the 
needs of low-income individuals (Bronder-
Giroux, Personal Communication, March 
25, 2008).  For future development projects 
in Medford, Tri-CAP would be interested in 
existing housing stock large enough for three 
or four unit studios or single room occupancy 
(SRO) developments of 10-15 units.  Because 
the permitting process can be time consuming 
and costly, Tri-CAP would prefer sites that do 
not require zoning variances.

Summary: Shelter, Inc.

Smaller and/or scattered site developments• 
Sites with pre-existing units• 
Projects that do not require a zoning variance• 
2-4 bedroom units for families• 
Efficiency units and SROs (single room • 

   occupancy units)
Units close to public transportation and   • 

 health care facilities

Chapter 1



26

Women’s Institute for 
Housing and Economic 
Development (WIHED)
 The Women’s Institute for 
Housing and Economic Development 
or, WIHED, is committed to creating 
affordable housing that supports low-
income individuals and families in 
the surrounding region.  Its mission 
is to build affordable housing that fosters 
economic security for low-income women 
and families, with a focus on the development 
of affordable housing in conjunction with 
support programs and community facilities.  
WIHED has built over 50 affordable housing 
projects across the region and has partnered 
with countless other organizations and groups 
in planning and developing affordable housing 
programs.  WIHED currently owns or has in 
development nearly 200 affordable housing 
units (WIHED 2008). 
WIHED is interested in developing medium 
scale projects in the city of Medford consisting 
of approximately 20 units.  It has expressed 
a keen interest in pursuing smart growth 
opportunities and developing affordable 
housing within walking distance of public 
transportation.  Focusing development around 
these “transit nodes” would allow WIHED to 
access funds from the Commercial Area Transit 
Node Housing Program.  This program, often 
referred to as CATNHP, is a state funded bond 

 In addition to affordable housing devel-
opment, Tri-CAP has indicated strong interest 
in pursuing strategies for the preservation of 
existing affordable units, i.e., HUD expiring-
use developments, or, as Executive Director 
Philip Bronder–Giroux explains, “units that we 
have which we cannot afford to lose.”  Thus, 
Tri-CAP is particularly interested in expiring-
use sites and other properties that are at risk of 
being converted from affordable to market rate 
units. For a complete discussion on expiring 
use properties, please see Chapter 3.

Walnut Hill Properties
 Owning 27 properties in Medford, 
Walnut Hill Properties is the development arm 
of Tufts University.  This for-profit developer 
would only be interested in developing 
affordable housing if there were a demonstrated 
need among Tufts faculty and staff.  It is not 
interested in partnering with a non-profit 
developer at this time, nor is it interested in 
affordable housing development not specifically 
related to Tufts University (Ketchen, Personal 
Communication, February 18, 2008).  However, 
the city has stated repeatedly throughout the 
goals of its 2006 Affordable Housing Plan 
a desire to approach Tufts for discussion of 
possible employee affordable housing.

Summary: Tri-CAP

Small to mid-size developments (3-15 units)• 
Expiring-use properties• 
Single residency occupancy (SRO) units - • 

   otherwise known as lodging houses or
   rooming houses

Summary: Walnut Hill Properties

Small to large-sized developments• 
Create housing to meet the needs of Tufts • 

   University

Sophisticated Matchmaking
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program available to municipalities, non-
profit and for-profit sponsors to support rental 
housing production or rehabilitation (for more 
information about CATNHP, please refer to 
Appendix B).
 To find a site in the city of Medford 
that can support 15- 20 units, WIHED would 
like to focus on large single-site development 
opportunities, such as old commercial or 
industrial spaces that could be developed for 
affordable housing, or to acquire a portfolio 
of multiple properties owned by a single 
individual or organization.  In either case, 
guidance and support from the city will greatly 
improve the opportunities for organizations 
such as WIHED who are interested in 
completing mid-size affordable housing 
development projects. 

Summary: WIHED
15-20 units• 
Single site mid-size development• 
Area bordering commercial sites• 
Commercial/Industrial re-use• 
Brownfield redevelopment• 
Smart growth/TOD opportunities• 
Adjacent properties• 
Vacant properties• 

Chapter 1

 The information gathered through 
telephone and in-person interviews with the 
affordable housing developers has led the Field 
Projects team to generate a list of characteristics 
which make affordable housing development 
attractive in Medford (see criteria checklist, 
page 29).  This checklist has helped guide our 
site selections and recommendations.  The 
following chapter will discuss these potential 
sites for affordable housing development in 
Medford. 

Source: NOAH, www.NOAHcdc.org
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amenities maps and street-level site photos 
are interspersed.  Sites are not listed in any 
particular order. While each of these sites offer 
challenges worthy of consideration, they also 
possess many benefits and amenities that have 
been proven to be attractive to the non-profit 
developers and social service agencies with 
which we have had contact.

 We have chosen five “Priority Sites” 
to receive in-depth analysis and discussion 
as potential sites for affordable housing 
development.  Two additional sites are listed 
as recommendations for further investigation, 
which we were unfortunately unable to 
complete during the course of this project.  
Sites were visited on February 13 with staff 
from the city of Medford, and subsequently by 
the Tufts Field Projects team independently.  
Synthesizing information collected through 
personal communication with developers, city 
officials, and housing experts, quantitative 
data available in tax records, and physical 
observations gathered from site visits, we 
have compiled the following criteria checklist 
(See Table 1) to evaluate the degree to which 
each site is ideal for affordable housing 
development.
 Each of these sites has been assigned 
one or more potential affordable housing 
developers as a “match”, according to 
developer interest and capacity as derived 
from our interviews and research.  For each 
priority site, vital real estate data are presented 
in table format.  Discussion and presentation 
of anecdotal evidence is also included, and 

Chapter 2
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housing development for several reasons.  
Neighborhood amenities are significant, with 
the FoodMaster grocery store and shopping 
center, excellent MBTA bus service on Salem 
Street (95, 101 and 325 routes) and easy access 
to arterial roadways (Route 28).  High-density 
residential zoning extends southwest along 
Salem Street from Haines Square.  In addition, 
Haines Square is an excellent candidate for 
large-scale revitalization.  Anecdotal evidence 
suggests that longtime residents hearken 
back to “the way it used to be,” when the 
neighborhood was a node of vitality, with 
housing and employment options available to a 
mixed-income demographic.
 The Cohen Property is clearly 
underutilized, and presents an excellent 
opportunity for Medford to promote re-use 
scenarios that can achieve multiple public 
goals, including affordable housing provision, 
expansion of the tax rolls, transit-oriented/
smart growth development and expansion of 
the job base.  Success will hinge on the city’s 
ability to either buy-out or co-opt the aggrieved 
landowner.   In order to resolve the standoff 
and realize the site’s use potential, a substantial 

 The Cohen Property is located at the 
corner of Salem Street and the Fellsway, in the 
Haines Square neighborhood.  It consists of two 
contiguous parcels owned by the same landlord.  
Its current configuration includes ground-floor 
retail and office space, with second and third 
floor apartments above.  Neighbors include the 
Medford Housing Authority’s 92-94 Fellsway 
apartment building, and the FoodMaster 
shopping center which is located directly across 
the street.  The Cohen property is located in a 
“Commercial” zoning district, which permits 
multi-family residential use as-of-right.
 This site was highlighted on our city 
tour due to its currently high level of vacancy.  
The 18 apartment units on the Cohen Property 
sit vacant because, until recently, sprinklers 
had not been installed as required by the city’s 
building code.  As a result, city officials had 
been unable to issue an occupancy permit.  Due 
to its code violations, the rental apartments 
have been boarded-up since 2005.  In addition 
to the vacant apartments, four of the property’s 
eight storefronts are currently vacant.
 The Haines Square neighborhood 
is an attractive location for affordable 

Priority Site # 1:  Cohen Property
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an update are already underway in the city’s 
Community Development Department.  
This would be a substantial departure from 
Medford’s current Consolidated Plan, which 
lumps all neighborhoods together under a single 
NRSA (Strategic Plan 2005). The city could 
also increase its commitment to revitalizing the 
Haines Square area by preparing a Master Plan 
similar to that of Medford Square. 
 Until recently, the owner of the Cohen 
Property had reportedly threatened to tear 
his buildings down rather than comply with 
the state’s building code requirements.  To 
encourage a cooperative solution to any future 
stalemates with this landlord, Medford could 

incentive for the owner to sell or reinvest must 
be provided.
 Our recommended course of action 
begins with designation of the Haines 
Square neighborhood as a priority site 
for reinvestment in official city planning 
documents such as the HUD Consolidated 
Plan.  A Neighborhood Revitalization Strategy 
Area (NRSA) designation for Haines Square 
would demonstrate the city’s commitment 
to new investors.  It would also enhance the 
city’s flexibility in using federal funds such 
as Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG) in the area.  The current Consolidated 
Plan will expire in 2010, and efforts to prepare 

Sophisticated Matchmaking
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consider enrolling in the state’s incentive 
program under Chapter 40R and adopt a 
zoning overlay district for the Haines Square 
neighborhood.  This program in effect provides 
municipal governments with density bonuses, 
offering cash payments based on the number 
of housing units that will be constructed.  With 
an infusion of revenue, the city could negotiate 
with the landlord and prepare a formal 
partnership by which public funds are used to 
redevelop the housing units in return for public 
benefits such as permanent affordability deed 
restrictions. 

Developer Match: Shelter, Inc., 
Housing Families
 The Field Project team believes that 
the Cohen property would be a possible site 
for Shelter, Inc., the non-profit organization 
which has already indicated its interest in 
developing affordable units with two to four 
bedrooms in pre-existing structures such as 
this property.  The Cohen property would also 
provide an opportunity for Shelter to utilize 
the currently vacant storefronts owned under 
the property as locations for social-support 
services.  Challenges for Shelter to consider 
include the possibility of resistance from 
the surrounding community to the idea of 

housing extremely low-income and previously 
homeless individuals in a location prime for re-
vitalization.  However, as city staff has learned 
from previous successful efforts to educate 
once-resistant neighbors to the merits of 
including affordable units in its school building 
conversions, organized community outreach 
can significantly assist in removing the barriers 
in this respect.  Support from the city and a 
commitment to affordability would be required 
to make a project at this site feasible.  
 In addition to Shelter Inc., Housing 
Families may offer an appropriate match for 
acquisition and development of the Cohen 
property.  Although Housing Families has 
recently decided to expand its focus towards 
projects of at least 20 units through cooperative 
partnerships with more experienced developers, 
this may be a site which they could acquire 
independently.  Housing Families was 
originally interested in smaller developments 
of six or more units, and remain open to such 
types of project.  The Cohen property would 
be ideal because it would not require a special 
variance and, as discussed previously, may 
provide an opportunity to include support 
services on the ground level.  

Chapter 2
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be re-located off-site entirely, we do suggest 
that the city investigate alternative methods 
to utilize the large size of this property so that 
it simultaneously might meet housing and 
educational needs.  
 The Fulton Heights neighborhood offers 
several amenities that will need to be balanced 
against distinct drawbacks.  Transit service is 
available on Fulton Street, with the MBTA’s 
710 bus connecting the neighborhood to 
Medford Square.  Carr Park provides significant 
public open space a half-mile walk north from 
the site.  A neighborhood convenience store is 
also within walking distance, but a full-service 
grocery store is not.  
 Affordable housing development in 
the Fulton Heights neighborhood is likely to 
face resident opposition similar to what other 
school-housing conversion projects in this 
area of Medford have faced.  Interview data 
indicates that neighborhood resistance to the 
school reuse project on Belle Avenue (less than 
a mile from the Fulton School) was sparked 
when affordability provisions were proposed.      
 We suggest the following steps to 
determine whether the Fulton School is 

 The Fulton Heights Academy, part of 
the Medford Public School District, is located 
on Fulton Street, roughly ½ mile north of 
Route 28 in the Fulton Heights neighborhood.  
It consists of a 38,000 square-foot parcel 
upon which a school building, a modular 
addition and a parking lot are located.  The 
site also features roughly 12,000 square feet 
of undeveloped woodland.  The school was 
constructed in 1950 as a mainstream middle 
school and has been used as a school for 
students with severe social/emotional and 
behavioral/academic disabilities since 2005. Its 
neighbors are mostly single-family and two-
family residences.  
 The Medford Public School District 
has converted six of its 10 previous school 
buildings into residential sites in the last five 
years from which it has provided 14 affordable 
housing units.  City staff recommended that 
we investigate the potential of this site for 
housing conversion due to its apparently 
“underutilized” status:  currently, the 12,368 
square foot building of Fulton Heights 
Academy serves eight students.  While we do 
not necessarily recommend that these students 

Priority Site # 2:  Fulton Heights Academy
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small numbers of affordable units, due to the 
city’s requirement that developers designate 
13%-25% of units in school conversions as 
affordable.  This is true for both the smaller 
projects (i.e. Hillside School, where four units 
of market-rate and one unit of affordable 
housing were produced), and the larger ones 
(i.e. Lincoln Kennedy School, where 50 
market rate units and eight affordable units are 
planned).  
 The pursuit of the Fulton School will 
undoubtedly require serious deliberation on the 
part of the city, potential developers, and school 
stakeholders.  The Tufts Field Projects team 
does not suggest that the students who attend 

underutilized, and thus a viable candidate for 
redevelopment as affordable housing.
First, a study of space needs for special 
education students should be conducted.  The 
goal of this study should be to determine 
whether the Fulton School’s current ratio of 
eight students on 38,056 square feet of land is 
the most appropriate use of limited city real 
estate. Second, if the school is determined to 
be appropriate for decommissioning and reuse, 
the city should consider modifying its existing 
protocol for sale and redevelopment of schools 
to build in a more aggressive affordability 
strategy.  Most of the previous school 
redevelopments in Medford have produced 
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this school do not have a right to their current 
facility, or that any specific orders be drafted 
at this time to relocate them to another facility.  
Instead, we believe that a dialogue should 
occur between city staff and school officials 
to determine if the Fulton school is indeed 
underutilized according to its eight member 
student body, and explore another city-owned 
facility that may be more size-appropriate to 
school these students. 

Developer Match: MCH, Housing 
Families, Tri-CAP
 Due to its large size and amenities, 
the Fulton Heights School building may be an 
appropriate match for organizations such as 
Housing Families and Tri-CAP.  The current 
building footprint could support up to 15 units 
of affordable housing, which is consistent with 
the type of projects that Housing Families 
and Tri-CAP are interested in pursuing.  
Additionally, transit services are offered along 

Fulton Street, and there is significant open 
space and recreation facilities just a short walk 
from the site.  These organizations need to 
consider that affordable housing development 
in this neighborhood is likely to face resident 
opposition similar to that of previous school 
conversion projects.  Fortunately, organized 
education and neighborhood outreach has 
proved an effective strategy for alleviating such 
opposition and should be strongly considered 
by the city when pursuing this site.
 Since the property is currently owned 
by the city, Medford Community Housing may 
be another  developer “match” for the Fulton 
School.  MCH has an established relationship 
with the city and has been granted city-owned 
property in the past.  Moreover, MCH board 
members were involved in Medford’s previous 
school conversions, and could provide 
valuable experience and expertise for this 
development project. 
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property from being sold, resulting in a vacant 
house that has been boarded-up for more than 
two years.
 The Wellington neighborhood has 
several characteristics that could be considered 
attractive to both residents and affordable 
housing developers.  First, the Foster Court 
site is located mere steps from the city’s 
new school complex.  Second, the Medford 
Housing Authority operates several residential 
complexes in the immediate vicinity, indicating 
the potential for efficiencies in management.  
Extensive shopping is a short drive or bus trip 
away, including the Shaw’s supermarket, the 
Meadow Glen Mall and the Wellington “big 
box” stores.  Finally, public open space is easily 
accessible, with the Mystic River Reservation 
less than ½ mile to the south of the site.  
 The information that we have gathered 
about 17 Foster Court indicates that a fairly 
straightforward, mutually beneficial solution 
can be achieved.  The narrow strip of land that 
separates the house from the street is owned 
by the city of Medford.  The homeowner has 
negotiated with the city in the past, but the 
city’s asking price of $30,000 has been too 

 The 17 Foster Court site is located 
off of Riverside Avenue, roughly ½ mile 
west of Wellington Station in the Wellington 
neighborhood.  It consists of an 8,355 square-
foot parcel upon which a single-family 
residential dwelling of 1,496 square feet is 
located.  Its neighbors include single-family 
homes, public apartment complexes, and the 
McGlynn School complex.
 We chose to designate this property a 
priority site due to State Building Code issues 
that have resulted in a protracted vacancy 
and target of vandalism.  17 Foster Court is 
referred to as a “landlocked” parcel, meaning 
that it currently has no legal access to a public 
right-of-way, and hence cannot be issued an 
occupancy permit under Medford’s Building 
Code.  The owner’s parcel is separated from 
the Foster Court right-of-way by a narrow strip 
of land that constitutes a unique parcel under 
different ownership.  The house located at 17 
Foster Court was transported to its current 
location (as opposed to being built on-site), and 
was mistakenly sited on top of the boundary 
line separating the owner’s property and the 
narrow strip. This infraction also prevents the 

Priority Site # 3:  17 Foster Court
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high for the owner.  We suggest that the city 
renew the negotiation process, with the goal 
of bringing the property back into active use 
as affordable housing.  The city could offer 
a concession to the landowner in the form of 
a significant price reduction for the property 
that separates 17 Foster Court from the public 
street.  The condition for this deal could involve 
the owner committing to make the residence 
available as affordable housing.  This might be 
accomplished in two different ways.  The first 
mechanism is a simple deed restriction that 
would commit the owner (and any subsequent 
buyers of the property) to maintaining 17 
Foster Court as an affordable rental property.  
The second would be to condition the first 
sale on the landowner’s agreement to then sell 
both parcels to a nonprofit affordable housing 
developer.  In either case, the city’s concession 
in lowering the sale price can be justified by 
the benefit of returning this property back into 
productive use as affordable housing.  
 At the suggestion of Medford’s former 

Affordable Housing Specialist, we recommend 
that this lot be not only donated or sold 
inexpensively for affordable housing, but that 
the city, in that process, plan for a special 
permit or variance to allow for the property to 
convert from one single family home into at 
least two units.  In this fashion, the organization 
pursuing development of the site will gain more 
in return for the fees they must pay regardless 
of how many units are built.

Developer Match: MCH, Housing 
Families, Tri-CAP
 Due to its past experience with 
developing affordable single family homes 
for first-time buyers, Medford Community 
Housing could be a potential developer for the 
landlocked property at 17 Foster Court.  This 
neighborhood, which is currently located in 
a relatively low-income census block group, 
could benefit from such a home-ownership 
opportunity. Homeownership is not only 
considered a way to accumulate wealth, 
but is also valued to promote neighborhood 
stability, civic engagement, a sense of personal 
satisfaction, and control over one’s environment 
(Schwartz 2006, p. 252).  Additionally, MCH 
maintains a positive working relationship 
with the city of Medford and could inspire a 
reconsideration of the terms of negotiation for 
this property.  
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for strong neighborhood opposition is relatively 
low because this neighborhood is currently 
characterized by a combination of diverse 
housing types.
 Finally, 17 Foster Court should be 
carefully considered by Tri-CAP, which is 
committed to promoting preservation strategies 
to help maintain the affordable housing stock.  
With a city released deed restriction, the current 
owner and all subsequent buyers would be 
committed to maintain this property as an 
affordable rental project, to which Tri-CAP 
could then provide management assistance.  

 Foster Court’s relatively large size and 
proximity to the city’s new school complex may 
also make it an appropriate site for Housing 
Families, which is committed to providing 
housing opportunities for low-income families.  
The lot could potentially support a higher 
density development (up to five units) than 
the single-family residence that is currently 
located on the site.  A new development project 
of two to five units might make the project 
more feasible than redeveloping a single family 
in terms of cost savings.  Although a higher 
density development would likely require a 
variance and support from the city, the potential 

Chapter 2



42

excellent candidate for large-scale reinvestment 
and neighborhood revitalization.  Finally, the 
likelihood of on-site soil contamination makes 
a whole series of brownfields assessment and 
cleanup funding sources available.  (For more 
information on funding for brownfield sites, 
please see Appendix B.)   
 As discussed with regards to the 
Cohen Property, which is located just across 
Salem Street from this MBTA site, Haines 
Square is an excellent candidate for large-scale 
revitalization.  Development of new housing 
opportunities in this area would serve to 
increase both the social and economic vitality 
of this part of town, which currently lacks 
vibrant “main street” appeal. 

 The MBTA operates a bus storage and 
maintenance facility at 449 Salem Street, just 
south of the intersection with Route 28.  It 
is a very large parcel (43,560 square feet), 
stretching nearly 1,000 linear feet from Salem 
Street to Emerald Street.  Neighbors include the 
FoodMaster shopping plaza to the north, and 
single-family homes on Dunbar Street to the 
south.  The previously-discussed Cohen Block 
is directly opposite the site across Salem Street. 
 Our research indicates that the Fellsway 
Garage site has several characteristics that 
make it a good candidate for redevelopment as 
affordable housing, including its ownership, 
size, and location.  Since the MBTA operates 10 
garage facilities in greater Boston, it is possible 
that this property can be viewed as expendable.  
Additionally, the proposed MBTA Green Line 
extension may provide opportunities for land 
swaps that are mutually beneficial to the MBTA 
and the city.  The parcel’s size is large enough 
that it could support a large number of housing 
units, thus making an immediate and significant 
impact on Medford’s housing affordability 
crisis.  As discussed earlier in this section, 
the Haines Square section of Medford is an 

Priority Site # 4:  MBTA Fellsway Garage

Sophisticated Matchmaking

Source: flickr.com



43Chapter 2

Source: MassGIS orthophotography

TABLE 5



44

 The site’s history of automotive use and 
petroleum storage raise significant concerns 
about environmental contamination.  While the 
necessary assessment and remediation would 
certainly add time and cost to redevelopment 
efforts, it would also qualify the site (and any 
developers) for certain public and nonprofit 
financing.

Developer Match: NOAH, WIHED, 
Medford Housing Authority
 Due to an extreme shortage of vacant 
and buildable land in Medford, the MBTA site 
presents a valuable opportunity for developers 
interested in projects of 20 units or more, 

 The city could consider taking several 
different steps to encourage redevelopment 
of the MBTA Fellsway Garage as affordable 
housing.  The first is to encourage policy makers 
to become familiar with the fundamentals of the 
Trolley Square redevelopment project, in which 
the city of Cambridge arranged a land swap 
with the MBTA that resulted in construction 
of affordable housing on a former bus depot in 
return for construction of the Alewife T station.  
A second step could be to conduct a study of 
city-owned property located near proposed 
Green Line stations.  If no suitable properties 
were found, opportunities to acquire and merge 
adjacent properties could be researched.
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is significant possibility that this site is 
seriously environmentally contaminated.  If 
this is the case, the MBTA site would be 
difficult for the Medford Housing Authority 
to pursue because of the high up front clean-
up costs.  NOAH and WIHED, however, 
have indicated that they would be willing to 
pursue developing on an environmentally 
contaminated site as long as they could acquire 
funding such as the EPA Brownfields Cleanup 
Grant or MassDevelopment’s Brownfield 
Redevelopment fund (For more information on 
these funding sources, please see Appendix B).  

due to its significant lot-size. In particular, 
we recommend this site as an appropriate 
match for NOAH, WIHED, and possibly the 
Medford Housing Authority, all of whom are 
capable of undergoing larger-scale development 
projects.  The proximity of the site to public 
transportation may qualify the non-profit 
organizations for CATNHP funding (see 
Appendix B) and its location on a commercial 
site which borders a residential zone serves 
as further incentive to pursue housing 
development here.  
 It must be cautioned that, due to its 
legacy as a stock yard for city buses, there 
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scheduled to improve business opportunities 
and services in Medford Square, traffic 
circulation and safety, community facilities 
and recreational opportunities, connectivity to 
civic amenities such as the waterfront and City 
Hall, and housing opportunities for Medford 
residents at all income levels (Strategic Plan 
2005).”

 Due to the depth and breadth of 
opportunity sites contained in this area, we 
have chosen to include the entire region of 
Medford Square as a priority site for this 
chapter.  Several key characteristics combine 
to make Medford Square an ideal “site” 
for affordable housing development.  First, 
its proximity to transit and daily amenities 
make it possible for residents to minimize or 
eliminate their dependence on automobiles, 
thus alleviating personal transportation costs 
and increasing the affordability of housing 
(Smart Growth Network, 2001) (see Chapter 
3, “Properties Within ¼ Mile of Proposed 
Green Line Extension,” page 59).  Second, 
most of the properties in Medford Square 
are already owned by the city, eliminating 

 Encompassing the vast area between 
Route 93 (east), Mystic Valley Parkway 
(south), Salem Street (north) and High Street 
(west), Medford Square offers unparalleled 
opportunities for affordable housing 
development.  As the city’s epicenter of social 
and economic activity since the 17th century 
(City of Medford, Chamber of Commerce, 
2008), Medford Square has already been 
slated for large-scale residential development 
under the downtown revitalization efforts of 
the Medford Square Master Plan.1  The city’s 
Strategic Plan describes the Medford Square 
Initiative as:

  “…an effort on the part of the City of 
Medford to improve economic, housing and 
civic opportunities in Medford Square, its 
historic downtown, through a comprehensive  
program of planning, community engagement 
and investments.  The investments are 
1   The Medford Square Master Plan was prepared by a team of private 
consultants including Sasaki and Associates, Inc, Abraham and Associ-
ates, Howard-Stein Hudson and Associates, Inc, and Todreas-Hanley 
Associates, Inc for the city of Medford in April 2005 to provide a 
framework for smart-growth based revitalization of the downtown core 
(aka Medford Square).  Copies of the Master Plan can be obtained at 
the Medford Office of Community Development.

Priority Site # 5:  Medford Square
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upon existing structures, most of which were 
constructed during or prior to the turn of the 
20th century and were not designed to bear 
more than their current weight (Mochi and 
Bavuso, Personal Communication, April 18, 
2008).  Nonetheless, the potential for residential 
development in Medford is significant, and 
has already been jump-started by the Medford 
Square Master Plan.
 Increased housing is essential to 
creating a vibrant, mixed-use center of town as 
Medford aims do in its Master Plan.  Ensuring 
that a percentage of this new housing is 
affordable to all segments of the population 
will support a truly smart-growth oriented 

acquisition costs and opening the door to price-
reduced deals with non-profit developers (see 
Chapter 3, “City-Owned Properties,” page 
54).  Third, all of the properties in Medford 
Square are zoned Commercial-1 (C-1) by the 
City of Medford Zoning Ordinance, which 
allows for multi-dwelling buildings of up 
to 75 feet or, six stories.  Currently, none of 
the buildings in Medford Square are built to 
75 feet, posing an undeniable call to the city 
and all interested developers to build up on 
existing structures (see Chapter 3, “Under-
Height Properties,” page 59).  Of course, 
structural and foundational conditions must be 
considered when pursuing vertical development 
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professionals, seniors, college students and 
graduates, and young couples and families 
(Medford Square Master Plan 2005).  By 
focusing its affordable housing development 
efforts on Medford Square, the city will likely 
encounter the least expensive, most barrier-
resistant, large-scale residential development 
path within its boundaries.

Developer Match: Medford Housing 
Authority, NOAH, WIHED
 A variety of public and private 
developers will no doubt be necessary for a 
complete residential built-out of the Medford 
Square area (over 500 new units).  With its 

downtown where all residents may have the 
opportunity to live, work, and play (Smart 
Growth Network 2001).  Beyond including 
improvements to traffic flow and incorporation 
of a riverside park, new parking lots, public 
plazas, and outdoor cafes, the Medford Square 
Master Plan identifies residential development 
as the best opportunity for new development in 
Medford Square.  Over the course of the next 
few years, the Plan projects that the city will 
own 250 residential units in the area in addition 
to up to 320 privately owned residential units.  
The Plan specifically articulates that a variety 
of housing types and prices be created for a 
wide range of income brackets including young 
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NOAH and WIHED, both of which have an 
expressed commitment to smart growth and 
transit-oriented development, the driving 
forces behind the Master Plan.  Additionally, 
both organizations are interested in creating 
affordable and/or mixed-income housing 
through adaptive reuse of old city, commercial 
and/or industrial properties.   
 Table 6 below includes a “completed” 
criteria checklist for each priority site. 

stated capacity for producing 40-50 units of 
affordable rental units under Section 8 funding 
(Grecco, Personal Communication, February 
15, 2008), we suspect that the Medford Housing 
Authority could provide a valuable contribution 
to affordable housing development, though it 
would depend heavily on its ability to secure 
their often unstable federal funding.  
 Non-profit developers recommended 
for properties in Medford Square include 
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 The following sites were identified 
by the Tufts Field Projects team as strong 
potentials for affordable housing development.  
However, further investigation is required 
to determine their likelihood and capacity to 
support new residential development:

Mass Electric Sites, Lambert Court
 National Grid/Mass Electric has owned 
two vacant properties on Lambert Court since 
1966, just a few blocks from Haines Square.  
Situated in the middle of private homes on 
a quiet dead end street, at least one of these 
lots does not appear to have been set aside for 
any specific electrical use.  The properties are 
assessed at $167,800 and $255,000, and may 
present an opportunity to develop a small 
affordable housing project.  During the course 

Sites Recommended for Further Investigation
of this project, the Tufts Field Projects team 
submitted a formal inquiry to Mass Electric to 
determine the official purpose of this vacant 
land, and to learn if Mass Electric would 
be willing to sell or donate this land for the 
purpose of affordable housing development.  
Unfortunately, the Mass Electric review process 
takes nearly three months, and we were unable 
to receive a response before the completion of 
this project.
 
Former Medford General Electric Site, 
320-330 Middlesex Avenue
 This partially vacant lot sits on 6.53 
acres of industrial zoned land, and it is currently 
for sale for $5,500,000.  While this site may 
have shortcomings related to its remote location 
and zoning status, it may serve as an important 
opportunity to acquire a large parcel of land for 
the purpose of affordable housing development.  
Further investigation is needed to determine if 
this site could be a feasible location.   

Chapter 2

Source: MassGIS orthophotography

Source: MassGIS orthophotography



52

Chapter Three: 
Groups of Properties and Acquisition Opportunities



53

   and/or attainment of significant external 
   funding sources over a longer course of time.  

 For each “group” of properties a 
general discussion of the search criteria is 
provided, followed by a citywide map of sites 
meeting the criteria.  Lists of the identified 
properties will be included in their entirety 
in Appendix C of this report.  Certain groups 
reflect search criteria proposed by specific 
nonprofit affordable housing developers.  In 
these cases, we indicate which developers 
might be particularly interested in the group of 
properties.
  
Group 1: Immediate Development/
Acquisition Opportunities

 City-Owned Properties• 
 Adjacent Properties Owned by the Same   • 

  Party
 Properties Currently Zoned for High-Density  • 

  Residential Use
 Properties Under Foreclosure• 
 Condemned Properties• 

 Extensive interviews with local 
developers and housing experts combined with 
analysis of property in Medford has yielded 
several groupings of properties that can be 
viewed as likely candidates for development 
of affordable housing.  These property 
“candidates” have been organized into three 
groups according to the level of cost, presence 
of regulatory barriers, and degree of time 
commitment associated with acquiring them for 
affordable housing development:

 Immediate Acquisition Opportunitie• s:   
 These property types require minimal 
   deliberation on behalf of the city and the 
   developer and can be pursued immediately.
  

 Mid-Term Acquisition Opportunities• :       
 These property types offer promising 
   development opportunities but may require     
   greater time investment on the part of the city       
   or the developer.  

 Long-Term Acquisition Opportunities• :   
 These property types may involve extensive  
   negotiations with property owners 
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housing demonstrates consistency with the 
public purposes the property is intended to 
serve.  
 By transferring its property to a third 
party prior to occupancy, the city can avoid 
maintenance costs, liability, or shouldering of 
future maintenance costs for these sites. Such a 
transaction can also serve to foster a prolonged 
partnership with developers interested in 
providing affordable housing in the city of 
Medford.  MCH is an especially appropriate 
match for development on city-owned cites due 
to its pre-existing working relationship with 
the city and experience developing affordable 
housing on properties in Medford.  

City-Owned Properties
 City-owned property can be attractive 
for affordable housing development because the 
acquisition costs can be reduced or eliminated 
entirely.  The city of Medford currently owns 
approximately 255 parcels, with the majority 
of these located in the downtown Medford 
Square area.  Since this area is already slated 
for increased residential development under 
the Medford Square Master Plan, the city faces 
an excellent opportunity to offer some of these 
properties to a non-profit developer at reduced 
or no cost in order to produce affordable units.  
Any use or re-use of these publicly owned 
properties for the production of affordable 
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project have expressed an interest in acquiring 
adjacent properties.

Properties Currently Zoned for 
High-Density Residential Use
 Medford’s Zoning Ordinance creates a 
“High-Density Residential” zoning district, in 
which multi-family residential units are allowed 
by right.  This zoning district comprises 250 
acres of land, or 11% of the city’s area; 495 
parcels are zoned for High-Density Residential 
use.  Appendix C to this report includes 
a complete list of high-density properties 
currently for sale.  Medford’s High-Density 
Residential zoning districts are scattered 
throughout the city, with notable clusters around 

Adjacent Properties Owned by the 
Same Party
 Sites featuring neighboring parcels 
owned by one owner present an excellent 
opportunity to develop larger affordable 
housing projects.  Small lots are the norm 
in Medford, with 65% of the parcels under 
a quarter acre zoned for High-Density 
Residential.  Certain nonprofit developers (and 
many market-rate developers) cannot make 
the numbers add up for projects that yield 
fewer than eight units.  Neighboring parcels 
in common ownership can be acquired and 
merged to yield sites that are appropriate for 
higher-density residential uses.  All developers 
interviewed throughout the course of this 
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Medford Square, Salem Street and Wellington.  
 When considering this group of 
properties for redevelopment potential, it 
should be remembered that not all of the land 
in this district is developable.  Numerous 
large multi-family developments already 
exist; examples include Light Guard Road 
(Wellington), Congress Avenue (South 
Medford) and Forest Street (Medford Square).  
Removal of these properties from the group 
yields a total of 475 parcels comprising 125 
acres of land.  It should also be considered 
that the Tufts University campus is zoned 
High-Density Residential.  University property 
represents roughly 70% of the district located 

south of Boston Avenue between College 
Avenue and Winthrop Street.  Developers 
such as MCH, Housing Families, Shelter and 
Tri-CAP all expressed interest in creating 
affordable housing in existing multi-family 
residential zones.

Properties Under Foreclosure
 Since January 2007, 143 properties 
have undergone or are currently undergoing 
various stages of the foreclosure process in 
the city of Medford (The Warren Group). 
While this emerging foreclosure crisis offers 
devastating consequences to homeowners, a 
window of opportunity exists for negotiations 
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to be struck between the city and these at-
risk homeowners which can provide the 
dual-result of saving the homeowner from a 
deteriorated credit record and increasing the 
city’s affordable housing stock. (Tetreault and 
Verrilli, 2008) Homeowners who have received 
bank notices warning of looming foreclosure 
may be amenable to selling their property at 
significantly below-market rates in order to 
avoid foreclosure if a deal is struck with their 
lender to forgive any outstanding debt that 
would not be covered from the sale. The State 
of Massachusetts has responded to this crisis 
with a loan funding program for non-profits to 
acquire foreclosed property immediately1.
 It is important for the city to keep 
track of properties under risk of foreclosure 
(we recommend a subscription to The Warren 
Group) in order to intervene before the property 
actually enters into the auction phase of the 
process.
  
Condemned Properties
 Five properties in Medford have 
violated building code provisions to the point 
that they are no longer structurally safe for 
human occupation.  The Field Projects team has 
acquired a list of these sites from the Building 
Department (See Appendix C). These sites 
have been officially condemned, thus granting 
the city the right to order the property owner 
to make the necessary repairs or to seize the 
building for structural demolition. If the city 
takes the initiative to complete the necessary 
repairs to secure the property without any 
funding from the owner, then there is a lien on 
1   An act Protecting and Preserving Home Ownership (Chapter 2006 
of the Acts of 2007).  And Jennings, James, “Impacts and Responses to 
‘Spatial Concentrations’ of Foreclosure in Massachusetts Communities 
of Color” March 2008. Though this report concentrates on a statistical 
and demographic analysis of Boston neighborhoods in particular, the 
state-wide map shows how Medford fits into a larger crisis. An analysis 
of the particular neighborhoods within Medford, like Jennings’ analysis 
of the neighborhoods in Boston, could benefit Medford towards a 
preventative approach to addressing the foreclosure problem that is in 
its beginning stages, According to the aforementioned legislation and 
presentation. As well as the continuous research and reports that are 
being produced in the Massachusetts by CHAPA, who are tracking this 
trend of predatory lending and its impacts within the foreclosure crisis.

the property and the owner is officially indebted 
to the city. The lien must be paid to the city 
once the property is sold, or it may be folded 
into the acquisition cost. If the city moves to 
acquire property on which the lien is too great 
for the owner to profit after its sale, then both 
parties may benefit from city acquisition of that 
property. 
 Once the condemned property is under 
city ownership, the city may also feasibly 
transfer its title to a non-profit developer 
under the condition that affordable housing be 
developed on-site. From the criteria analysis of 
developers, MHA, Shelter, Housing Families, 
and MCH, would all be candidates for creating 
affordable housing from condemned properties.
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weight, and atop soil that may be unsuitable 
for increased impact.  The city would have 
to conduct a structural survey by a licensed 
structural engineer to determine the sound 
capacity of each building to support additional 
weight.  Additionally, any building built prior 
to 1900 would face review and approval by 
the Medford Historical Society in order to 
permit new construction or structural alteration 
(Mochi, Personal Communication, April 
18, 2008).   If the building was not already 
municipally-owned (most of the buildings in 
Medford Square are), the city could connect 
landowners with non-profit developers who 
are interested in building upwards on these 
properties and sharing some of the construction 
costs. The city could negotiate a lease over 
property owner’s air rights.  All developers 
mentioned in this report would be candidates 
for pursuing affordable housing with these 
types of under-height properties.

Properties Located Within ¼ mile of 
Proposed MBTA Green Line Stations
 The MBTA has proposed an extension of 
its Green Line rapid transit service into southern 
Medford.  Properties near the proposed Green 
Line extension stations are highly desirable 
sites for affordable housing development.  As 
stated by a report from the National Housing 
Trust, “Affordable housing located near transit 
allows families and seniors to live an affordable 
lifestyle and access employment, education, 
retail, and community opportunities (NHT 
2008).”  Research also indicates a positive 
correlation between subway service extension 
and property value increases in surrounding 
neighborhoods (Kahn, pp. 155-182).  
 The number and location of stations to 
be sited in Medford is currently being debated.  
The MBTA has proposed four stations (Ball 
Square; Boston Ave./College Ave.; Boston 
Ave./Winthrop St.; and, West Medford Square 
(MEOT 2007).  

Group 2: Mid-Term Development/
Acquisition Opportunities: 

 Properties Below Maximum-Height Zoning • 
 Properties Located within ¼ mile of • 

    Proposed MBTA Green Line Stations
 Expiring Use Properties• 
 Underutilized Properties (In Which Land   • 

  Value is Greater than Building Value)
 Commercial Properties• 

Properties Below Maximum-Height Zoning
 Valuable opportunities exist for 
affordable housing development where 
buildings exist at lower heights than is 
condoned by zoning.  For example, all 
Commercial-1 (C-1), Apartment-2 (Apt-2) and 
Apartment-3 (Apt-3) districts throughout the 
city are currently zoned to permit up to six 
stories or, 75 feet, for multi-dwelling units, yet 
few or no buildings of such height have been 
built (City of Medford Code of Ordinances, 
Ch.94, 2001).  The majority of the downtown 
Medford Square area, which is also targeted 
for large-scale residential development under 
the Medford Square Master Plan, falls under 
Commercial-1 (C-1) zoning, but currently only 
offers mostly low to mid-rise structures of 
one to four stories.  Thus, the entire Medford 
Square area, as well as Haines Square, which is 
also zoned as a C-1 district, offers a multitude 
of opportunities to build up towards an 
unsurpassed height limit. 
 Of course, structural and foundational 
considerations are vital to any pursuit to 
develop additional units on top of an existing 
structure.  Most buildings in the downtown area 
and throughout Medford were constructed in 
the early half of or prior to the 20th century and 
may not be structurally capable of supporting 
additional construction (Bavuso, Personal 
Communication, April 22, 2008).  Further, 
many of these buildings rest on foundations 
designed to support no more than their current 
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preserve affordability near transit opportunities.  
According to U.S. Census data, Median 
Household Income for the three census block 
groups located within ¼ mile of the proposed 
Ball Square station are $56, 917, $56,284, and 
$45, 558, respectively.  Many of these residents 
may already have difficulty affording housing, 
and an increase in property values will likely 
cause some residents to be displaced.  “The 
average income earning family in Medford – at 
$56,644 a year – can afford around $1,400 a 
month on housing, but the average sales price 
in Medford of around $380,000 will cost them 
at least $2,100 a month to own (Affordable 
Housing Plan 2006).”   Removing properties 

 The average land value within a quarter 
mile of the stations is about $142,000, or 
$48.79 per square foot.  Future increases in 
property values would make it difficult for 
the city or non-profit developers to acquire 
these properties at a price that works within 
their budget.  It is particularly important 
that city-owned parcels within ¼ mile of the 
future Green Line extension be considered 
for affordable housing development, given 
the likely impact on affordability from rising 
property values.  
 The Green Line extension represents 
an important opportunity for the city and 
local non-profit developers to proactively 
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displacement) while preparing for much needed 
high-quality public transit service extensions 
(Tufts Field Projects 2007, 34).  
 Tri-CAP has expressed an interest in 
developing affordable housing along sites 
where the Green Line will extend and would be 
a suitable developer for such projects.

from the speculative market before the Green 
Line extension occurs could help prevent 
displacement of residents in this area from 
property value increases.  As shown by a 2007 
Tufts Field Projects team, it is important to 
consider the negative results that may impact 
Somerville and Medford residents (particularly 
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600 of Medford’s 1,611 currently affordable 
units (Affordable Housing Plan 2006). 
 The simplest way to ensure permanent 
affordability in expiring-use properties is to 
obtain deed restrictions signed by the owner 
and recorded at the Middlesex South Registry 
of Deeds.  The city has already posed a strategy 
in its 2006 Affordable Housing Plan to identify 
HUD incentives to extend contracts to prevent 
expiring use and to encourage multi-family 
development owners to extend contracts rather 
than provide temporary vouchers.  Tri-CAP and 
Housing Families have each expressed interest 
in maintaining affordable housing for these 
types of property.

Expiring-Use Properties
 Many affordable housing developments 
do not guarantee perpetual affordability.  These 
developments are known as “expiring-use” 
properties, and represent a critical opportunity 
to retain existing affordable housing stock 
in Medford.  Data from the Massachusetts 
Department of Housing and Community 
Development indicates that of 18 publicly-
funded affordable housing developments in 
Medford, seven are expiring-use properties.  
The Mystic Valley Towers has removed 372 
of 465 of its units from long-term affordability 
and the Riverside Towers has 199 units at risk 
of conversion, posing a potential loss of nearly 
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Commercial Properties
 Commercial properties offer promising 
avenues for larger-scale affordable housing 
development due their already larger lot sizes 
(Rubin, Personal Communication, March 
14, 2008).  Also, commercial sites tend to be 
located in closer proximity to amenities (such 
as shopping and transportation) than those 

Underutilized Properties (In Which Land 
Value is Greater than Building Value)
 The difference between land value (LV) 
and building value (BV) is sometimes used 
as a rough metric to identify “underutilized” 
property.  This model assumes that a property’s 
highest and best use has not been achieved 
if the value of the land exceeds the value 
of improvements to the land.  A review of 
assessor’s data from 2007 indicates that 
7,258 of 17,409 properties in Medford have 
land values greater than their building values 
(41.7%).  
 All developers considered in this report 
would be candidates for developing affordable 
housing within underutilized properties, 
depending on the scale of the project.  Figure 4 
depicts a comparison of land values to building 
values in each of Medford’s established 
neighborhoods:

FIGURE 4

Source:  Created by the Tufts Field Projects team using information from 
the City of Medford Assessor’s Department

“Underutilized” Properties in Medford by Neighborhood

located in strictly residential zones.  Because 
Medford’s commercially zoned districts allow 
for residential development, commercial 
properties within these areas can be converted 
to housing with variance approval but no 
zoning changes. These particular properties 
would be ideal for larger scale projects. The 
developers that would have the capacity to 
redevelop commercial properties would be 
MHA, Housing Families, NOAH, and WIHED.

Long-Term Development/Acquisition 
Opportunities: 

 Brownfield Properties• 
 Properties Owned by Tufts University and  • 

  Walnut Hill Properties
 Properties Under Tax-Title Taking• 

Brownfields
 Some developers shy away from 
brownfields sites for fear that environmental 
assessment and cleanup requirements can 
increase a project’s length and cost.  For 
other developers, however, sites with known 
or suspected contamination can represent an 
opportunity to bring additional funds into 
the project’s financing.  The Massachusetts 
Department of Environmental Protection 
makes a listing of Chapter 21E sites, which are 
properties that have been officially registered 
as brownfield sites, available on-line.  Twenty-
four (24) such properties are currently listed 
in Medford.  Because some of these sites are 
zoned industrial, their position in proximity 
to residential zoning as well as amenities 
(general criteria) is crucial to their potential as 
affordable housing sites. 
 These sites could also fall under 
the category of tax-title, foreclosed, or 
underutilized land depending on the condition 
of the building sited on the contaminated land 
(Pioneer Valley Planning Commission, 6).  
Therefore, brownfields as a potential site for 
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significant number of properties in Medford.  
According to tax assessor’s data for Medford, 
Walnut Hill owns 27 properties in the city.  
According to an interview with Bruce Ketchen, 
Director of Real Estate Property Services, 
Walnut Hill is not interested in developing 
affordable housing at this time, unless there is a 
well-articulated demand from the university 
to do so.  
 Because of the university’s high 
visibility and public profile, we feel that Tufts 
and Walnut Hill might be responsive to public 
pressure to add affordable housing to their real 
estate portfolios.  Negotiations between the city 

affordable housing can be seen as an additional 
part of an acquisition.  As Lynn Peterson, 
Director of Strategic Initiative of WIHED, 
stated, “Brownfields remediation can be a 
development project in and of itself (Peterson, 
Personal Communication, February 8, 2008).”
NOAH and WIHED expressed interest and 
have the capacity to take on affordable housing 
development on brownfield sites.

Properties owned by Tufts University and 
Walnut Hill Properties, LLC
 Tufts and its wholly-owned real-estate 
subsidiary, Walnut Hill Properties, own a 
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and Tufts University could prove beneficial to 
embarking on new affordable housing projects.  
Furthermore, the city has repeatedly articulated 
its goals to approach Tufts about supporting 
affordable housing for its employees (City of 
Medford Affordable Housing Plan 2006).

Properties Under Tax-Title Taking
 Tax-title properties pose visible signs 
of disinvestment by an owner who has become 
delinquent in paying his or her property taxes.  
If the city is able to initiate acquisition of 
these properties before they are foreclosed in 
Land Court, they can offer affordable housing 
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development or conversion.  
 While the process for acquiring a 
property under tax-title taking is lengthy and 
requires a solid commitment on behalf of the 
city or developer, the opportunity lies in its 
cost-saving outcome.  Because the property 
will have been assumed by the Land Court 
from a negligent owner who has lost his or her 
rights to legal redemption, the property itself 
may be sold for significantly less than market 
value, while allowing for reinvestment of the 
surrounding community.
  Complications regarding the 
acquisition process of tax-title properties can 
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be eased by organizational tracking of the 
city’s tax title inventory (Rubin, Personal 
Communication, March 14, 2008).  If the 
Community Development Department 
maintains awareness through the Assessor’s 
office over which property owners are entering 
the earliest notification stages of the tax-title 
process, a priority list may be created for 
specific properties to pursue for acquisition. 
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Source: flickr.com

As is the case for condemned sites, the city 
may sell these properties to non-profits at an 
inexpensive price. Thus, the once neglected 
sites will have been returned to the tax rolls 
for the benefit of creating affordable housing 
for the community and prevented from 
falling into complete disrepair (Regan, 2000).  
Currently Medford has no property takings 
under tax-title.
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of affordable housing to become an integral 
component of all residential development 
(Herr 2002).  This is accomplished by 
cities establishing mandates on developers 
to designate a certain portion (usually 10-
25%) of all new housing units as affordable 
(meaning within the spending capacity of 
individuals earning less than 80% of the area 
median income).  To offset the cost to the 
developer of providing these affordable units, 
cities may offer some form of incentive in 
return for the provision of affordable housing, 
including density bonuses, waivers of zoning 
requirements or permit fees, fast-track 
permitting, local tax abatements, and subsidized 
infrastructure (Calavita and Grimes 1998).  In 
summary, a typical IZO includes the following:

 A mandate or invitation to developers to   • 
    participate in the program as they plan for  
  new residential developments;

 Establishment of a minimum project• 
    size/number of units to trigger program 
    participation;

 Provision of a density bonus or other   • 
  incentive for at least partial compensation for  

Chapter 4

 The housing crisis in Medford is a 
deeply rooted, multi-dimensional problem 
which calls for creative, multi-dimensional 
solutions. Each section of this report has 
included a number of recommendations 
targeting specific sites and developers.  For 
the purpose of this section, however, we have 
compiled a series of recommendations for 
policies, organizational strategies and programs 
to address the broader affordable housing 
dilemma in Medford.  An extensive range of 
sources were incorporated to produce this list, 
including scholarly literature, government 
reports, and personal interviews.  In addition 
to pursuing the specific sites and acquisition 
opportunities previously described in this 
report, we recommend that the city of Medford 
consider the following steps towards alleviating 
its housing crisis:

Policy Recommendations:

Establish a city-wide Inclusionary Zoning 
Ordinance (IZO):  Adopted in various 
forms by over 80 communities throughout 
Massachusetts, IZOs allow the development 
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zones, as well as commercial and most light 
industrial zones. A potential option could be the 
adoption of the Smart Growth Zoning Overlay 
District Act (Chapter 40R), which provides 
financial incentives to cities and towns to 
establish new overlay zoning districts to support 
housing production.  To be eligible for the 
financial benefits of 40R municipalities must 
first apply to the Massachusetts Department 
of Housing and Community Development for 
district approval.  The 40R legislation requires 
that 20% percent of all residential units in a 
district be affordable to those earning 80% 
or less of area median income.  To promote 
smart growth initiatives, 40R also requires 
minimum allowable densities of 8 dwelling 
units per acre in single family zones, 12 units 
per acre for two to three family dwellings, and 
20 units per acre for multifamily structures.  
Upon approval of a district, a municipality 
receives a zoning incentive payment which is 
based on the potential number of housing units 
that can be constructed in this district (MOCD 
2008).  The adoption of overlay zoning districts 
would avoid discretionary use permit or zoning 
change approvals for specific affordable 
housing developments.  The Medford Square 
Master Plan has identified overlay zoning as a 
strategy for overcoming zoning limitations in 
the downtown area in order to create high and 
mid-rise residential development (Master Plan 
2005). 
 
Fast-track the approval process for 
affordable housing applications:  Lengthy 
permit and conditional use hearings add 
significantly to the cost of affordable housing 
(Smart Growth Network 2001).  In order to 
reduce costs for non-profit developers and 
expedite the creation of desperately needed 
affordable units, we recommend that affordable 
housing applications be processed ahead of 
other existing applications. Performance of fast 
track procedures should be monitored regularly.

  producing the affordable units;
 Definition of “affordable” housing prices or  • 

  rents;
 Income limits to determine household   • 

  eligibility for affordable units;
 Establishment of a period during which   • 

  resale prices or rental increases are controlled
    to maintain the supply of affordable housing;

 Establishment of guidelines for the location  • 
  and design of affordable units within market- 
  rate development; and

 Identification of an agency or other entity    • 
  that will be responsible for managing the   
    program and monitoring the condition and
    turnover of units developed under the   
    program.
(Porter 2003)

Mayor McGlynn initiated the exploration of 
an IZO for Medford in 2007 and has expressed 
solid support for such a policy in order to 
streamline the success brought by the surplus 
school conversion program onto all residential 
development in the city (McGlynn, Personal 
Communication, April 22, 2008).  After a 
great deal of deliberation with community 
groups, residents and developers, a draft IZO 
was developed for the city of Medford and is 
currently under internal review by the Office of 
Community Development (Schwarz, Personal 
Communication, April 22, 2008).  We strongly 
encourage the city to continue this review 
process towards an official adoption of an IZO 
for Medford.  Appendix A provides a complete 
discussion of inclusionary zoning as an 
effective policy tool for meeting the full range 
of housing needs in Medford.

Create affordable housing overlay zones: 
As an alternative or an adjunct to designating 
specific parcels for affordable housing, we 
encourage Medford to adopt a blanket overlay 
zone to permit the development of affordable 
housing in medium to high density multifamily 
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Develop a database of condemned, 
foreclosed, and tax-title properties: Because 
properties that are or are facing condemnation, 
tax-title taking, or foreclosure are time 
sensitive, we believe it would be in the city’s 
best interest to maintain and update their 
inventories. This way, the city can maintain 
a ready-to-use list of properties for swifter 
acquisition by either itself or by developers 
interested in affordable housing development/
conversion in Medford. We recommend that 
these lists be accessible from the city’s Office 
of Community Development.

Increase inter-departmental communication 
among city staff: From the Building 
Department, to the Assessors office, to the 
Mayors office, to the Office of Community 
Development, a multiplicity of city branches 
contribute pertinent skills and information 
to the development of affordable housing in 
Medford.  Our observations have revealed that 
there is often some degree of isolation between 
these branches which decreases the efficiency 
of communication and data synthesis necessary 
to pursue development opportunities.  In 
order to streamline their goals and resources, 
we encourage the city to increase its inter-
departmental coordination to more swiftly and 
feasibly identify potential sites and developers.

Program Recommendations:

Focus affordable housing development 
efforts towards the Medford Square area 
as guided by the Medford Square Master 
Plan:  Increased housing opportunities are 
essential to creating a vibrant, mixed-use center 
of town as Medford aims do in its Master Plan.  
Ensuring that a percentage of this new housing 
is affordable to all segments of the population 
will support a truly smart-growth oriented 
downtown where all residents may have the 
opportunity to live, work, and play (Smart 

Organizational Strategy 
Recommendations:

Build strong relationships with local non-
profit developers to execute an organized 
strategy for scattered-site development 
of affordable housing throughout the 
city:  Facing its limited supply of vacant and 
buildable land and high land property values, 
Medford has already articulated scattered site 
development as a key strategy for creating 
affordable housing in Medford (Affordable 
Housing Plan 2006).  By spreading financial 
and material resources throughout multiple, 
non-adjacent sites, however, developers face 
higher costs and complexities than would 
otherwise be derived from larger subdivision 
development.  Thus, it is important for the 
city to establish strong relationships with local 
non-profit developers such as those we have 
identified in this report in order to cooperatively 
execute such an effective strategy. 

Digitize tax parcels boundaries and link 
to current Assessor’s Database: The city of 
Medford currently lacks GIS data representing 
its tax parcel boundaries.  We recommend 
that the city arrange for tax parcel data to be 
digitized into GIS format.  Low-cost labor for 
this type of project may be available through 
state grants or academic partnerships.  The city 
can also save time and money by leveraging 
data and methodology developed by the Field 
Projects team which can serve as a pilot for 
future efforts.  The team digitized roughly 
1,000 properties within specific zoning districts 
that allow multi-family housing development 
(Apartment 1, Apartment 2 and Apartment 
3).  Tabular tax data produced by the Medford 
Assessor’s Department was then joined to 
those shapes, yielding a GIS shapefile that can 
be used to support efforts to identify and site 
affordable housing in the city’s high-density 
residential zoning districts.
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then the development should include, at a 
minimum, a percentage of affordable housing. 

Identify fiscal mechanisms to create a 
continuing source of revenue to produce 
affordable housing: We recommend that 
Medford implement an aggressive set of 
policies to generate a stable, dedicated, 
and continuing source of revenue for the 
production, rehabilitation, and maintenance of 
housing that is affordable to low and very-low 
income households.  Some of the suggestions 
we have for the establishment of a dedicated 
housing fund are the following: 

 Establish housing in-lieu fees (to be paid   • 
  by a developer ‘in-lieu’ of affordable housing  
  development) through an Inclusionary   
  Zoning Ordinance, and commit these fees to  
  a fund. 

 Establish a Job/Housing Linkage fee• 1 on   
    commercial development, and commit these  
  fees to the fund. 

 Establish a Municipal Affordable Housing  • 
  Trust Fund, as articulated in the 2006 City  
  of Medford Affordable Housing Plan, to   
  apply for and receive grants and to provide  
  matching funds where required by grant   
  programs.
 
Explore adaptive reuse of existing building 
stock: We encourage Medford to conduct 
an inventory of current building stock that 
could be available for adaptive reuse (i.e. 
surplus schools, historical buildings, vacant 
commercial sites) for affordable housing and 
promote this conversion (Listokin et al, 1998).  
Such reuse will allow Medford to maintain its 
current building densities by utilizing existing 
structures rather than building in or out.

1  Jobs-Housing Linkage fees are fees or requirements placed 
on commercial, office, or industrial development by a local government 
to offset the impact that new development will have on housing needs 
(Non-Profit Housing Association of Northern California, 2005)

Growth Network 2001).  The Consolidated Plan 
already commits a focusing of city resources 
to create a significant community development 
and housing improvements in Medford Square:

 “…investments will create affordable 
housing, new parks and better 
connectivity to the Mystic River linear 
parkway (1).”  

Beyond including improvements to traffic 
flow, new parking lots, public plazas, and 
outdoor cafes, the Medford Square Master Plan 
identifies residential development as the best 
opportunity for new development in Medford 
Square.  Over the course of the next few years, 
the Plan projects that the city will own 250 
residential units in the area in addition to up to 
320 privately owned residential units.  The Plan 
specifically articulates that a variety of housing 
types and prices be created for a wide range of 
income brackets including young professionals, 
seniors, college students and graduates, and 
young couples and families (Medford Square 
Master Plan 2005).  By focusing its affordable 
housing development efforts on Medford 
Square, we believe the city will encounter the 
least expensive, most barrier-resistant, large-
scale residential development path within its 
boundaries.

Use land owned by the public sector for 
affordable housing development: We 
recommend that Medford focus its affordable 
housing development efforts on parcels it 
already owns (such as those in and around the 
downtown core).  Further, we suggest that the 
city offer these parcels to affordable housing 
developers at reduced or no cost, or include 
affordable housing in civic developments. 
Any use or re-use of publicly owned property 
should be made available for the production 
of affordable housing, to maintain consistency 
with the public purposes the property is 
intended to serve. If use of public property is 
extended to a market rate real estate developer, 
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biannual audit to monitor the housing that 
has been built, and the income levels served 
by that housing. Such monitoring will allow 
Medford to evaluate the degree to which it is 
supporting a truly balanced community with 
housing to serve all levels of its workforce, 
including essential public service employees 
such as teachers, nurses and police.  Monitoring 
its housing production will also allow Medford 
to ascertain whether adequate capacity remains 
to serve any unmet affordable housing need, 
a particularly important consideration in this 
era of vacant and buildable land constraints 
(Affordable Housing Plan 2006).
 

Conduct a gentrification study surrounding 
the proposed green line extension:  The 
proposed extension of the MBTA Green Line to 
the southern and western sections of Medford 
may contribute to market forces that drive real 
estate prices up in those parts of the city.  The 
city and its housing partners might consider 
commissioning a study into the potential effects 
of the transit extension on current and future 
affordable housing in neighborhoods newly-
served by rapid transit.  

Monitor for affordability compliance: We 
encourage Medford to conduct an annual or 
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APPENDIX A:
Exploring Inclusionary Zoning as a Housing Solution 

for Medford

 In early 2007, under the initiative of 
Mayor McGlynn and the leadership of the 
Office of Community Development, the city of 
Medford embarked on a process of developing 
an inclusionary zoning ordinance (IZO).  The 
city’s website proclaims that passage of an 
IZO would result in “housing that regular 
Medford residents can afford” by ensuring a 
mix of housing costs that reflect the mix of 
individuals and families in the community 
(www.medford.org/Pages/MedfordMA_Afford/
izover?textPage=1).  The process was launched 
by a series of public meetings and presentations 
in conjunction with the consultant hired to draft 
the proposal, Judy Barrett, of the Community 
Opportunities Group.  Meetings were held 
specifically for both private and non-profit 
developers as well as for public officials and 
neighborhood groups, in order to educate about 
and gage interest in the possibility of adopting 
affordable housing requirements in Medford.  

 The city’s former Affordable Housing 
Specialist, Erica Schwarz, admits that most 
private developers initially shun the idea of 
inclusionary zoning as an extra cost burden 
on residential development.  However, in 
many cases, these same developers are 
willingly complying with such requirements in 
surrounding communities such as Boston and 
Newton and successfully contributing to the 
increased stock of affordable housing (Engler 
2002) while continuing to make a profit (Smart 
Growth Network 2001).  In California, where 
over a third of jurisdictions have adopted 
IZO’s, developers have succeeded in turning 
profits while meeting affordable housing 
needs at a rate of roughly 4,500 affordable 
units/year statewide (NPH 2007).  The top-
producing programs in the state effectively 

communicate their willingness to work with 
market-rate developers to identify a strategy 
that balances the jurisdiction’s need to create 
affordable housing with the developer’s need 
for a financially feasible plan.  Some of these 
strategies or incentives include:

Land Dedication• - whereas the developer can  
 substitute a gift of land on which to build the  
 units that would have otherwise been built on  
 his/her project

Off-Site Construction• - whereas the   
 affordable units may be built off-site

Credit Transfers-•  whereas the affordable   
 units built under a previous project can satisfy  
 the requirement for those in a new project by  
 the same developer

Financial Subsidies• - whereas developers   
 are allowed direct access to state and federal  
 subsidy sources to build the inclusionary units

Density Bonus• - whereas a developer can   
  increase the density of his/her project by   
  10-35% in exchange for providing the   
 required percentage of affordable units.

Permit-Relative Incentives• - providing for  
 deferral, reduction or complete waiving of   
 certain permits and fees

Technical Assistance• - whereas jurisdictions  
 lead developers through the    
 process of identifying affordable housing   
 subsidies

 Pointing to the recent successes of 
the surplus school conversion program in 
producing 14 new units of affordable housing, 
Mayor McGlynn expressed his support for an 
inclusionary housing program in Medford that 
will ensure that a set percentage of affordable 
units are created in all residential development 
(McGlynn, Personal Communication, April 
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affordable and elderly housing units.”
 
 The draft IZO proposal for Medford  
currently resides in the Office of Community 
Development in a confidential state of review.  
Even without insight to its contents, it is still 
possible to maintain inclusionary zoning as a 
great potential resource for ensuring that supply 
of affordable housing units meets the state’s 
growing demand.  
 Considering that zoning powers are 
already used by many jurisdictions to keep 
communities exclusive (i.e. omitting zoning 
for multi-family housing, requiring expensive 
amenities and oversized lots), we argue that it 
makes good sense to use those same powers 
to make communities inclusive.  After all, 
40% of Medford’s households today earn 
less than 80% of the area median income for 
Greater Boston and would therefore qualify 
for affordable housing (city website).  In the 
absence of sufficient supply of units, these 
households are presumably spending over 
30% of their monthly income on housing 
costs or over-crowding to make ends meet.  
As Clark Ziegler, Executive Director of the 
Massachusetts Housing Partnership writes 
at the end of his introduction to Inclusionary 
Zoning: Lessons Learned in Massachusetts, 
“Had inclusionary policies been in place 
throughout Massachusetts during the 1990s, 
thousands of affordable housing units would 
have been created close to good schools, jobs 
and transportation (2002).”  This sentiment was 
echoed by John Woods of Medford Community 
Housing in a February 9 interview recalling 
that had Medford adopted an IZO during 
the last decade when the six surplus schools 
underwent condominium/apartment conversion, 
dozens more affordable units would have been 
created to meet the outstanding needs of the 
community. 

22, 2008).  Whereas the required set-aside 
percentage for school conversions varied by 
the project, the Mayor believes that an IZO 
will communicate specific requirements to 
developers upfront, thus eliminating lengthy 
negotiations.  In addition to the Mayor, a 
majority of Medford politicians have voiced 
their support for inclusionary housing policies, 
as evidenced in the 2007 Vote Medford 
Candidate Questionnaire (http://2007.
votemedford.org/citycouncil_q01/index.html):

Mark Arena: “I would support an amendment 
to the use regulations of our zoning ordinances 
to provide affordable housing for low or 
moderate-income households to ensure that 
affordable housing is made available on an 
equal basis to all eligible households.”

Stephanie Burke: “We are also investigating 
an ‘Inclusionary Housing’ ordinance to ensure 
that all future development will include a set 
affordability component.”

Paul Camuso: “We need to ensure that builders 
include low income housing in the mix of all 
city based residential development.”

Frederick Dello Rosso: “Since my election to 
the Council, I have advocated for affordable 
housing to be a component of every new 
development…I also support the ongoing 
examination of affordable zoning.”

Breanna Lungo: “…if re-elected I will 
continue to support creating more affordable 
housing…by encouraging developers to include 
affordable units in their developments.”

Michael Marks: “…another issue I am 
exploring is inclusionary zoning, which could 
have a great impact on creating many more 
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 With over 5,300 units of affordable 
units required to meet the current needs of the 
Medford community, the call to adopt measures 
that will ensure affordable housing creation 
is more urgent than ever.  We encourage city 
officials to continue evaluating the merits of 
an inclusionary housing program for Medford, 
taking into consideration the following 
recommendations (based upon those articulated 
in the Non-Profit Housing Association’s 
California study):

 Adopt a policy and make it mandatory,   • 
  including carefully designed options to give  
  developers flexibility to providing homes to  

  lower-income households
 Provide strong incentives and flexibility,   • 

  offering a variety of options to meet the   
  inclusionary requirements, along with an   
  array of incentives

 Provide strong oversight for the in-lieu fee  • 
  option to ensure that this money is actually  
  spent on building new affordable homes   
  within a defined unit of time

 Track the numbers to ensure the continued  • 
  effectiveness of the programs and    
  demonstrate long-term results

 Support partnerships between for-profit and  • 
  affordable housing developers
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activities include housing rehabilitation, site 
acquisition associated with affordable housing 
development by neighborhood based non-profit 
organizations, first-time homebuyer assistance, 
making buildings accessible to the elderly 
and disabled, and several other community 
development activities (NLIHC 2008, 17).  “In 
the past several years 24% of CDBG funds 
have been used for some type of housing 
program (NLIHC 2008, 16).”
 HUD uses two formulas to determine 
CDBG allocations, and the jurisdiction is 
granted the one yielding the largest amount.  
The first formula is based on poverty, 
population, and overcrowding.  The second 
formula is based on poverty, age of housing, 
and loss of population growth.  According to 
HUD’s website, the city of Medford has been 
granted $1,725,630 for Fiscal Year 2008. 

HOME Investment Partnership Program:
The HOME program is another federal block 
grant program which focuses exclusively on 
housing for low and moderate income people.  
The grant formula distributes 60% of HOME 
dollars to local “participating jurisdictions,” 
while the remaining 40% is allocated to states.  
“A formula based on six factors reflecting 
measures of poverty and the condition and 
supply of the rental housing stock determines 
which local jurisdictions are participating 
jurisdictions (NLIHC 2008, 63).”  Additionally, 
localities that do not meet the requirements 
of this formula can join with neighboring 
jurisdictions to form a consortium in order to 
receive HOME funds.  Medford is a member 
of the North Suburban HOME Consortium 
(NSC), which includes Arlington, Chelsea, 
Everett, Malden, Medford, Melrose, Revere, 
and Winthrop.

 Non-profit and for-profit developers 
often depend on a myriad of funding sources 
to complete an affordable housing project.  
A typical project receives financing from 
an average of nearly eight separate sources 
(Herbert et. al, 1993), comprising what John 
Woods of Medford Community Housing refers 
as “the affordable housing funding cocktail.”  
While each developer uses a slightly different 
recipe to determine the type and amount of aid 
they wish to receive, most apply for support 
from several key and common sources.  It 
was necessary for The Field Projects team to 
acquire a basic understanding of these key 
funding sources and their requirements so that 
we could develop more accurate and useful 
site selection criteria.  For the purpose of 
this project, we have directed our discussion 
specifically towards funding opportunities for 
non-profit developers, with which the city has 
expressed interest in cooperating.

Federal Funding

Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG):  The Community Development 
Block Grant is a federally funded program that  
allocates funds to state and local governments 
to use as they see fit within program guidelines 
for housing and community development 
activities.  In order to receive funds, states and 
localities with a population of at least 50,000 
called entitlement communities, must prepare 
a consolidated plan which includes a housing 
needs assessment for the area, a five year 
strategy to address those needs, and a one year 
plan with annual updates.  At least 70% of a 
locality’s CDBG expenditures must benefit 
low and moderate- income persons, defined 
as those who make up to 80% of the area 
median income (Schwartz 2006, 180).  Eligible 
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This grant provides funding to carry out 
cleanup activities at a specific site owned by 
the applicant.  Individual applicants can apply 
for up to $200,000 for each brownfield site.  A 
20 percent cost share is also required, which 
may be in the form of a contribution of money, 
labor, material, or services.  

 State Organizations and Programs

Capital Improvement and Innovation Fund-
Massachusetts Department of Housing 
and Community Development:  The 
Capital Improvement and Innovation Fund 
is a state bond for properties at risk of losing 
affordability restrictions.  The purpose of 
this program is to help preserve and improve 
existing affordable and rental developments.  
For-profit developers, non-profit developers, 
and local housing authorities may all apply 
for this funding which can be used for the 
acquisition, refinance, and/or rehabilitation of 
existing rental property.  At least 50 percent 
of total units must be occupied and affordable 
to those at or below 80% of the area median 
income (AMI) and no less than five percent 
must be available for those at or below 50% of 
the AMI.  Organizations may receive $40,000 
per unit for projects with 25 or more units, with 
a maximum amount of $2 million.  For projects 
with fewer than 25 units, $50,000 per unit may 
be granted as long as the total amount granted 
does not exceed $1,250,000.  

Commercial Area Transit Node Housing 
Program (CATNHP) – Massachusetts 
DHCD:  CATNHP is a state funded bond 
available to municipalities, non-profits, and 
for-profits to support rental housing production 
or rehabilitation.  Eligible projects include 
housing projects consisting of 24 units or less 
that are within neighborhood commercial areas 
in proximity to transit nodes.  In addition, no 
fewer than 51% of the units must benefit those 

 Local participating jurisdictions are 
eligible for at least $500,000, and every 
HOME dollar must be partially matched by 
other state, local or private contributions.  The 
North Suburban HOME Consortium has been 
allocated around $2.5 million for fiscal year 
2008.

Environmental Protection Agency 
Brownfields Program:  According to the 
EPA website, brownfields are “real property, 
the expansion, redevelopment, or reuse of 
which may be complicated by the presence or 
potential presence of a hazardous substance, 
pollutant, or contaminant.”  Developers have 
typically avoided brownfield redevelopment 
projects because of the high costs and 
uncertainty associated with these projects.  To 
provide incentives for organizations to clean-
up and reinvest in these properties, the EPA 
has created three brownfield grants, including 
the Brownfields Assessment Grant, the 
Brownfields Revolving Loan Fund Grant, and 
the Brownfields Cleanup Grant.  “These grants 
may be used to address sites contaminated by 
petroleum and hazardous substances, pollutants, 
or contaminants (US EPA 2008).”  In a city 
such as Medford that has very little available 
land, brownfield sites can be a rare opportunity 
for developers to acquire properties.  
 The Brownfields Assessment Grant 
provides funding for eligible entities to 
inventory and characterize the site.  It also 
allows organizations to conduct cleanup and 
redevelopment planning as well as community 
development related to brownfield sites.  The 
Brownfields Revolving Loan Fund Grant 
provides funds for “a grant recipient to 
capitalize a revolving loan fund to provide 
loans and subgrants to carry out cleanup 
activities at brownfield sites (EPA 2008).”  
The Brownfield Cleanup grant, however, is 
the only EPA brownfields grant for which 
non-profit organizations are eligible to apply.  
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units shall benefit persons living on 80% of 
AMI or less.  Additionally, not less than 25% of 
the units must benefit persons with incomes at 
30% of AMI or less, and preference is given to 
projects that provide transitional and permanent 
housing for homeless individuals and families.  
The Housing and Innovation Fund can cover 
up to 50% of development costs up with a 
maximum grant amount of $500,000.
  
Community Economic Development 
Assistance Corporation (CEDAC):  
CEDAC is a Massachusetts community 
development finance institution that provides 
pre-development lending to non-profits in 
housing development.  They also provide 
financing for workforce development, 
neighborhood economic development, and 
capital improvements to childcare facilities.  
Known as a “development lender,” CEDAC 
provides funds for start-up costs including 
site control, project feasibility, and initial 
architecture and engineering studies.  If the 
project is deemed feasible, CEDAC will then 
increase the loan amount.  Organizations 
eligible for the CEDAC predevelopment 
loans include non-profit corporations, limited 
equity cooperatives, and public agencies.  
Additionally, these organizations must propose 
a project that will be located in target areas 
or that will be designed to preserve or create 
affordable housing.  According to the CEDAC 
requirements, a target area is one in which the 
median family income falls below $58,163, 
and projects must primarily benefit low and 
moderate income families and individuals.  

MassHousing Affordable Housing Trust 
Fund:  The MassHousing Affordable Housing 
Trust Fund is intended to help organizations 
create or preserve affordable housing for 
household incomes that are no more than 110% 
of the area median income.  This funding is 
available for mixed-use projects but can only 

earning below 80% of the AMI.  Developers 
may receive $50,000 per unit up to a total of 
$750,000.  Only one project per community 
is eligible in a funding round, and there are 
traditionally two rounds of funding each year.  
Project are selected based on specific criteria, 
including the project location, local support, 
evidence of site control, evidence of zoning, 
identification of proposed financing and project 
feasibility, commitment to affordability, and 
consistency with sustainable development 
principles.

Community Based Housing Program- 
Massachusetts DHCD:  DHCD’s Community 
Based Housing Program provides funding 
for the development of integrated housing 
for people with disabilities.  Non-profits are 
eligible for this funding, and eligible activities 
include “reasonable” acquisition, rehabilitation, 
construction, predevelopment, and other soft 
costs.  To ensure that people with disabilities 
are not being isolated in the community, 
no more than 15% of the units should be 
designated for people with disabilities.  Not 
all of the units in the development project 
are required to meet accessibility standards, 
although the use of basic visitability features is 
strongly encouraged.  Through the Community 
Based Housing Program, DHCD will fund 
up to 50% of the total development costs for 
the CBH units, with a maximum amount of 
$750,000.

Housing Innovation Fund - Massachusetts 
DHCD:  The Housing Innovation Fund was 
created to provide assistance in the creation 
and preservation of alternative forms affordable 
housing, including SROs, limited equity 
cooperatives, transitional housing for the 
homeless, and battered women’s shelters.   
 Eligible activities include reasonable 
and necessary hard and soft costs to develop 
an eligible project.  No less than 50% of the 
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MassHousing Partnership Permanent 
Rental Financing Program (PRFP):  Through 
the Permanent Rental Financing Program, 
MassHousing Partnership offers long-term 
fixed financing at competitive interest rates.  
The PRFP can be used for new housing 
production, acquisition, rehabilitation, and 
refinancing, and it is often used to pay off 
and replace and replace a construction loan.  
The PRFP is an extremely flexible funding 
program, and may be particularly useful for 
acquiring financing for multiple buildings in 
close proximity.

Property and Causality Initiative:  The 
Property and Causality Initiative provides 
flexible financing for affordable housing 
development.  “Loans must support the 
acquisition, development, or preservation of 
rental or ownership housing with at least 20 
percent of the units affordable to lower and 
moderate income households (PCI 2008).”  
Lower to moderate income households are 
defined as those making no more than 80% 
of the AMI.  The Property and Causality 
Initiative typically funds rental housing, 
but it also provides financial assistance 
for the acquisition and construction of 
homeownership developments.    

be applied to affordable units.  While the 
MassHousing Affordable Housing Trust Fund 
is used primarily to support private housing 
projects that provide for the acquisition, 
construction, or preservation of affordable 
housing, a portion of this money goes to 
administer CEDAC funds.

MassDevelopment Brownfield 
Redevelopment Fund:  MassDevelopment 
offers the Brownfield Redevelopment Fund, 
which allows organizations to receive up to 
$100,000 for site testing and up to $500,000 
for site clean-up.  In order to qualify for this 
funding, the property must be owned or leased 
by the taxpayer for business purposes, the 
property has been reported to the department of 
environmental protection, and the property is 
located in an economically distressed area.

Additional Opportunities

Boston Loan Fund - Boston Community 
Capital:  Boston Community Capital is a 
national Community Development Finance 
Institution.  One of its programs, the Boston 
Loan Fund, supplies capital to projects that 
might not otherwise be financed.  It usually 
funds projects that were not able to secure 
loans from traditional financial institutions, 
and most loans are used to expand affordable 
housing opportunities.  
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