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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS ON DRAFT NSP SUBSTANTIAL AMENDMENT 
 
 
We would like to thank the following individuals and organizations for their thoughtful 
comments and questions on our Draft NSP Substantial Amendment: 
 

 
Kathy Brown. Coordinator, Boston Tenant Coalition 
 
Spencer DeShields, Executive Director, Mattapan Community Development 
Corporation 
 
Lyndia Downie, President and Executive Director, Pine Street Inn 
 
Michael Feloney, Executive Director, Southwest Boston Community Development 
Corporation 
 
Joseph Kriesberg, President and CEO, Massachusetts Association of Community 
Development Corporations 
 
David Price, Executive Director, Nuestra Comunidad Development Corporation 
 
Steven Roussel, CRA Mortgage Loan Officer, CCO Mortgage Corporation (RBS 
Citizensbank) 
 
Annie St. John, Assistant Regional Director of Training and Education, 
H.O.M.E./Homeowner Options for MA Elders 
 
Bob Van Meter, Executive Director, Boston Local Initiatives Support Corporation 
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The following is a summary of the comments received on the Draft NSP substantial 
amendment and, if the comment or suggestion was not adopted, an explanation. 

 
Comment or Suggestion City Response 

Encourages the City to direct new 
housing production resources to those 
at or below 30% AMI as an underlying 
principle and significant focus of the 
CDBG Neighborhood Stabilization 
Program.  

As its name implies, the primary focus of 
the NSP program is the stabilization of 
neighborhoods impacted by foreclosures, 
not affordable housing.  Congress 
deliberately provided grantees with 
additional flexibility by increasing the 
income limits for the NSP program from the 
CDBG program’s usual 80% of AMI limit to 
120% of AMI.  However, the City is 
committing to use 25% of its NSP 
allocation for the development of 
supportive housing, including housing for 
households with incomes under 30% of 
AMI.  We also plan to request additional 
NSP funds from the Commonwealth of 
Mass.  For the development of additional 
affordable rental housing.  

Housing First programs are a viable 
and proven resource for successfully 
housing our most vulnerable citizens. 
Housing First places chronically 
homeless individuals in housing 
immediately, paired with intensive case 
management to coordinate access to 
mainstream services that are designed 
to sustain tenancies. Funding is 
needed create additional Housing First 
units so that the model may be 
expanded to bring more Housing First 
options to community based settings. 

Again, the primary focus of the NSP 
program is the stabilization of 
neighborhoods impacted by foreclosures, 
not affordable housing.  The City is 
planning to use 25% of its NSP allocation 
for the development of supportive housing, 
which could include creation of additional 
Housing First units.  

It is my hope that people from 25% to 
120% of the HUD median income 
would be able to buy these 
(redeveloped former foreclosed) 
properties. It is important to make 
housing affordable for low to moderate-
income households. They support 
many job functions within Boston. It 
would be a better quality of life for the 
city’s workers to have access to 
affordable housing and to be close to 
where they work.  
 
 

Unfortunately, we do not expect most 
households with incomes at the lower end 
of the income range proposed by the 
commenter to be able to obtain bank 
financing or to be able to sustain 
homeownership.  For the homeownership 
component, we expect prospective buyers 
will need to have incomes at or above 60% 
of AMI in order to qualify for a mortgage. 
We expect to serve lower income 
households through NSP-assisted rental 
housing. 
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Comment or Suggestion City Response 
The plan calls for all NSP-assisted 
rental development to be for homeless 
or extremely low income households. 
Four comments received said that it is 
important to have some ability to use 
NSP funds for rental development for 
households with incomes between 50% 
and 80% of AMI.  More funds should 
be allocated to rental development 
overall.  One comment specifically 
suggested that the City reallocate $2 
million of the 4 million set-aside for the 
Supportive Housing component for 
moderate income rental units/projects. 

The City is planning to request an 
additional $1 million is NSP funds from 
DHCD for rental housing development and 
plans to commit an additional$1 million in 
city resources for non-homeless/supportive 
housing populations.  The revised 
application will include a program 
description for this component even though 
it will not be funded from the City’s NSP 
allocation. 

While supporting the focus on 
homeownership, three comments 
suggested that it may be necessary for 
the City to be more flexible in the 
current market and allow developers to 
the redevelop foreclosed properties as 
either rental or homeownership.  The 
City should provide a consistent level 
of subsidy to make either option 
feasible, as dictated by market 
conditions.   

The City’s priority is homeownership, but 
we would consider short term or long-term 
alternatives where current market 
conditions make homeownership 
infeasible.  It is not possible to set a single 
per-unit or per project subsidy level for all 
projects.   

Two comments supported the City’s 
efforts to ensure that homebuyer 
subsidies can be forgiven over 10 
years and that buyers with incomes up 
to 120% of AMI be allowed to receive 
NSP assistance. 

This is contingent upon HUD approval. 

Supports efforts to allow more flexibility 
in the plan so funds can deployed for 
the kinds of solutions that are already 
working.  

Unable to respond to this comment without 
additional details. 

Supports allocation of funds for Land 
Bank Activities but feels the amount 
allocated for interim property 
management may not be adequate. 

The amount allocated is based on DND’s 
experience, discussions with private firms 
and the expectation that properties will not 
be held for long periods of time. 

The City should add to the NSP target 
area the portion of Hyde Park that 
includes the section of River Street 
southwest of Cleary Square that has a 
number foreclosed 2 & 3 family 
properties. 
 
 

After reviewing the data, we have accepted 
this suggestion.  We have also added three 
additional census tracts based on 
reanalysis of City and HUD data.  
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Comment or Suggestion City Response 
The City should add flexibility to 
acquire properties in Roslindale, a 
neighborhood that is currently outside 
the proposed NSP target area.  
 
 

Roslindale does not currently have a 
sufficient number of foreclosed properties 
to qualify as an area of greatest need for 
the limited amount of NSP funds the City 
will receive.  Nonetheless, we will consider 
priority properties on a case by case basis.   

In order to ensure financial viability, it is 
necessary to allow developers to 
charge tenants the full Section 8 Fair 
Market Rent and not just 30% of the 
tenant’s household income.   

There seems to be some confusion 
regarding the City’s intent.  We will revise 
this program description to clarify that it is 
our expectation that NSP-assisted 
supportive housing projects will either be 
provided with project-based rental 
subsidies or with a deeper level of 
development subsidy to make the projects 
financially viable at the low-HOME rents 
levels without project-based rental 
assistance.  

The City’s proposal to limit NSP 
assistance to just the homeowner’s unit 
in multifamily (2-4 unit properties will 
limit homeowner’s participation.  Many 
will the cost of renovating rental units 
as well (three comments).  

The NSP program requires that a project 
provide affordable units in proportion to the 
amount of NSP assistance that is provided.  
It is the City’s intent to pro-rate the amount 
of NSP assistance based on the number of 
affordable units in a property.  Normally, 
NSP assistance would be limited to one-
third of the total development cost of 
acquiring and rehabilitating a triple-decker 
or half of the cost of rehabilitating a two 
family so that only the homeowner’s unit 
would require income limits and long term 
affordability restrictions.  If higher levels of 
assistance are provided, additional 
affordable units will also be required.    

Two comments recommended that the 
City should allow demolition where 
renovation is not cost effective or 
where the demolished property can be 
incorporated into a project that builds 
new housing units to replace the ones 
demolished.  

Given the limited resources available and 
the requirement to commit the funds within 
18 months, the City does not anticipate 
using NSP funds for properties requiring 
demolition.    

The City is requiring that supportive 
housing projects assisted with NSP 
funds provide supportive services.  The 
City should provide the funding for the 
services.  

NSP funds cannot be used for supportive 
services.  It is the City’s expectation that 
supportive housing projects seeking NSP 
funds will either be undertaken by a 
supportive services provider or by a non-
profit developer n partnership with a 
supportive services provider.  
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Comment or Suggestion City Response 
The City should explicitly articulate a 
role for Community Development 
Corporations (CDCs) in the 
implementation of the purchase rehab 
program.  CDCs can provide Technical 
assistance and oversee the rehab 
process.  

The City plans to rely on its existing in 
house capacity to provide technical 
assistance and rehab oversight for the 
purchase rehab component.  

The Plan is silent about how this City’s 
NSP assistance will be coordinated 
with the Mass Housing Investment 
Corporation’s (MHIC) acquisition loan 
fund. 

The City has been having ongoing 
discussions with MHIC.  We expect the 
programs to be coordinated to the extent 
possible, but specific details have not been 
finalized at this time. 

One commenter suggested that the 
City partner with the Home Funders 
Collaborative to stretch City assistance 
for the development of rental housing 
with NSP funds.  

The City  has engaged in discussions with 
the Collaborative and we are happy to 
work with non-profit grantees whose 
projects are funded by the Collaborative.  

The City should create broader, more 
flexible programs to facilitate switching 
money from one component to another 
as needed (for example, between 
homebuyer acquisition and homebuyer 
purchase/rehab) . 

Programs and budgets must be set up to 
be consistent with HUD’s DGMS system.  
This requires budget allocation by NSP 
activity and specific CDBG eligible activity 
category.  

CDC are already acquiring properties.  
How will the City work with CDCs on 
those properties.  Will the City provide 
NSP funds to properties acquired prior 
to the start of the NSP program? 

NSP funds cannot be used for any costs 
incurred prior to 9/29/08.  NSP funds can 
be used for rehab costs of properties 
acquired with other funds before the start 
of the program.  Acquisition costs must be 
consistent with NSP program discount 
requirements in order to be eligible for 
reimbursement with NSP funds.  Properties 
acquired without consultation with the City 
are the developer’s risk.  The City cannot 
guarantee that assist projects for which the 
developer paid too high an acquisition 
price or that require an unreasonable 
amount of rehabilitation.  

Owners of NSP-assisted projects 
should be allowed to rent units to 
Section 8 holders at Section 8 FMR 
without requiring that the project rent 
exclusively to Section 8 holders. 

This a misunderstanding of the City’s 
intent.  Units target to households at 50% 
of median must either be underwritten to 
be affordable at the low-HOME rents 
without a subsidy or at the Section 8 FMR 
if a project-based rental subsidy is 
provided.   Units do not have to be rented 
exclusively to voucher holders. 
 
 



 

Comments on City of Boston NSP Substantial Amendment Page 6 of 8 

Comment or Suggestion City Response 
The use of the term project is confusing A project can consist of one or more 

buildings.  Restrictions are based on the 
number of units in the project.   

The City should limit the term of 
affordability for rental projects assisted 
with NSP funds to 15 years with no 
renewal instead of instead of 30 plus 
20 years renewal.   

The City feels that 30+20 is a reasonable 
term given the proposed level of assistance 
and the commitment of project-based 
rental subsidies. 

Commenter supports City proposal to 
restrict homeowner appreciation on 
NSP-assisted properties on a declining 
basis over 10 years to discourage 
speculation. 
.  

This is contingent upon HUD approval.  A 
longer term may be required and the City 
may be required to recapture all of the 
appreciation. 

The City should provide $500 per 
closing for TA to be provided by 
qualified non-profits to buyers of REOs 
and an additional funding for rehab 
construction management equal to 
10% of the loan amount for non-profits 
to provide TA for REO purchase rehab. 
   

At this time, the City plans to provide these 
services directly through its own staff.  

Energy Star can be met for projects 
requiring gut rehab, but for the most 
part  this level of work exceeds the 
planned scope of rehab for most NSP 
projects.   

Energy Star will only be required for Gut 
rehab.  For all other projects, use of Energy 
Star compliant materials and equipment 
will only be required for those components 
that are replaced.  
  

Funds should be targeted to lower-
income populations residing in 
Boston’s targeted neighborhoods and 
lower income groups should receive a 
priority.  The City should target more 
than just the minimum of 25% of the 
funds to households with incomes 
below 50% of AMI. 

The NSP program was not designed as an 
affordable housing program.  It was 
intended to stabilize neighborhoods by 
providing communities with resources to 
address the growing number of foreclosed 
and abandoned properties resulting from 
the mortgage meltdown.  Towards that 
end, Congress explicitly provided the NSP 
program with higher income limits than the 
regular NSP program.   
 

More funds should be targeted to 
renters 

The City’s top priority is to return 
foreclosed properties to responsible owner-
occupancy.  However, the City is also 
seeking an additional $1 million in NSP 
funds from DHCD and will commit an 
additional $1 million in City funds for rental 
housing. 
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Comment or Suggestion City Response 
Affordable rent is defined in a way that 
is inconsistent with the requirement 
that 25% of funds be used for 
households at or below 50% of AMI. 

The City anticipates that all of the 
supportive housing units assisted with NSP 
funds will have project-based section 8 
assistance.  If they do not, they will be 
required to set rents at the low-HOME 
rents levels which are designed to be 
affordable to households with incomes at 
50% of AMI.  It is not possible to underwrite 
projects without rent subsidies by setting 
rents at 30% of household income 
regardless of the household’s actual 
income. 
 
   

Ensure compliance with required 
affordability periods. At minimum, the 
City should meet the HOME 
requirements applicable to the use of 
NSP funds.   

The HOME requirements are a ”safe 
harbor” for the NSP program and are not 
required by the NSP statute.  The City is 
seeking a waiver of the NSP guidance to 
allow shorter and more flexible long term 
affordability requirements for NSP-assisted 
homeownership units.   We feel this is 
necessary to encourage buyers to 
purchase REO properties in the targeted 
areas.  
 
 

Provide priorities for NSP assistance to 
developers committed to permanent 
sustainable affordability, using land 
trusts and other models.  

In soft market areas, such as the areas 
targeted for the NSP program, overly 
restrictive affordability requirements will 
serve as a disincentive to developers’ 
willingness to invest in these properties.  
Several non-profit developers have 
commented that our proposed 30 + 20 year 
affordability requirements for rental projects 
are not feasible. 
 
 
   

The City should adopt longer minimum 
affordability periods.  City should 
require 20 year affordability for 
assistance of $15,000 to $40,000 per 
unit and 40 years for anything over 
$40,000 per unit.  

The proposed affordability periods are 
more restrictive than the HOME limits.  The 
City believes these would limit interest in 
the program and result in our failure to 
commit and expend the funds within the 
required timelines.  
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Comment or Suggestion City Response 
The plan should prioritize maintaining 
occupied units in foreclosed properties 
in order to maximize stabilization and 
cost-effectiveness.   

The City has prioritized the acquisition and 
rehabilitation of vacant units because these 
properties are most likely to pose a 
blighting influence on the local community 
and are most in need of rehabilitation.    
We are willing to work with tenants and 
non-profits interested in purchasing specific 
occupied foreclosed properties, but the City 
does not plan to make a priority of 
acquiring such properties.  Due to 
relocation requirements and the higher 
costs of operating occupied properties, it is 
generally not more cost effective to acquire 
and rehabilitate such properties.   

 










