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E X E C U T I V E  S U M M A R Y

Solving the affordable housing crisis in Massachusetts requires
strong executive leadership that makes affordable housing one
of the top public policy priorities in a new administration. It
also requires multiple strategies that meet a range of needs and
include both new production and preservation of existing
housing.The new administration must make a commitment to
educating the general public about the needs and strategies for
addressing the problem; coordinating the key state agencies
that directly and indirectly impact affordable housing policies;
and confronting the local barriers to production of affordable
housing in our “home rule” state.

Massachusetts has long had some of the highest housing costs
in the nation relative to resident incomes, and currently ranks
third among the 50 states.The heart of the problem is that
housing prices have been rising faster than incomes for many
years, especially for those at the lower end of the income scale,
and the problem has worsened in recent years.

High housing costs threaten the state’s long-term economic
prospects both by deterring households from relocating to the
state and by spurring current residents to leave. Several recent
studies have found that younger, educated members of the
workforce are leaving Massachusetts, primarily because of the
high cost of living. Similarly, a University of Massachusetts
Donahue Institute public opinion poll conducted at the end 
of 2004 found that 46% of Massachusetts residents or their
immediate family members are seriously considering leaving
the state because of the high cost of housing. Recent US
Census data shows that Massachusetts was the only state in the
nation to lose population in 2003 and only one of two in
2004. Several recent studies attribute the loss, in part, to high
housing costs.

State investments in affordable housing achieve the following
tangible results.They help to:

• Increase the supply of housing and preserve existing
homes.

• Create construction jobs and provide spin-off benefits to
other important industries, such as retail and professional
services.

• Leverage a significant amount of private sector capital,
including private bank financing and private investor 
equity contributions.

• Revitalize urban communities, particularly in cities where
a market rate housing supply approach is not feasible,
including Lawrence, Springfield, Brockton, New Bedford,
Fall River, and others.

• Prevent homelessness by providing permanent affordable 
housing options.

The next Governor should adopt a comprehensive state 
housing policy with a combination of strategies. Our 
recommendations include:

1. Preserve privately-owned affordable housing:

• Restart the Capital Improvement and Preservation Fund
(CIPF) and allow monies from the Housing Stabilization
Fund (HSF) to be used to preserve existing affordable
developments.

• Remove barriers to the use of 4% low income tax credits
and bond financing for preservation projects.

• Launch a technical assistance program for municipalities
and non-profit organizations through the Community
Economic Development Assistance Corporation.

2. Preserve and revitalize state public housing:

• Increase state operating subsidies over the next four 
fiscal years.

• Increase investments in state public housing modernization
funding and make it more predictable.

• Bring in private capital and private sector discipline to
public housing.

• Provide technical assistance to local housing authorities.

• Set meaningful performance goals backed by specific
DHCD initiatives.

• Begin a pilot program to deregulate some housing 
authorities.

• Improve accessibility and bring in new services to elderly 
public housing.
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3. Increase affordable housing production:

• Preserve Chapter 40B, the state’s Comprehensive Permit
Statute.

• Expand the State Affordable Housing Trust Fund.

• Streamline state housing programs and reduce transaction
costs.

• Elevate DHCD to a cabinet-level secretariat.

• Evaluate the impact of the Romney Administration’s smart
growth policies on affordable housing production.

4. End homelessness:

• Reinvest in the Massachusetts Rental Voucher Program
(MRVP).

• Continue to invest in the Residential Assistance for
Families in Transition Program (RAFT).

• Restore the Individual Self-Sufficiency Program (ISSI).

• Support the Housing Consumer Education Centers.

5. Collaborate with municipalities to support their housing and
planning efforts:

• Launch a comprehensive technical assistance program that
will help municipalities implement local housing plans.

• Continue implementation of Chapter 40R, the state’s
smart growth zoning law, by providing planning and 
technical assistance to municipalities.

• Provide technical assistance to communities that have
passed the Community Preservation Act (CPA).

• Provide funding to smaller communities that are facing
growth pressures so they can hire local professional 
planning staff.

6. Engage the business community:

• Form a high-level working group of key business leaders
and the Governor’s Office to develop and implement
housing strategies.

• Work with local chambers of commerce across the state to
encourage business leaders to become actively involved in
housing issues in the communities in which they live and
work.

• Plan and implement a pilot employer assisted housing 
program with key employers—such as hospitals,
universities, and manufacturing companies—to provide
assistance to employees to purchase a new home or to rent
an apartment.

7. Expand and Sustain Homeownership Opportunities

• Continue support for the Soft Second Mortgage Program.

• Create a financing pool to minimize foreclosures.

8. Ensure Compliance with Fair Housing Laws and Promote
Housing Accessibility:

• Make fair housing a high priority in state government 
and ensure that resources and tools are deployed for this
purpose.

• Support passage and swift implementation of the data 
collection bill (H-4978), which will require DHCD to
collect information on residents of affordable housing.

• Hire a full-time director of fair housing within DHCD to
coordinate and oversee all fair housing activities.

• Support efforts to provide housing options for people with
disabilities and support services in affordable housing
developments that also include non-disabled residents so
that integration is achieved.



3

Gubernatorial leadership is an essential ingredient for making
progress on affordable housing in Massachusetts. For the past
15 years, governors have routinely stated that addressing the
high cost of housing is critical to the long-term health of the
state economy, yet state spending on housing has been sharply
reduced.After reaching its lowest point in a decade in FY99,
funding has risen slightly, but still remains 46% below FY89 levels
without even adjusting for inflation.

Solving the affordable housing crisis in Massachusetts requires
strong executive leadership that makes affordable housing one
of the top public policy priorities in a new administration. It
also requires multiple strategies that meet a range of needs and
include both new production and preservation of existing
housing.The new administration must make a commitment to
educating the general public about the needs and strategies for
addressing the problem; coordinating the key state agencies
that directly and indirectly impact affordable housing policies;
and be willing to confront the local barriers to production of
affordable housing in our “home rule” state.

The next Governor should also adopt a comprehensive state
housing policy with a combination of strategies, including:

• preserving privately-owned affordable housing;

• preserving and revitalizing state public housing;

• increasing affordable housing production;

• ending homelessness through rental assistance and 
other services;

• collaborating with municipalities to support their housing
and planning efforts;

• engaging with the business community;

• expanding and sustaining homeownership opportunities;

• enforcing fair housing laws.

Why It’s Important to Address the Housing Crisis

Massachusetts has long had some of the highest housing costs
in the nation relative to resident incomes, and currently ranks
third among the 50 states.The heart of the problem is that
housing prices have been rising faster than incomes for many
years, especially for those at the lower end of the income scale,
and the problem has worsened in recent years.

High housing costs threaten the state’s long-term economic
prospects both by deterring households from relocating to the
state and by spurring current residents to leave. Several recent

studies have found that younger, educated members of the
workforce are leaving Massachusetts, primarily because of the
high cost of living. Similarly, a University of Massachusetts
Donahue Institute public opinion poll conducted at the end of
2004 found that 46% of Massachusetts residents or their imme-
diate family members are seriously considering leaving the state
because of the high cost of housing. Recent US Census data
shows that Massachusetts was the only state in the nation to lose
population in 2003 and only one of two in 2004. Several recent
studies attribute the loss, in part, to high housing costs.

Median rents statewide rose by 25% between 1999 and 2004,
and although rents have stabilized over the past two years,
declines have largely been confined to the most expensive
rental units.The number of communities in Massachusetts
where a household earning the median income for that city or
town could afford a median-priced home has fallen from 148
in 1998 to 27 in 2004. (See Appendix 1 for more detail on low
and moderate income housing needs.)

There are several reasons for Massachusetts’ high housing costs.
Housing supply has failed to keep pace with demand, driving
up prices for existing units. Development costs are high, both
in larger cities where there is little vacant land and in the 
suburbs, where increasingly restrictive building and zoning
requirements, including rising minimum lot size requirements,
have both raised land and development costs and largely 
limited the type of housing that can be developed as-of-right.

While the run-up in prices has benefited some long time
homeowners it has created real hardship for many other 
residents. For some very-low income individuals and families,
high rents restrict housing choice and consume so much of
their incomes that they cannot meet other basic needs. It also
may force them to live in shelters or double up with other
families, creating housing instability that is disruptive to their
children’s schooling. High rents and home prices can also make
it difficult or impossible for many lower wage and middle-
income renters to save for a downpayment and become 
homeowners, especially in communities with good schools.

High housing prices also impose environmental costs.
Automobile use is rising and highway congestion is increasing
as buyers in search of homes they can afford locate in commu-
nities further from their places of employment.As a result,
automobile use has risen (the number of cars registered in
Massachusetts rose 48% between 1992 and 2002), and average
commuting times rose by almost 19% between 1990 and 2000.

I N T R O D U C T I O N
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1. Preserve Existing Private Subsidized Housing

State government must aggressively pursue preservation of
existing affordable homes. Preserving these homes usually 
costs far less than new construction, it helps finance needed
improvements that often benefit the surrounding neighbor-
hood, it avoids resident displacement, and it does not entail the
difficulty that comes with finding new sites.

The continued affordability of many older subsidized 
developments is at-risk for two reasons: lack of capital for
modernization and rehabilitation work that will extend their
useful life; and expiring use restrictions.“Expiring use” refers
to projects eligible for conversion to market rate housing
because they have or soon will reach the end of the time limit
on their affordability restrictions and/or their subsidy contracts
are expiring.

Massachusetts has lost more than 4,500 affordable units since
1995 due to such expiration.

Massachusetts has about 83,000 units of affordable housing in
privately owned, federally assisted housing, developed with
interest subsidies and/or assisted with Section 8 project-based
rent subsidies.The long term affordability of about 28,000 of
these units is at-risk between now and December 31, 2010,
either because owners of these units can opt-out of the subsidy
program, thereby ending rent and tenant income restrictions
for those units, or because low-income tax credit restrictions
are expiring.1

Together, these 28,000 units represent 14% of the state’s cur-
rent affordable housing inventory of all public and privately
assisted housing. Given that Massachusetts is currently only
adding about 2,000 new affordable units a year, the potential
loss of 28,000 existing units by 2010 cannot be taken lightly.

For the past decade, Massachusetts has had very successful
preservation programs due to bi-partisan support for giving
these developments high priority for state assistance 
through the low-income housing tax credit and other DHCD
programs. Many profit-motivated owners who wished to 
convert to market rate housing have been persuaded to sell
instead to a non-profit buyer who agreed to maintain long-
term affordability. In those cases, state and federal funds were
combined to help the new buyer to finance the acquisition
and needed capital improvements (many suffer from deferred
maintenance because funding and allowable rent revenues have
failed to keep pace with the increased costs of maintenance

and capital repairs). In other cases, where owners wanted to
retain the property and continue its affordability, the new funds
were used to replace expiring subsidies, finance needed capital
improvements, and improve project cash flow.

In 2005, however, the Romney Administration began backing
away from preservation, suspending the use of two state-
funded programs for this purpose and giving new production 
projects first priority for other funding programs. Ensuring that
the 28,000 existing privately-owned affordable units at-risk of leaving
the subsidized inventory are preserved requires reinstating the previous
strategy. The effectiveness of this strategy could be enhanced by
the provision of technical assistance to communities to ensure
all owners of at-risk properties are made aware of preservation
options before they make alternative plans.

To adequately address preservation needs, the new governor
should take the following steps:

• Restart the Capital Improvement and Preservation
Fund (CIPF) and allow monies from the Housing
Stabilization Fund (HSF) to be used to preserve 
existing affordable developments.These two programs 
have preserved 6,600 units since 1993 at an average cost 
in HSF and CIPF funds of $15,500 a unit.The CIPF 
program still has more than $20 million in bond 
authorization remaining.

• Remove barriers to the use of 4% low income tax
credits and bond financing to preservation projects.
The Romney Administration has adopted restrictive 
policies that put preservation projects at a disadvantage
when trying to access these funds.These policies should 
be reversed.

• Launch a technical assistance program, through the
Community Economic Development Assistance
Corporation, to provide technical assistance to make 
tenants, non-profits and municipalities aware of local
expiring use properties and help them negotiate long-term
preservation agreements and access purchase and 
rehabilitation funds.

2. Preserve and Revitalize State Public Housing

State public housing – funded with state rather than HUD
funds and operating under state rather than federal regulation –
represents one-quarter of the state’s affordable housing 
inventory and more than half the public housing inventory.

R E C O M M E N D E D  H O U S I N G  S T R AT E G I E S
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The federal public housing program has 34,000 units. State
public housing, owned by the Commonwealth through 254
local housing authorities (LHAs), totals more than 49,000
units, including 15,000 units of family public housing, 32,000
units of elderly and disabled housing, and 2,000 units in group
homes.

Unlike federal public housing, which is primarily located in
the Commonwealth’s larger cities, state public housing is 
widely dispersed (101 LHAs have less than 100 units of hous-
ing). It is a particularly important affordable housing resource
in suburban and rural communities, accounting for 40% of all
affordable housing outside the state’s 15 largest poor cities.

State public housing serves some of the state’s lowest income
citizens (while households with incomes up to 80% of median
are eligible for admission, most resident households earn less
than 20% of median income or about $15,000 annually).

Despite the importance of this stock, its long-term viability is
at-risk. More and more apartments are becoming deteriorated
and obsolete due to a lack of state funds as well as oversight
mechanisms that are inflexible and insufficient to meet basic
real estate needs.

Preservation of existing public housing is the fiscally prudent
course of action.While aging, this housing does not face the
severe problems that plague other parts of the country. Most
family units in Massachusetts are in low-density townhouse or
duplex developments with private entries that meet current
housing needs and can continue to be maintained, modernized
and operated at moderate cost.

A comprehensive action plan is needed to revitalize this 
valuable housing stock so that it is available for current and
future generations.A combination of new state funding, private
sector investment, and administrative reforms can help to save
and expand our state public housing. Specifically, the state
should pursue the following steps.

• Increase state operating subsidies over the next four
fiscal years. Like federal public housing developments,
state public housing developments often need operating
subsidies because tenant rents (capped at 30-32% of tenant
income) are not always high enough to cover the costs of
operating these properties. DHCD’s estimate of reasonable
operating costs (the “allowable expense level”) has been
too low to enable local housing authorities (LHAs) to
maintain units in good repair and fund capital reserves (it
is much lower per unit than HUD provides for federal
units). In addition, to keep subsidy costs down, DHCD has
frozen “allowable operating expense” levels for the past
four years.This means LHAs no longer receive enough to
keep pace with the rising costs of maintenance, materials,
utilities, and staffing for their state development. Moreover,

LHAs are still owed more than $7 million in state funding
from the FY04 and F05 budgets.

A recent Harvard University study2 found that LHAs need
approximately $340 per unit each month to cover the basic
costs of operating public housing (excluding utilities),
whereas DHCD bases current subsidies on an allowable
expense level averaging only $202 per unit per month.
Funding operating subsidies based on the study results
would cost over $100 million, but raising them closer to
the per-unit amount HUD provides would be a good start
and cost $44 million a year ($10 million more than the
FY06 appropriation of $34 million).

• Increase investments in state public housing modern-
ization funding and make it more predictable. Funding
for modernization and larger capital repairs comes from
the state capital budget. Because this account has long
been underfunded, there is now a huge backlog of greatly
needed repairs, such as replacing heating systems, roofs, and
kitchens and baths.When funds do become available,
housing authorities must compete among themselves for
an allocation.A recent CHAPA study estimated a need for
more than $1.5 billion in modernization funds (about
$30,000 per unit).The state should invest $100 million per
year (up from $52 million this year) over the next 10 years
from its capital budget.This increase could be phased in
gradually to accommodate the overall bond cap of the
Commonwealth.

In addition, DHCD should make this funding more pre-
dictable by shifting to annual formula-based grant system,
as HUD has done, rather than a project-based allocation
system, and establishing an ongoing capital reserve system.
This would result in better utilization of state funds and
stronger incentives for local planning and management.
The 2004 housing bond bill required DHCD to imple-
ment a pilot program for formula funding, but it has not
been implemented.

• Bring in private capital and private sector discipline to
public housing. State public housing policies have long
discouraged housing authorities from taking advantage of
private sector capital and expertise. Following the lead of
HUD, which adopted “mixed use finance” regulations 
for federal public housing in 1998, the state enacted similar
new regulations for state public housing in September
2005.These mixed-finance regulations allow for creative
new approaches to funding development and renovation
by allowing private and public funds to be combined to
develop or redevelop sites that housing authorities 
currently own or control.

• Provide technical assistance to local housing authori-
ties. DHCD should launch a technical assistance program,
through Massachusetts Housing Partnership (MHP), to
assist smaller housing authorities and provide planning
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grants to get mixed-finance projects off the ground with
particular attention to small authorities and to those 
pursuing joint ventures and/or private financing.

• Set meaningful performance goals backed by specific
DHCD initiatives, such as: (1) a pilot program to 
revitalize up to five troubled family public housing 
developments; (2) a demonstration effort to redevelop
existing low-density public housing and provide additional
housing on these sites; and (3) a simplified development
and financing model for new housing construction on
currently undeveloped LHA sites.All of these initiatives
should ensure that there is significant input from public
housing residents and should build-in protections for 
existing residents.

• Begin a pilot program to deregulate some housing
authorities. Extensive layers of regulation often hinder
rather than help local housing authorities in their efforts 
to respond to local needs. Deregulation would allow
responsible authorities to adopt policies such as ceiling
rents and site-based waiting lists and to tailor their policies
and management strategies to local market conditions.
The state should also provide incentives for smaller local
housing authorities to collaborate with nearby housing
authorities to achieve greater management and 
administrative efficiencies. Finally, construction reform 
is necessary to free housing authorities from arcane and
unrealistic construction bidding requirements.

• Improve accessibility and bring in new services to 
elderly public housing. Much of the state elderly public
housing stock needs to be reconfigured to allow for larger
unit sizes and better accessibility because it was built
decades ago without these important features. Equally
important, the state should expand its program that 
coordinates support services in elderly public housing.This
model program has been extremely effective in allowing
residents to “age in place” rather than having to be placed
in expensive nursing homes. Finally, several housing
authorities have begun exploring the provision of afford-
able licensed assisted living and this should be encouraged.

3. Increase Production of Affordable Housing

Additional affordable housing is required to assist the hundreds
of thousands of low- and moderate-income households in
Massachusetts with housing affordability problems, and 
especially the estimated 147,000 very-low and extremely-low
income renter households who now pay more than half their
income for housing. Building new housing is also an important
economic stimulus that creates important jobs in the 
construction industry and related employment sectors.

Currently, Massachusetts is creating about 1,400 new units of
affordable housing a year through new construction and 
rehabilitation using conventional state and federal subsidy

funds. Developers and suburban communities have been 
creating about 1,200 more units a year through shallow subsidy
programs (primarily density bonuses and other regulatory
waivers under Chapter 40B and/or local assistance such as
donated land or buildings or inclusionary zoning), though
most of these are priced to serve households with incomes
close to 80% of area median income.

In choosing to allocate funds, the state must pursue a strategy
that balances the affordability needs of residents in the state’s
larger cities with the goal of increasing housing choice,
including increasing access to suburban communities with
strong schools and greater access to employment. It should also 
proactively support the creation of new housing in mixed
income communities. Serving families with a range of incomes
builds healthier communities and the concept enjoys broad
political and public support. It should also ensure that all new
assisted developments include units for extremely-low and
very-low income households.

In order to achieve these goals, the new governor must:

• Preserve Chapter 40B, which is required for almost all
affordable housing production in suburban communities
and is the most effective tool for increasing the production
of mixed income housing in those communities (see
Appendix 2).

• Expand the State Affordable Housing Trust Fund. The
Affordable Housing Trust Fund, created in 2000 and now
funded through the capital budget, is the state’s most 
flexible housing program, and has led to the creation of
nearly 4,500 housing units. It can be used for both rental
and ownership projects and can serve a wide range of
incomes. It often functions as a “gap filler” funding source,
added to other project subsidies to deepen affordability
(lowering the income a household needs to afford the
rent) or to increase the total number of affordable units in
a project. CHAPA recommends an increase in the housing
trust fund from $20 million to $50 million annually.

• Streamline state housing programs and reduce 
transaction costs. Most affordable housing production 
and preservation developments require multiple funding
sources, a fact that adds to both cost and time required to
complete a transaction. Many use the federal low-income
housing tax credit program, which is designed to raise
enough equity to finance 65-70% of the cost to develop
or preserve multifamily rental housing affordable to 
households earning 60% of area median income (i.e.
slightly above very low income).The tax credit program is
very popular, but demand for these credits far exceeds the
annual allocation of approximately $12 million and not all
projects qualify (federal law requires that most credits be
targeted to poorer neighborhoods).
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In addition, given the high cost of construction, developers
cannot produce affordable units with tax credits alone 
and must obtain “gap filler” grants from other DHCD 
programs and often from local programs as well.Tax credit
projects have higher transaction costs because of the need to
syndicate the credits.The need to use multiple funding
sources is even greater for projects that do not obtain tax
credits.

There are several steps DHCD can take to make the
financing process more efficient and less costly. First,
it should revise its guidelines for awarding federal 
low-income housing tax credits. Specifically, it should 
concentrate them in fewer projects by raising the cost caps
to $200,000 per unit.This would reduce fixed syndication
costs and bridge loan expenses and ongoing compliance
costs. It would also reduce the number of funding pro-
grams per project and reduce legal fees. Concentrating tax
credits in larger projects would also make more of the gap
filler funds available to small projects where using tax 
credits is less efficient.

Second, DHCD should standardize the various “use 
agreements” that spell out the restrictions and requirements
for individual funding programs.The purposes of most of
these agreements are similar, but the wording and other
details are sufficiently different in some cases to create 
conflicts, which in turn create extra transaction costs.
Recent progress has been made in this area.

Third, DHCD should craft a general policy manual about
how to structure transactions with multiple programs
where it is the nominal client. Ideally, this policy would
allow a single law firm to represent all of the DHCD
interests in multi-tiered funding. In the least, it could assign
much of the basic due diligence to a single firm and
require any other firms to rely on that documentation.
Again, recent progress has been made in this area.

• Elevate DHCD to a cabinet-level secretariat. The 
former Executive Office of Community Development was
changed to a department-level agency 10 years ago amid
the government “downsizing” measures of a previous
administration. Housing plays a crucial role in the state’s
economy, and should be treated as a cabinet-level agency.

• Evaluate the impact of the Romney Administration’s
smart growth policies on affordable housing 
production.

CHAPA is an advocate of smart growth development as a
way to harness the positive aspects of growth while mini-
mizing its negative impacts.We are a founding member of
the Massachusetts Smart Growth Alliance, convene a
CHAPA Smart Growth Committee, and run a Smart
Growth Demonstration Initiative in which funds are used to
assist communities in implementing smart growth develop-
ment strategies that incorporate affordable housing.

The Romney Administration created the Office for
Commonwealth Development (OCD) to coordinate
efforts in housing, transportation, energy and environmen-
tal affairs. OCD implemented three initiatives, which
directly impact the state’s affordable housing programs:

1) OCD created ten principles of sustainable development
and used them to guide its establishment of smart growth
criteria for any housing development seeking subsidies
from the state or a Chapter 40B determination of project
eligibility. The Romney Administration has greatly
emphasized housing development near public 
transportation and in town centers.

The current Administration has defined appropriate 
locations for housing too narrowly.

CHAPA supports locating housing in places where people
already live and work as legitimate policy, as long as it is 
balanced with the tenet that all Massachusetts residents are
entitled to fair and equal access to housing throughout the
state. Not all municipalities have public transit or even
town centers, and often there are other appropriate 
locations for housing to be developed.

The new smart growth criteria for housing development
have raised concerns about whether some communities
will be hampered in producing much needed affordable
housing, especially in suburban and rural areas. Imposing
smart growth requirements on affordable housing 
development can add costs and hold affordable housing to
a “higher standard” than housing development in general,
which is by far the greatest user of land in Massachusetts.
If an undue burden is placed upon affordable housing
development, it will result in less affordable housing being
built, but overall sprawl from market-rate housing 
development may continue.
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While location is an important element of smart growth, other
factors also play a key role, and include the 
following:

• Promoting efficient land use through the development of
compact, mixed-use communities;

• Concentrating development by clustering housing and
preserving open space;

• Protecting the environment and conserving natural
resources by using energy efficient technologies and 
alternative technologies for waste water treatment;

• Planning regionally rather than town-by-town;

• Promoting diverse housing types, equity and fairness.

CHAPA welcomes the use of smart growth criteria to make
the development of affordable housing more environmentally
sound, as long as there is not a decrease in the development of
affordable housing built as a result.The new Governor should
conduct an independent evaluation of how these criteria 
have impacted the funding of proposed affordable housing
developments.

2) OCD created the Commonwealth Capital Fund (CCF) and
a CCF scoring system, linking state funding for capital
improvement projects to municipal land use policy and smart
growth initiatives at the local level. In FY06, 19 communities
received high scores, 48 communities received medium 
scores, and 15 communities received low scores, while 143
communities did not submit applications.

CHAPA supports a thoughtful allocation of state resources
within a framework of smart growth planning. Yet 
“lower-scoring” communities or communities that do not 
submit a CCF application may not be able to access housing
funds, limiting housing choices in their communities.
Moreover, communities that wish to block affordable housing
developments could simply not submit a CCF application,
which acts at cross-purposes to the intent of the CCF.

The next Governor should carefully examine whether the new
CCF scoring system as it pertains to affordable housing may be
working at cross-purposes with fair housing laws and state
goals of increasing housing diversity in urban, suburban, and
rural communities.

Similarly, from a smart growth perspective, it is important to
protect critical natural resources that may be located in a given
community, regardless of whether that community has submit-
ted, or received a low score on a CCF application. While
CHAPA supports the intentions of the CCF to encourage
communities to plan and initiate smart growth efforts, the
potential adverse impacts of the CCF scoring must be
addressed.

3) OCD created a new interagency review team for housing
programs that were moved from DCHD to the CCF, including
the Affordable Housing Trust Fund.

Prior to the CCF, only DHCD reviewed and scored housing
proposals. Now, after DHCD has completed its review, housing
proposals are further reviewed by an interagency review team
and each individual secretariat (transportation, environmental
affairs, and OCD). This has added significant time to the
review of housing proposals, without any added benefit.
CHAPA recommends that this unnecessary and costly review
process be replaced with an approach that coordinates 
investment decisions across departments while streamlining the
process, rather than delaying it.

In conclusion, CHAPA supports coordination of affordable
housing with other key areas of state government, including
transportation, economic development, and environmental 
protection. The next Governor should carefully assess the best
mechanism and structure for achieving this goal and should
evaluate the impact of the Romney Administration’s smart
growth policies on the state’s affordable housing programs.

• Strengthen Non Profit Housing Development
Organizations: Non profit housing developers, including
community development corporations, regional housing 
agencies, special needs housing providers, community action
agencies, and others, have developed thousands of low and
moderate income housing units throughout the
Commonwealth.These community-based developers are
willing to tackle tough but essential projects such as small
infill developments in urban areas, rehabilitation of existing 
housing, smaller scale developments in rural communities,
and multi-family housing with a high percentage of 
affordability. Community development corporations are also
able to build commercial and industrial developments and
mixed use projects that bring needed jobs and services to 
distressed areas.The new Administration should recognize 
the central role that such organizations play and work to
increase the capacity of non profits throughout the state.
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4. End Homelessness

Homelessness among families, the elderly, people with disabili-
ties and youth aging out of the DSS system remains a major
problem in our state.An estimated 10,000 families with chil-
dren will be homeless at some time this year, but only about
40% can be accommodated by the state’s family shelter
system.3 Every family shelter in Massachusetts is full, housing
more than 1,800 families – double the number five years ago.

Homelessness among individuals is also on the rise, with over
11,000 homeless individuals using emergency shelters in 2003,
up from about 8,400 in 1999.When almost half of all
extremely low income renters pay more than 50% of their
income to rent, these numbers while unacceptable, are under-
standable.With the increasing cost of housing and jobs with
incomes that can’t pay the price, Massachusetts residents
become homeless.

While high housing costs are the root cause of homelessness,
part of the growth is due to the state’s decision in the 1990s to
end most of its major homelessness prevention programs (such
as emergency assistance to help with rent arrears and housing
search assistance) and to cut the state-funded rental assistance
programs that used to provide vouchers to help families and
seniors move out of shelter and into housing they could afford.
The problem has been exacerbated more recently by cuts in
the federal Section 8 voucher program.As a result, family stays
in shelter are long (6.5 months in FY03) and less than half of
the families who leave shelter move directly into permanent
housing (48% in 2002 compared to 59% in 1995).

Ending and preventing homelessness is possible.With afford-
able rents, flexible funds for securing housing and connections
to community supports, anyone—even those considered
chronically homeless—can be successfully housed. State and
federal funds should be targeted to producing, preserving, and
ensuring access to affordable housing, as well as cost-effective
health care and supportive services necessary to stabilize 
tenancies.

Unfortunately, the current housing and service delivery system
fails to meet the needs of extremely poor people, and therefore
requires reliance on emergency shelters for basic health and
safety. The state will only realize savings by making a 
significant investment in housing. In the meantime, not 
investing in both housing and shelter will result in substantial,
growing economic and human costs.

The underinvestment in prevention and permanent housing
has high social costs. It also has high fiscal costs. In FY04,
the state spent over $250 million on homeless programs and
services, primarily to manage homelessness through shelters
and related services. In 2003, it cost an estimated $100 per day
or $18,400 per family served in the emergency shelter system.

Despite similar findings by the Governor’s Executive
Commission for Homeless Services Coordination, the current
governor’s FY07 budget proposed a 60% cut in DHCD’s
major homelessness prevention program (RAFT) and a 
$2 million cut in its major rental assistance program.
Leadership of the next governor, who understands that 
homelessness can be ended, could make significant progress 
in reducing homelessness by increasing production targeted 
to extremely low income households as discussed earlier and 
taking the following steps.

• Reinvest in the Massachusetts Rental Voucher
Program to help more very low-income households with
rent costs.This state-funded program currently serves
4,300 households, down from 20,000 in 1990, providing
about 1,200 households with tenant-based vouchers and
3,100 households with project-based vouchers.The 
average subsidy cost per month (March 2006) is $629 for
mobile vouchers and $383 for project based vouchers.The
estimated $18,400 spent for a family to stay in a shelter for
six months would pay for 29 months of rental assistance.
A first step would be a $10 million increase to support
1,000 new vouchers, some of which could be assigned to
existing subsidized developments whose rents have been
reduced and frozen, leading property owners to not renew
contracts.

• Continue to invest in the Residential Assistance for
Families in Transition (RAFT) Program. The RAFT
program began two years ago to help very low income
families avert homelessness. It provides one-time financial
assistance of up to $3,000 to help avoid eviction or, for
households that must move or are in shelter, to help with
security and utility deposits so they can obtain a new
apartment. In FY05, it was funded at $2 million and ran
out of funds in less than six months. In FY06, it was 
funded at $5 million and also ran out of funds in approxi-
mately six months.At a minimum, it should continue to
be funded at $5 million in FY07. In addition, DHCD
should continue to find cost-saving methods such as its
work to negotiate debt forgiveness and repayment plans
with utility companies so that this allocation can serve
more families.

• Restore the Individual Self-Sufficiency Initiative (ISSI)
Program. Operated for two and a half years, before its
allocation was reduced in FY 2003, this program helped
over 1,200 homeless individuals move from shelters to 
self-sufficiency.The program was targeted to working 
individuals or those with an interruption in income who
can otherwise sustain housing and had two components.
The “resource” component provided temporary financial
assistance in the form of help with move-in costs includ-
ing security deposits and first and last month’s rent and a
small monthly stipend to help participants cover their rent
for up to a year. The “development” component helped
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create 122 units for ISSI participants through grants to
non-profit and private owners and developers. Building on
the success of RAFT as a prevention program for families,
restoration of this program should also include a preven-
tion component so individuals can stabilize their housing
and avoid a stay in shelter. CHAPA recommends a 
$5 million allocation for this program.

• Support the Housing Consumer Education Centers.
Administered by the nine regional non-profit housing
agencies, these centers provide comprehensive housing
information and support to both landlords and tenants
across the state.Assistance ranges from use of the in-center
phones, computers and apartment listings to first-time
homebuyer workshops, to negotiation services that help to
resolve landlord – tenant disputes before court action is
necessary. Information is accessible in person or by phone
as well as through a website providing a host of housing
information for tenants, property owners with rental 
property, homeowners, and prospective homebuyers.

5. Collaborate with Municipalities 

Municipal governments play a central role in affordable hous-
ing.They are responsible for local zoning, the housing approval
and permitting process, environmental regulations, and Chapter
40B.They also own land and buildings that could potentially
be used for new housing development. In short, they can
“make or break” progress on affordable housing.

The next Governor should launch a comprehensive technical
assistance program that will help municipalities to implement
local housing plans.The state should also provide funding to
smaller communities that are facing growth pressures so they
can hire local professional planning staff or consultants.

Approximately one-third of the communities do not have
planning staff, which hampers progress on affordable housing.

• Launch a comprehensive technical assistance program
that will help municipalities to implement local hous-
ing plans; identify and develop municipally-owned sites;
rezone areas for more compact development; and work
with affordable housing developers.

While some technical assistance services for municipalities
exist, they should be expanded and strengthened. For
example, approximately 60 municipalities have developed
new housing plans, but the state needs to do more to
ensure that these plans are implemented.Teams of experi-
enced state agency staff and consultants should be assigned
to each region of the state, perhaps in partnership with the
regional planning agencies, so there is ongoing assistance
and follow-through.

• Continue implementation of Chapter 40R, the state’s
smart growth zoning law, by providing planning and
technical assistance to municipalities. Passed in 2004,
Chapter 40R provides state financial payments to 
municipalities in return for rezoning certain areas for 
higher density housing in smart growth locations.A 
companion provision (Chapter 40S), passed in November
2005, provides reimbursement for certain school costs.A
long-term funding source should be dedicated to support-
ing implementation of 40R without reducing funding for
existing affordable housing programs.

• Provide technical assistance to communities that have
passed the Community Preservation Act (CPA) and are
pursuing specific affordable housing development projects.
As of June 2006, 111 communities have adopted CPA, but
most communities are not equipped to navigate the 
complicated process of facilitating affordable housing
development using CPA funds.The next Governor should
also commit to increasing the Community Preservation
Trust Fund and indexing it for inflation so that additional
communities will receive adequate state matching funds.

• Provide funding to smaller communities that are 
facing growth pressures so they can hire local 
professional planning staff or consultants and provide
regular trainings for municipal staff to ensure that they 
are up-to-date on the latest state and federal policies,
programs, and regulations.
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6. Engage the Business Community

The link between the high cost of housing and the impact 
on our state’s economic competitiveness has been well-
documented. Employers in Massachusetts often cite the high
cost of housing as impeding their ability to attract and retain a
stable and skilled workforce.The next governor should launch
a new initiative with the private sector to encourage their
involvement in addressing affordable housing needs in our state
across the economic spectrum.

• Form a high-level working group of key business
leaders and the Governor’s office to develop and
implement a new housing compact. The working group
should be initially convened by the Governor and chaired
by the Secretary of DHCD.This group should develop a
workplan and meet quarterly to make sure that specific
proposed activities are implemented.

• Work with the local chambers of commerce across the
state to encourage business leaders to become actively
involved in housing issues in the communities in
which they live or work. The Governor should meet
with these chambers and request that they serve on local
housing advisory boards and local partnerships, and
become directly involved in local and regional public
awareness campaigns on affordable housing.

• Plan and implement a pilot employer assisted housing
program with key employers—such as hospitals,
universities, and manufacturing companies—to provide
assistance to employees to purchase a new home or to
rent an apartment. State funding should be matched 
with private employer contributions to encourage these
initiatives.

7. Expand and Sustain Homeownership
Opportunities

High and rapidly rising housing prices in Massachusetts make
it difficult for many low, moderate, and middle income house-
holds to purchase their first homes.Yet, homeownership is the
key to the ability for most households to build assets.

The state encourages the development of affordable ownership
units through state and federal grants, loans to developers, and
incentive payments and planning grants to municipalities.The
state also allocates part of its private activity bond cap to
MassHousing for first-time homebuyer programs and support-
ing programs and policies that improve access to mortgage
financing (homebuyer counseling, flexible lending criteria,
down payment and closing cost assistance, interest subsidies and
rehab loans). In addition, state funding supports the
Massachusetts Housing Partnership’s Soft Second program,
which helps lower income homebuyers purchase their first
home.

Over the past decade, an extensive network of non-profit
agencies providing homebuyer counseling and education 
services has emerged.The Massachusetts Homeownership
Collaborative, an initiative managed by CHAPA to help ensure
high-quality homebuyer services for low and moderate income
households, works with over 60 agencies statewide who 
educate between 8,000 and 10,000 homebuyers each year.

To help support assistance for homebuyers in a very expensive
housing market, the next governor should:

• Continue support for the Soft Second Mortgage
Program. Since 1991, the Soft Second Program has served
more than 8,500 low and moderate income first-time
homebuyers in 204 Massachusetts cities and towns.
Throughout its history, the program has had a delinquency
rate lower than other mortgages made in Massachusetts,
while consistently serving households earning below 55%
of the median income statewide.

• Create a financing pool to minimize foreclosures. With
the increase in foreclosures and predatory lending, particu-
larly in the transitional cities where there are substantial
populations of minorities and immigrants, the state should
create a loan pool to help refinance high-cost, predatory
loans and prevent foreclosures as a related product of its
successful Soft Second Loan Program.The next Governor
should establish a special committee of representatives from
the pubic and private sectors to make recommendations
on how to structure this program.

8. Ensure Compliance with Fair Housing Laws

Fair housing laws ban discrimination in the sale or rental of
housing on the basis of race, ethnicity, disability, household
composition and certain other characteristics and seek to
increase access to housing opportunities for populations likely
to face discrimination. Despite these laws, it is generally
acknowledged that housing discrimination is widespread,
particularly against some racial and ethnic groups, people with
disabilities, households with rental assistance, and households
with children – particularly children under age 6 due to lead
paint law concerns. Local policies, including the elimination of
multifamily zoning and the growing tendency to limit new
developments to projects that only have 1 or 2 bedrooms or
restrict occupancy to age 55+ households, also limit housing
opportunities for families with children in many suburbs and
small towns.

Federal laws prohibit a variety of types of housing 
discrimination and require recipients of federal housing funds
to affirmatively try to overcome conditions that limit housing
opportunities on the basis of race, color, national origin,
religion, sex, familial status or disability. Massachusetts law 
provides additional protections against housing discrimination
on the basis of age, marital status, military status, sexual 



orientation, source of income, and families with children.
As a condition for receiving federal housing and community
development funds, states and localities must certify they will
affirmatively further fair housing.

The federal laws that provide special protections for people
with disabilities (including but not limited to physical,
cognitive and psychiatric disabilities) require “reasonable
accommodations” in rules and policies for greater accessibility
if needed, and require public agencies to operate housing 
programs in ways that make them accessible and do not 
discriminate against people with disabilities.

The next governor should:

• Firmly commit to making fair housing enforcement a
high priority in state government and ensure that
resources and available tools are deployed for this purpose.

• Support passage of and swiftly implement “the data
collection” bill (H-4978), which will require DHCD 
to collect and publish demographic information on the
residents of state and federally assisted housing.

• Hire a full-time fair housing director within DHCD to
coordinate and oversee all fair housing activities across
DHCD programs.

• Support efforts to provide housing options for people
with disabilities and support services in affordable
housing developments that include non-disabled resi-
dents, so that true integration is achieved.The Governor
should ensure that all affordable housing programs are
available to people with disabilities and should continue to
provide necessary funding for the Facilities Consolidation
Fund, Home Modifications Loan Program,Alternative
Housing Voucher Program, and the new Community
Based Housing Program.

• The Massachusetts Commission Against Discrimination
and DHCD should jointly undertake training for
municipal officials, housing providers, and others on
state and federal fair housing laws.
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High housing costs have particularly
serious consequences for households
with low and moderate incomes, and
especially for extremely low income
households, because housing is the
largest single expense most low and
moderate income households face.

Economists define the maximum house-
holds can “afford” to spend on housing
as total household income less the
amount needed to cover basic needs
(food, clothing, transportation and 
medical care). For simplicity, the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) currently calls
housing costs (rent plus basic utilities or
mortgage and property tax payments)
affordable if they consume no more
than 30% of a household’s income.

However, because the cost of meeting
basic needs is relatively fixed, middle-
and upper-income households can
afford to pay a higher percentage of
their income for housing. For this 
reason, HUD limits this definition of
affordability to households with incomes
at or below 80% of the area median
family income adjusted for household
size ($66,150 for a household of four in
Greater Boston in 2006; $57,350 in the
Springfield area).

The most serious affordability problems
are concentrated among households that
are “very low income” (having incomes
below 50% of the area median) or
“extremely low income” (incomes at or
below 30% of the area median). Using
HUD’s definition of affordability, an
extremely low-income household of
four in Greater Boston earning $25,250
(30% of median in 2006) could “afford”
to pay $631/month for rent and utilities.
A similar household earning 50% of
AMI ($42,050) could afford to pay
$1,051 a month.With very little private

unsubsidized housing in this price
range, almost every extremely-low or
very-low income renter household in
Massachusetts living in unsubsidized
housing pays more than 30% of their
income for housing and most pay more
than 50% of their income for housing
costs.

According to the 2000 Census4, over
236,000 very low income households in
Massachusetts paid over half of their income
for housing in 1999 and of these,
two-thirds (173,000) were extremely
low income.These 236,000+ house-
holds included over 147,000 renter
households (38,000 elderly), and almost 
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APPENDIX 1:   LOW AND MODERATE INCOME HOUSING NEEDS   

Massachusetts Households with Affordability Problems – 1999

Income as percent Total Paying Paying Total % 
of Area Median 31-50% >50% with cost 
Income (AMI)* burden

Renter Households

0-30% AMI 253,370 43,073 118,831 64%

31-50% AMI 150,614 60,999 28,466 59%

Subtotal 403,984 104,072 147,297 62%

51-80% AMI 168,689 43,690 6,748 29%

Subtotal 572,673 147,762 154,044 53%

>80% AMI 362,452 17,760 1,812

Grand Total 935,125 165,522 155,856

Homeowner Households

0-30% AMI 94,629 21,670 54,506 80%

31-50% AMI 119,305 29,946 34,479 54%

Subtotal 213,934 51,616 88,985 66%

51-80% AMI 198,093 57,842 25,752 42%

Subtotal 412,027 109,458 114,738 54%

>80% AMI 1,096,207 110,718 15,347

Grand Total 1,508,244 220,176 130,085

Total  Households

0-30% AMI 64,743 173,304

31-50% AM I90,945 62,891

Subtotal 155,688 236,195

51-80% AMI 101,532 32,277

Subtotal 257,220 268,471

>80% AMI 128,478 17,159

Grand Total 385,698 285,630

*HUD Area Median Family Income adjusted for household size



89,000 homeowners (41,000 elderly).
Another 32,000 households with incomes at
51-80% of median paid over half their
income toward housing, including 6,700
renter households.

Given the rise in housing costs since
1999, wage stagnation for most low-
income earners, and limited growth in
housing assistance in the past five years,
these figures are probably higher today.
Between 1999 and 2004, the percentage
of renter households (all income levels)
paying more than 30% of their income
for rent rose from 36% to 43%.5

Despite the growth in affordability
problems, State spending on housing
programs has fallen sharply since 1990.
Federal assistance has also declined 
dramatically since 1995.As a result, the
number of households receiving state-
funded rental assistance has fallen by
over 14,000 households since 1990 and
by over 2,500 just since 2001 and the
current rate of new production of
affordable housing is less than 2,000
units annually.

In Massachusetts, three types of tools 
are used to create affordable housing:
development assistance, rental assistance,
and zoning relief. Each approach has
strengths and limitations.

• Development programs provide
grants, interest subsidies and/or tax
credits to developers to create new
affordable units through new construc-
tion or acquisition and rehabilitation
or adaptive re-use.These tools reduce
debt service costs and enable owners
to charge lower rents or sale prices,
though often still above the level very
low-income households can afford.
Thus, the State and HUD have often
supplemented the development subsi-
dies with operating or rental assistance
subsidies or have allowed internal
skewing of rental levels to make some
units affordable to extremely and very
low-income households (allowing
increases in moderate or market rent
units to subsidize the lower income
units).

Development programs provide units
that will remain affordable for a rela-
tively long time; however, they cannot
address immediate needs given the
long time required to obtain financing
and local approvals.The time required
to complete a housing development
has also lengthened as state and federal
subsidy programs have changed. Prior
to the mid-1980s, most housing devel-
opments were built using a single sub-
sidy program.Today, subsidy programs
provide much smaller amounts of
funding and thus most developments
must obtain funds from multiple 
programs (often as many as 6 or 7).

• Rental assistance programs, such as
the federal Section 8 Program or the
state MRVP Program, use state or 
federal funds to cover the difference

between the rents households can
afford and the rents owners charge.
Some rent subsidies are “project-based”
– with the subsidy (“voucher”) tied to
specific units in specific developments.
Others are “tenant-based” (“mobile”) –
they can be used for any private unit,
including units in a subsidized 
development, which meets program
price and quality standards – and if the
tenant wants to move to another unit,
they can take the subsidy with them.

A key feature of rental assistance is that the
subsidy amount is tied to the tenant’s
income (public housing also sets rents
this way), meaning they can assist
extremely low-income households and
households who face a sudden loss of
income.Tenants are generally required
to pay about 30% of their income
toward rent and utilities (40% for
MRVP) and the subsidy covers the
balance of the rent unless it exceeds
rent limits established by the program
(in that case, the tenant pays the
excess).

Rental assistance programs can be
expanded relatively quickly to meet
immediate needs and offer families
greater geographic choice, but they are
also vulnerable to funding cuts. In
addition, tenant based rent subsidies
only work if eligible units are available
for rent. Low vacancy rates, high mar-
ket rents, the presence of lead paint,
and substandard units often make it
difficult to lease units with a voucher.

• Zoning and regulatory relief Local
zoning and other codes have become
increasingly restrictive in recent
decades, making it almost impossible
to develop most types of affordable
housing under current zoning. Over
the past 50 years, most Massachusetts
communities have increased minimum
lot sizes and eliminated or drastically
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reduced the number of areas where
multifamily housing can be built.
For example, a 2006 study by the
Rappaport and Pioneer Institutes
found that in over two-thirds of the
187 cities and towns within 50 miles
of Boston, at least 80% of the land
zoned is only for single family 
housing.6

Chapter 40B, the State’s affordable
housing zoning law, was enacted in
1969 to address this problem. It allows
developers of subsidized housing
where at least 20-25% of the units are
affordable to apply for all necessary
local approvals in the form of a single
“comprehensive permit” (CP) and to
request overrides of local restrictions
to the extent necessary to make 
specific affordable housing develop-
ments economically feasible (subject 
to profit and project size limits). In
communities where less than 10% of
the year-round housing is subsidized
and little progress has been made in
recent years, developers can ask the
State to overturn local denials of a
comprehensive permit or the imposi-
tion of conditions they believe makes a
project infeasible absent a finding that
the project presents serious health or
safety hazards.

When first enacted, Chapter 40B
served as a vehicle to facilitate state
and federal housing subsidy programs
to be used outside the major cities.
Most affordable developments were
financed under deep subsidy programs,
and Chapter 40B made it possible to
use that funding more widely,
especially in communities with large
lot requirements and little or no land
zoned for multifamily housing.

More recently, Chapter 40B has effec-
tively become a production program itself as
well as a driver in the production of
market rate multi-family housing, by
giving developers of market rate hous-
ing an incentive to include affordable
units in order to be able to build any
housing at all.7 (Inclusionary zoning
ordinances provide an alternative
mechanism in some cities and towns.).

Because far less state and federal sub-
sidy funding is available today, especial-
ly for suburban and rural communities,
this expanded use of Chapter 40B has
also created a new type of affordable
housing that does not use conventional
subsidies.

Overall, developments using Chapter
40B have accounted for most of the
recent increase in overall housing 
supply, as well as in affordable housing.
In recent years, Chapter 40B develop-
ments have accounted for approxi-
mately 30% of all new production in
Massachusetts and approximately 80%
of affordable housing in suburban
communities.

In 2004, the Legislature adopted
Chapter 40R, which provides financial
payments to municipalities if they
adopt smart growth zoning districts
that allow for higher density housing
development. In November 2005,
companion legislation passed that
reimburses municipalities for certain
school costs associated with housing
developments in these 40R districts.

As of June 2006, three communities
had adopted 40R districts (Plymouth,
North Reading, and Norwood) and
several more applications are pending
with state.
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Massachusetts has about 202,000 units
of affordable subsidized housing8 built
or approved (including about 70,000
units with project-based rental assis-
tance). Over three quarters of  these
202,000 units were developed between
1950 and 1984, including over 70,000
units developed between 1972 and
1984, using programs such as state and
federal public housing, that are no

longer producing new units. Since 1984,
the inventory has grown by only 40,000
units and the average number of units
created per year is now below 2,000
(excluding group homes9).

In addition, about 67,000 Massachusetts
households have tenant-based rental
vouchers – some use them to rent units
in the subsidized developments above,
while many others use them to rent 

private, unsubsidized units.The vast
majority of these vouchers (65,000) are
funded by HUD’s Section 8 program;
the other 2,000 are funded by State
rental assistance programs.While the
total number of vouchers in use has
increased by about 9,000 since 1990,
they have fallen slightly in the past year
due to HUD cuts in Section 8 funding.
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APPENDIX 3:  
CURRENT AFFORDABLE HOUSING INVENTORY 

Current Subsidized Housing Inventory (Affordable Units) by Year Developed

Original Funding Programa Pre-1985 1985- 1996 
1995 forward Totalb

Direct Subsidy Programs

* State Public Housing 44,902 4,428 124 49,718 
* Federal Public Housing 33,070 418 124 33,612 
* HUD Sec. 221d3 BMIR/MR 10,168 - - 10,168 
* HUD Sec. 236/ MHFA Sec.13A 33,106 - - 33,106
* HUD Sec. 8 New Construction/Substantial Rehab 25,527 225 - 25,752 

HUD Section 202/811 (Elderly/Disabled) 5,437 2,821 2,527 10,819 
Other Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC)* - 2,185 5,805 7,990 

* HUD Sec. 8 Other (Mod Rehab, etc) 2,797 2,136 - 4,949 
Other State/Fed 130 2,155 4,642 7,128 

* SHARP/RDAL 400 3,626 - 4,026 
U.S. Rural Housing Service 1,406 860 164 2,430 
80-20 Tax Exempt Bonds 227 591 1,346 2,164 
Group Homes (FCF/DMR/DMH) 16 40 240 4,442 
Subtotal 157,096 19,485 14,972 196,274 

Shal low Subsidy Programs

NEF, Housing Starts, ERA - - 2,703 2,703 
Local Initiative Program/Inclusionary Zoning 81 543 1,020 1,644 

* HOP - 1,505 20 1,525 
Subtotal 81 2,048 3,743 5,872

TOTAL 157,177 21,533 18,715 202,086

* indicates program no longer funding new units

a Projects are listed by their original funding source. Many older developments have since been refinanced and recapitalized under newer programs, such as the federal Low Income
Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program (over 14,000 units) and state preservation programs.“Other LIHTC” only lists projects initially financed with tax credits. Overall, the LIHTC
program has helped finance over 22,000 units.“1996 Forward” column includes some projects that will not come on line until 2007 or later.

b “Total” column indicates 4,661 units (primarily group homes) for which information on the year developed is missing.



The current low level of growth in the
subsidized inventory and the recent
shrinkage in tenant-based vouchers
result from declining state and federal
funding for affordable housing.

FEDERAL PROGRAMS still provide
the lion’s share of funding for the 
development and operation of affordable
housing and for rental assistance in
Massachusetts, though the real value of
this funding has declined significantly
over the years.While much of the 
funding goes to local housing authori-
ties and private developers, DHCD has
significant control over the use of some
funds and its priorities play a major role
in shaping new affordable housing 
production in terms of location and the
income groups assisted and the extent to
which older housing at risk of losing
affordability is preserved.

Today, major federally-funded housing
resources include:

• The Section 8 program which current-
ly funds about 67,000 tenant-based
vouchers (including 18,000 controlled
by DHCD) and 69,000 project-based
vouchers assigned to private subsidized
developments.

• The federal public housing program
which provides operating subsidies and
modernization funds for 33,600 units
owned by 66 local housing authorities.

• The Low-Income Housing Tax Credit
(LIHTC) program which is the 
largest single source of funding for
developing new affordable housing
and preserving existing housing.The 
program provides annual allocation 
of tax credits to states which in turn
allocate them to developers based on
state housing priorities. Developers 
sell the credits to private investors in
exchange for equity contributions to

their developments. DHCD decides
which developments receive credits
and how much. Massachusetts’ 2006
allocation will raise $80 million in 
private equity.

• The tax-exempt bond program which
is another funding source for develop-
ing new affordable housing and 
preserving existing houses. It allows
the sale of bonds that are exempt 
from federal taxes for a range of public
purposes, including below-market rate
mortgages for mixed-income rental
housing, such as those offered by
MassHousing and MassDevelopment.
It is up to each state to determine
how much of its annual tax-exempt
bond volume cap to allocate to this
purpose (borrowers also receive small
allocations of federal low income
housing tax credits called 4% credits).

• Two annual formula grant programs –
Community Development Block
Grant (CDBG) and HOME – that
provide DHCD and 36 larger cities
and towns with funds ($156 million in
2006) for community development
and housing programs. Recipients
choose the mix of activities they wish
to fund.About 30% of this money
($34 million in CDBG and $14 
million in HOME) is controlled by
DHCD, which uses a competitive
process to re-allocate it to local 
projects.

• HUD homelessness assistance 
programs provide grants to states,
localities and nonprofits for a variety
of outreach, support service and 
housing activities. Funds ($54 million
in 2005) are awarded though annual 
competition.

STATE-FUNDED PROGRAMS
provide the majority of funding for
shelters and service programs for the
homeless, funded through the budget of
the Executive Office of Human
Services. State funds also play a critical
role in affordable housing production
and preservation, funded through
DHCD’s budget, though the amount
provided today ($214 million in FY06)
is half the amount provided in FY89. In
the past, state-funded rental assistance
programs were also a major force in
affordable housing development and
homelessness prevention, peaking in
1990, when they assisted 20,000 house-
holds. Since the 1990 budget crisis,
however, funding cutbacks have shrunk
these programs steadily and today they
assist only 5,000 households.

Today, major state-funded housing 
programs and FY06 funding levels
include:

• State public housing (49,000+ units) 
currently receives $88 million for
operating subsidies and modernization 

• Grants, loans and tax credits for private
housing development and preservation: a
state low income tax credit program
offers $20 million in credits to
investors in affordable housing and the
State’s capital budget funds four grant
and loan programs ($42 million in
FY06) including:

— the Affordable Housing Trust
Fund (AHTF);

— the Housing Innovations Fund
(HIF);

— the Capital Improvement and
Preservation Fund (suspended in
2005 by the Romney
Administration);

— the Housing Stabilization Fund
(HSF).
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Total DHCD Spending All Programs 1989 - 2006 (in millions)

Fiscal State State Total State
Year Operating Funds Capital Funds

1989 208 202 410
1990 224 156 380
1991 200 75 275
1992 196 28 224
1993 174 33 207
1994 138 34 172
1995 136 47 183
1996 137 65 202
1997 132 69 201
1998 132 80 212
1999 136 83 219
2000 138 85 223
2001 161 79 240
2002 138 106 244
2003 96 112 208
2004 68 121 189
2005 80 122 202
2006* 92 131 223

Change 
FY89-FY06 -116 -71 -187

% Decrease 
FY89-FY06 56% 35% 46%

*Level appropriated & estimated capital

• Housing for people with disabilities: the
capital budget currently includes $7.5
million for the Facilities Consolidation
Fund to provide community based
housing for people leaving DMR and
DMH institutions plus $5 million for
other types of community based 
housing.

• Rental assistance: the FY06 budget
includes $31 million to provide 
rental assistance to 5,000 households,
including 3,100 project-based 
vouchers assigned to older
MassHousing and other developments,
about 1,200 mobile vouchers under
the Massachusetts Rental Voucher
Program (MRVP), and about 700
vouchers for DMH clients and other
households with disabilities.

• Homelessness prevention: the FY06 
$5 million for a homelessness preven-
tion program called Residential
Assistance for Families in Transition
(RAFT) provides one-time financial
assistance to very low income families.

• Ongoing interest subsidies for several thou-
sand units in older subsidized developments
($5.5 million).

• First-time homebuyer assistance: $2.5 
million to help low-income first-time
homebuyers through the Soft Second
program.



1 “Smart Preservation: Preserving At-Risk Subsidized Housing
with State Bond Funds (CIPF and HSF)”, CHAPA, June
2005, page 4, and discussions with CEDAC (April 2006).
The 28,000 unit figure includes 2,000 units developed
with federal low income housing tax credits in the early
years of the program.

2 “Final Report:A Study of the Appropriate Operating Costs
for State-Funded Public Housing in Massachusetts”,
Harvard University Graduate School of Design,
September 1, 2005.

3 Commonwealth of Massachusetts,“Massachusetts 2005-2009
Consolidated Plan Draft”, page 57.

4 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 2000
CHAS data, http://socds.huduser.org/chas/statetable.odb

5 Data sources: U.S. Census: Massachusetts DP-4. Profile of
Selected Housing Characteristics 2000 and U.S. Census:
American Community Survey; Massachusetts Selected
Housing Characteristics: 2004.

6  Glaeser, Edward, Schuetz, Jenny, and Ward, Bryce,
“Regulation and the Rise of Housing Prices in Greater
Boston,“Harvard University, Rappaport Institute,
January 6, 2006.

7 Edith M. Netter, “Comprehensive Permits and the 
Anti-Snob Zoning Act”, for the Massachusetts Housing
Partnership, Boston, MA, 11 April 2003, page 1,
http://www.mhp.net/termsheets/40BshortNetter.pdf.

8 CHAPA estimate based on DHCD’s Subsidized Housing
Inventory, February 2005.This figure excludes about 3,600
units assisted under homeowner rehabilitation loans.

9  Group homes are excluded from the comparison due to a
lack of data on when they were created (DHCD only began
including them in the Subsidized Inventory in 2001).

END NOTES
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