 




The AHO: A First Year Report* 
Two August 13 opinion pieces on the AHO (Affordable Housing Overlay) on Cambridge Day and Cambridge Chronicle) address perceived successes over the last year, but omit key details, such as where the 350 units are located. initiation dates, or impacts. The Cambridge Citizens Coalition (CCC) opposed the AHO, but once ordained, we were eager to see the impacts and potentially support it.  Below is our overview of the AHO successes and questions in this initial period.
AHO Pluses: It has encouraged some Cambridge residents think more seriously about housing affordability and has nudged Cambridge to address this issue Citywide. Thanks in large part to one former City Councillor, New Street was transformed from a storage unit complex to affordable housing. Finding AHO-specific examples that meet stated goals is hard to do, however, but one can guess what sites are referenced by the authors. These include:
Jefferson Park (underway): Plans call for demolishing all eleven buildings, a six-story residence, and a group of three-to-four story “low rise” buildings, then rebuilding to rehouse these tenants while adding some 114-120 units (increasing density from c.175 to 289 units). Ma. 40B permitting should have been used, so fewer trees would go.
New Street (construction stage): This 107-unit project was under discussion in summer 2019 before the AHO was ordained. The owner eventually transformed it from storage to affordable units - a positive outcome. 
Walden Square: (planning stage). This proposed 103-unit project expands Winn Properties’ existing Walden Square affordable housing development onto their parking lot, adding much more density to an existing development; the project also segregates affordable housing residents and leaves them with few amenities.

Other current affordable housing projects are also important to this overview: 
2072 Mass Ave (planning stage). Plans for this proposed 49-unit development have not been finalized, but this project (Capstone Properties, employed NOT the AHO, but 40B comprehensive permitting. Had AHO been used, some neighborhood opposition might be dissipated. 

Rindge Tower (in process): Rindge Tower expansion was planned pre-AHO and is proceeding outside the AHO scope;  developers are adding greater height and density on an existing affordable housing site, to be managed by private entities, segregating affordable housing tenants from other city residents.
Frost Terrace (completed - 40 homes) created by for profit Capstone Properties and the Finch Cambridge development on Concord Ave. (98 homes - Homeowners Rehab Inc). Neither was built under the AHO.
None of the above examples represents viable AHO “success stories” but learn much about the AHO results to date:
· The AHO has done nothing to address gentrification, loss of long-term residents due to escalating housing costs. 
· The AHO does not address  growing City housing unit vacancy concerns, up 33% in the decade:  2020 Census. 
· AHO units remain expensive to build –c. $500,000-$750,000 per unit, funds better used to build on City land.

· While AHO proponents argue correctly that every unit “counts,” in truth, due to state and federal AHO funding requirements, only about 70% of AHO units go to City applicants. Our wait list of circa 20,000 people has many out-of-staters. With City money only all the units could go to Cambridge residents. See Plan of Lincoln, Mass.
· The AHO has not encouraged our City government to build on its own land without outside funding, to house key groups of City employees, teachers, fire fighters and police officers etc.). By using State and Federal funds, if someone’s child returns, or a resident gets a promotion, the resident may lose the unit.

· The AHO encourages a significant densification of existing affordable housing developments, segregating tenants, and leaving them without core amenities like parking, green spaces, shade trees, nearby grocery stores, adding to environmental justice and health disparity concerns such as asthma. 
· Since AHO developments are “as of right,” the kind of project-improving critique from neighborhood residents and our judiciary boards is missing.  
· Because the AHO does not require annual review, the City will not have an opportunity to redress issues that arise early on around these developments.
CCC’s concerns and those of other detractors about the AHO were very much on target.  
*Abbreviated from CCC’s Cambridge Day AHO report Op Ed. See also CCC’s blog on the AHO at http://cccoalition.org/.
DONATE HERE  for CCC’s election and advocacy efforts via CambridgePac.org
