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City of Somerville, Massachusetts 

Condominium Review Board 
Katjana Ballantyne, Mayor 

Tuesday, November 12, 2024 
6:00 pm.  

Board Members 
Staff Liaison & Housing Policy Coordinator Zachary Zasloff, Chair 
Morena Zelaya Kate Byrne, Vice-chair 
 Elizabeth Champion 

Alix Simeon 
Jennifer Tsolas 

 
Special Meeting Minutes 

November 12, 2024 – 6:00 PM 
Virtual Hearing 

 
Board Members present:   Zachary Zasloff; Kate Byrne; Jennifer Tsolas 
Staff present: Morena Zelaya, Staff Liaison; Joseph Theall, Housing Counsel;  
 
Chair Zasloff convened the meeting at 6:02 PM. He read the following information aloud: Pursuant to 
Chapter 2 of the Acts of 2023, this meeting of the Condominium Review Board will be conducted via 
remote participation. We will post an audio recording, audio-video recording, transcript, or other 
comprehensive record of these proceedings as soon as possible after the meeting on the City of 
Somerville website and local cable access government channels. 
 
CONDO REVIEW BOARD MEETING AGENDA  
1. MEETING CALL TO ORDER 

The meeting was called to order with a call for attendance made by Chair Zasloff. 
Responses were as follows: 

Chair Zasloff   Present 

Vice-chair Byrne Present 

Member Champion Absent 

Member Simeon Absent 

Member Tsolas  Present 
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With three in attendance there was a quorum, and the meeting was called to order.
  

 
2. COMPLIANCE 

WARD 1 PRECINCT 4 
29 Everett Ave 
Tenants at 29 Everett Ave requested to speak to Board regarding compliance 
concerns at the property. Courtney Libon, an attorney with Cambridge and 
Somerville Legal Services (CASLS), attended on behalf of the former tenants at 
Unit #1, Sean Dorant and Anne Marie Keys. Daniel Jacobson, also an attorney 
with Cambridge and Somerville Legal Services, would speak on behalf of the 
tenants of Unit #29R, Lorin & Raymond Sledge.  
 
Attorney Libon noted that she had submitted a document packet, attached to 
these minutes, in support of their position that the owner had established intent to 
convert to condominiums and as such the tenants’ rights had vested as outlined in 
Section 7-63, 7-64(j) and 7-64(k) of the ordinance. She informed the board that 
they believed the owner had also violated tenants’ rights by proceeding with 
eviction actions against the tenants of Unit #29R and refusing to offer relocation 
assistance to the tenants of Unit #1 after they vacated in mid-October. She went 
on to note that the ordinance is clear that tenants’ rights vest at the time intent to 
convert is formed and that the owner “does not offer an alternative reading of the 
plain language of this ordinance”. 
 
Attorney Libon then asked for Mr. Dorant to speak. Chair Zasloff allowed the 
request and Mr. Dorant provided a timeline of the events leading up to the special 
meeting. He explained that his landlord and the potential buyer approached the 
tenants in May 2024 to explain that tenants would need to vacate in 90 days 
because the buyer was not interested in taking on tenants. There was uncertainty 
about a move out date and the buyer mentioned her intent to convert at a separate 
meeting with the tenants at which an architect was also present surveying the 
property. Mr. Dorant and Ms. Keys rented a different apartment as they awaited 
more information from the owner and potential buyer. In August 2024 they 
received the notice of intent to convert and an affidavit requesting they waive 
some of their rights. They attempted to negotiate a buyout in exchange for the 
waiver of their rights, after which the landlord became unresponsive and it 
appeared the potential buyer had decided against purchasing. The tenants then 
received an eviction notice, contacted CASLS and vacated the apartment in mid-
October. A more detailed outline of the events can be found in the attached 
document packet. 
 
Attorney Libon then spoke and emphasized that the displacement the ordinance 
intends to prevent had already occurred to these tenants. She then asked that 
Lorin Sledge, the tenant in Unit #29-R be permitted to speak. Chair Zasloff gave 
her the floor. Ms. Sledge also provided a timeline similar to that of Mr. Dorant, 
however she noted that she owed some back rent for which she had applied for 
assistance through the RAFT program but states that the owner had told her to 
cancel the assistance application and that he would forgive the rent. In July she 
received a Notice to Quit for nonpayment of rent and she promptly paid the rent 
through a cashier’s check. In August she then received the notice of the 
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landlord’s intent to convert and she submitted the required paperwork to staff for 
the Condo Review Board. She also submitted a written notice to the landlord, 
along with August’s rent, informing him of her status as a disabled tenant. He 
acknowledged receipt of both the rent and the notice via text. In late August he 
informed her that the buyer would no longer be purchasing the property and that 
he would be raising her rent to market. That same day a constable served a 30-
day Notice to Quit for October 1st. Attorney Daniel Jacobson then reiterated their 
position that the tenants’ rights had vested under the ordinance. He stated their 
request that the Board “affirm that tenants’ rights had vested, affirm that the 
owner may not proceed with summary process actions and affirm that the owner 
is immediately obligated to make relocation payments to Mr. Dorant and Ms. 
Keys.” He also asked that the Board find that both households qualify for 
enhanced protections under the ordinance.  
 
Before allowing the owner’s representative to speak Chair Zasloff opened the 
floor to board comments and questions. Member Tsolas asked Ms. Sledge if there 
had been any further interactions with the owner, she responded that there had 
not been. Vice-chair Byrne asked how long the tenants had been living there and 
she said since February 2017. With no further questions, the floor was closed. 
 
Chair Zasloff opened the floor to the owner’s representatives. Attorney Anne 
Vigorito spoke and said she was joined by Attorney Breanna Rolland as well as 
the property owner, Charles Chudigian and the potential buyer, Kristen Germano. 
She started by noting that the Board agendized a compliance hearing on the 
matter in October 2024, though no application to convert had been submitted. 
She also stated that Ms. Germano may not be purchasing the property and that it 
was her understanding that it may no longer be a “worthwhile situation for her to 
get into this particular purchase and it has nothing to do with the conversion…” 
and that it may be more lucrative to keep as a rental property than to convert to 
condominiums.  
 
Attorney Vigorito stated that their position that the “authority of the ordinance is 
contingent on the presence of an actual condominium conversion that poses a 
genuine risk of tenant displacement due to the condominium conversion, not to 
eviction processes or any of that.” She said that neither the owner nor the 
prospective buyer were actively converting to condominiums and that the board 
could be exceed the authority granted under the City’s enabling legislation. She 
states that they were especially concerned about the attempt to negotiate a buyout 
by the tenant’s of Unit #1 and said the owner felt he was being taken advantage 
of. Further details of their position are outlined in the attached statement of 
opposition that they submitted in advance of the meetings. She then requested 
that Mr. Chudigian be allowed to speak and Chair Zasloff recognized him and 
opened the floor.  
 
Mr. Chudigian provided a similar explanation of the timeline as the tenants had 
stated that he informed the tenants that while he had no intent to convert to 
condos, Ms. Germano would provide relocation assistance if tenants vacated. He 
said that tenants received the intent to convert paperwork in August and that the 
tenants in Unit #1 attempted to negotiate a higher amount and that the tenants of 
Unit #29-R returned the requested paperwork but became “very aggressive” with 
him and noted that they’d had a couple of instances of unpaid rent and 
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complaints about their dogs. He felt that the tenants were “trying to walk all 
over” him and all he wanted to do was sell the property and move on. Ms. 
Germano was then permitted to speak. She stated that she and the property owner 
met over the summer through a mutual friend, she acknowledged meeting with 
the tenants and surveying the property with an architect but stated that, despite 
providing the notices of intent, that she never promised she would be converting 
and that she wasn’t sure she’d be purchasing the property. 
 
Attorney Vigorito spoke again and described the owner’s financial difficulties 
and stated that the owner and potential buyer informed tenants of their 
considering conversion and that their honesty was “coming back to bite them 
really hard.” Chair Zasloff then opened the floor to Board discussion. 
 
Member Tsolas asked why the property owners provided tenants the notice of 
intent to convert if they did not intend to convert. Attorney Vigorito stated that 
property owners want to ensure they do everything correctly under the condo 
ordinance and they were exploring if condos were a best fit for the property. She 
noted that it was very common for buyers to want a building vacated before a 
sale occurs. Vice-chair Byrne asked to hear more from the tenants of Unit #1 
regarding their negotiation of an additional buyout in addition to the relocation 
assistance. Attorney Libon responded on her client’s behalf and stated that Mr. 
Dorant realized that by being asked to waive his rights he was being asked to 
give up something important to him and he tried to negotiate with his landlord an 
additional sum to make up for giving up his right to purchase and his right to stay 
for an additional five years.  
 
Board members then requested to hear from Housing Counsel Joseph Theall. He 
provided commentary based on both the briefs provided and the testimony heard 
at the meeting. He responded that the owner’s arguments do not line up with a 
plain text reading of the ordinance. He stated that it is an inherently difficult 
argument to make that the ordinance can only be tied to an active and ongoing 
application as that would allow for property owners to potentially manipulate a 
situation by, once they learned of tenant protections, stating they’ve revoked their 
intent to convert, emptying out their property, and then coming back before the 
board to reestablish intent. Board members agreed that they were not comfortable 
with the argument that the ordinance protections did not apply unless there was 
an active application. Member Tsolas talked about the ripple effect experienced 
by the tenants of Unit #1 who vacated their unit very suddenly upon receiving 
information that the property would be sold and converted. She was concerned 
about the impact on the tenants’ lives, finances and emotional health that the 
tenants had already experienced due to the intent to convert and wondered how 
the Board was supposed to ignore those impacts just based on the owner’s 
argument that timing matters instead of intent. Attorney Theall agreed and added 
that one of the stated purposes of the ordinance is to control the eviction of 
tenants incident to conversion and that he did not think you could interpret that to 
mean that this protection only applies if an application is before the board.  
 
Attorney Theall did note that one of the requests from the tenants’ representatives 
was to find that the owner must dismiss eviction proceedings against the tenants 
in Unit #29-R but Attorney Theall stated that it would not be an appropriate step 
for the Board to take because they can’t compel this dismissal. However, should 
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the board make a finding that tenants’ rights vested, then that can be raised by the 
tenants in an eviction defense.  
 
Chair Zasloff made a motion to make a finding that tenant’s rights vested and 
there was discussion about the language for the motion. During that discussion 
Board Staff noted that there was a third unit on the property and that the Board 
should not limit its findings regarding vesting to just the tenants of the two units 
in attendance that evening. Members Tsolas asked if there was a way to increase 
the relocation amounts for tenants who had vacated the property and had not 
received their full protections. Staff responded that there was nothing in the 
ordinance that would permit the Board to take that sort of action. Attorney Theall 
added that it was important for the Board to make a finding on when intent was 
formed and suggested the date of receipt of the notice, on or about August 3rd, as 
the point at which to start the notice period.  
 
On a motion duly made the Board voted 3-0 to make a finding that intent to 
convert to condominium had been formed, that tenants’ rights had vested as of 
the time they received their notices of intent to convert, that the tenants in Unit 
#1 & Unit #29-R were found to be entitled to enhanced protections, and the 
tenant in Unit #2 would be afforded an opportunity to present her eligibility for 
the same. Members voted as follows and the motion passed. 
 

Chair Zasloff   Yes 

Vice-chair Byrne  Yes 

Member Tsolas  Yes 
 
 

ADJOURN 
Chair Zasloff moved to adjourn at 7:27pm pm which Vice-chair Byrne seconded. The 
meeting was adjourned. 



Cambridge & Somerville Legal Services Office

60 Gore Street, Suite 203, Cambridge, MA 02141 Tel: 617.603-2700 Fax: 617.494-8222

October 25, 2024
Somerville Condominium Review Board
50 Evergreen Ave.
Somerville, MA 02145

Re: 29-29R Everett Avenue

Dear Somerville Condominium Review Board:

Our office represents the tenants of Unit 29R (Lorin, Raymond, Raymond Jr. and Jade Sledge),
and the former tenants of Unit 1 (Shawn Dorant and Ann Marie Keys), of 29-29R Everett
Avenue (“29 Everett”). We have requested to appear before you at the October 28, 2024,
meeting because our clients’ rights pursuant to the Somerville Condominium Conversion
Ordinance (“the Ordinance”) have vested, and the owner has failed to comply with the
ordinance. We are requesting that the Board exercise its enforcement powers and order that the
owner must comply with the ordinance, including ceasing eviction proceedings against Unit 29R
and offering relocation assistance to the former tenants of Unit 1.

Summary of Events

In May of 2024, the owner/landlord of 29 Everett, Charles Chudigian (The Chudigian
Irrevocable Trust), contacted the tenants to inform them that he intended to sell the building. The
prospective buyer, Kristen, met with the tenants the same month and informed them that she did
not plan to take tenants and that they would have to vacate. The buyer came to the building on
multiple occasions, including to take photographs for her architect and to do a walk-through with
her architect. During the meetings with the tenants, the current owner and buyer expressed intent
to convert the building to condominiums. Relocation assistance payments were also discussed.
Text messages affirming some of these events are attached hereto (Exhibit A-Text Messages
between Shawn Dorant and Charles Chudigian; Exhibit B-Text Messages between Lorin Sledge
and Charles Chudigian.)

On or about August 3, the owner served all tenants with the Condominium Review Board Tenant
Notification Form (Exhibit C). The tenants of Unit 1 also received an affidavit for signature
waiving the notice period and the opportunity to purchase. (Exhibit D). The owner asked the
Unit 1 tenants to return the form and affidavit by August 20, 2024. (Exhibit A.)

On or about August 29, 2024, the owner served each tenant with a rental period (no fault) Notice
to Quit (Exhibit E-NTQ for Unit 1, Exhibit F-NTQ for Unit 29R.) During the week of October 7,
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2024, the owner served the tenants with summary process (eviction) summonses and complaints
(Exhibit G-Summons and Complaint for Unit 1; Exhibit H-Summons and Complaint for Unit
29R.) The Summons as to Unit 29R has been filed in Somerville District Court (2410SU000140
The Chudigian Irrevocable Trust v. Sledge, Raymond et. al.) (Exhibit I).

Unit # 29R

On May 18, 2024, the owner informed the Sledge household that they would need to vacate
within 30 days and encouraged them to seek RAFT funding to assist with the first month’s rent,
last month’s rent and a security deposit for a new apartment. The owner, the prospective buyer,
and a team of architects and developers visited the apartment several days later to walk through
the unit and take pictures of the apartment.

The Sledge household did not vacate the unit within 30 days and were served with a Notice to
Quit for non-payment of rent on July 12, 2024 (Exhibit J-NTQ for Unit 29R). While this non-
payment matter was quickly resolved following a $4,000 payment, the household did not
otherwise hear from the owner until August 1, 2024. On that date, the owner called Ms. Sledge
and informed her he would be visiting her apartment with documents for the Somerville
Condominium Review Board and an affidavit for signature waiving rights under the City
Condominium Conversion Ordinance. Ms. Sledge responded that the household would not sign
any paperwork without an attorney reviewing it first, to which the owner responded, “I’m not
playing games with you, you have one week to sign, or you will not get any relocation money.”
The Sledge household did not receive the affidavit, but did receive the Condominium Review
Board Tenant Notification Form (Exhibit C) on August 3, which they completed and returned on
August 9.

The owner then served the Sledge household with a no-fault Notice to Quit on August 29, 2024
(Exhibit F-NTQ for Unit 29R), followed by a summary process Summons and Complaint on
October 9, 2024 (Exhibit H-Summons and Complaint for 29R). On October 16, 2024, the
Summons as to Unit 29R was filed in Somerville District Court (2410SU000140 The Chudigian
Irrevocable Trust v. Sledge, Raymond et. al.) (Exhibit I).

Lorin Sledge qualifies as a disabled individual, who receives monthly SSDI (Social Security
Disability) payments, and the household qualifies as low/moderate income earning under
$50,000 per year for a household of four.1

Unit #1

Initially, the owner told the tenants of Unit 1, Mr. Dorant and Ms. Keys, that they had to leave by
July 1, (Exhibit A), but he later informed them that after speaking to a lawyer, they would have
more time to comply with the Ordinance. In the meantime, after being told that they would need
to vacate by July 1, Mr. Dorant and Ms. Keys rented a new apartment. Once they learned that
they did not have to leave right away, they continued to maintain their tenancy at 29 Everett

1 The tenants are separately submitting documentation of their income/disability to maintain
privacy.
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while they considered their options. At one point, they attempted to negotiate a buyout payment
agreement in exchange for signing the affidavit and waiving the opportunity to purchase, but the
landlord never responded to their attempt and shortly thereafter served the no-fault Notice to
Quit.

On September 27, 2024, they notified the owner through counsel that they intended to vacate
effective October 15, 2024. They further asserted their right not to be evicted under the
ordinance, and their right to relocation assistance upon vacating. (Exhibit K.) Despite that notice,
the owner served them with an eviction summons and complaint (Exhibit G). On October 15, the
tenants confirmed through counsel that they had vacated. On October 18, the key to the unit was
delivered to the owner’s counsel (Exhibit L-Receipt of Key.)

Mr. Dorant and Ms. Keys have requested through counsel the relocation assistance payment to
which they are entitled under the ordinance. 7-64(e). They have informed the owner that they
qualify as low/moderate income and are therefore entitled to $12,222.70.2 The owner, through
counsel, has stated that they disagree that Mr. Dorant and Ms. Keys are entitled to the relocation
payment because the landlord never filed an application to convert before the board.

Conclusion

Under the Ordinance definition of “intent to convert”, factors were met as of May of 2024,
including (E) communication expressly indicating intent to convert; and (F) inspection to
facilitate sale of the units as condominiums. Further, in August, as a continuation of that intent,
the owner served the tenants with the Tenant Notification Form and with an affidavit that would
waive their rights under the Ordinance. Although it is our understanding that an application to
convert has not been filed with the board, the rights of the tenants vested at the time of intent to
convert, in May 2024. 7-64(j). Moreover, the rights—other than the right to purchase—remain
even if the owner subsequently rescinds intent. 7-64(k).

Therefore, the owner is in violation of the ordinance by serving notices to quit and summonses
and complaints and by refusing to offer relocation assistance to Mr. Dorant and Ms. Keys. 7-
64(c), (e).

We seek affirmation from the Board that the tenants’ rights under the Ordinance have vested. We
are requesting that the Board exercise its enforcement powers to the fullest extent possible, and
are seeking a finding and/or order that:

1. The owner must dismiss the eviction proceeding against Unit 29R and may not proceed
on any eviction proceeding against Unit 1, except as may be allowed under the ordinance.

2. The tenants of Unit 29R are entitled to a five-year notice period as a low/moderate
income tenant household.

3. The former tenants of Unit 1 are entitled to a relocation payment of $12,222.70, effective
immediately, as a low/moderate income tenant household who has vacated more than ten
days ago.

2 The tenants are separately submitting documentation of their income to maintain privacy.
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We will be happy to answer any questions you have at the meeting. Thank you for your
consideration.

Sincerely yours,

/s/Courtney Libon

Courtney Libon
(617) 603-2711
clibon@gbls.org

/s/Daniel Jacobson

Daniel Jacobson
(617) 603-2718
djacobson@gbls.org

Enc.
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Exhibit H



2410SU000140 The Chudigian Irrevocable Trust v. Sledge, Raymond

Case Type:
Summary Process

Case Status:
Open

File Date
10/16/2024

DCM Track:

Initiating Action:
Summary Process - Residential-Cause other than Non payment of rent.

Status Date:
10/16/2024

Case Judge:

Next Event:

All Information Party Docket Disposition

Alias Partyy Attorneyy
Attorney
Rolland, Esq., Breanna Lee
Bar Code
694185
Address
Phone Number

Alias Party Attorney

Alias Party Attorney

Alias Party Attorney

Alias Party Attorney

Alias Party Attorney

Party Information

The Chudigian Irrevocable Trust
- Plaintiff

More Partyy Information

Sledge, Raymond
- Defendant

More Partyy Information

Sledge, Lorin
- Defendant

More Partyy Information

Sledge, Jr., Raymond
- Defendant

More Partyy Information

Sledge, Jade
- Defendant

More Partyy Information

All Other Occupants
- Defendant

More Partyy Information

10/25/24, 12:29 PM Case Details - Massachusetts Trial Court N3

https://www.masscourts.org/eservices/?x=Rf40lOuo9fm9o*MO5pQlWfC-DTs6HaRLR4xyLfEHzpJXkb4mM98MMrBPTWZtJmN1M2vwS9*TZIMho7ipPd… 1/2

Exhibit I



Docket Information

Docket Date Docket Text Amount Owed Image Avail.

10/16/2024 E-filed Summary Process Complaint filed

Case Disposition

Dispposition Date Case Judge

Pending

10/25/24, 12:29 PM Case Details - Massachusetts Trial Court N3

https://www.masscourts.org/eservices/?x=Rf40lOuo9fm9o*MO5pQlWfC-DTs6HaRLR4xyLfEHzpJXkb4mM98MMrBPTWZtJmN1M2vwS9*TZIMho7ipPd… 2/2
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Libon, Courtney

From: Libon, Courtney
Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2024 8:54 AM
To: 'attybrolland@gmail.com'
Subject: 29 Everett Avenue



                   
              

            
                  
                      
          

                   
            

                   
                


                   
                    
                
 

                    
   





 
 
    
      
    
  
  
  


Exhibit K



Exhibit L






































