
 
	
	

MINUTES 
JUNE 22, 2022 

 
The Community Preservation Committee (CPC) virtually held its monthly meeting at 6:30 
pm on the GoToMeeting platform in compliance with Chapter 20 of the Acts of 2021 
regarding the Open Meeting Law during the COVID-19 crisis.  
 

 

 

 

Roll Call  
Chair Heimarck opened the meeting at 6:35 and reminded everyone that the meeting was being held 
virtually and being recorded in accordance with Chapter 20 of the Acts of 2021 and the Mayor’s order. 
CPA Manager Cameron called the roll.   
 
Agenda Item 1:  Public Comment 
No members of the public gave comment. 
 
Agenda Item 2:  Off-Cycle Application for Somerville Museum 
Barbara Mangum provided an explanation of an off-cycle request for $100,000 for the Somerville Museum 
to pay for change-orders and cost escalation on the accessibility and collection storage projects that the 
CPC previously funded. She described the total funds that the museum has spent on these projects and 
the amount of funds they have raised from other sources. While there is currently a gap of $181,180, they 
are asking for $100,000 from the CPC with the intent to raise the additional funds through fundraising. 
They need to complete the project as quickly as possible to be able to bring the collections back from 
storage. 
 
Heimarck asked whether the funds are available in the CPC reserve and Cameron affirmed that there are 
more than sufficient funds carried over from prior years in the Undesignated Fund to cover this request. 
 
Member Bingham expressed surprise that the costs escalated so much above the original estimates. 
Mangum explained the history of price increases due to delays and change-orders which amounted to 
approximately 15% of the overall budget. Major change-orders included the ledge that was found where 
they needed to excavate, structural work that wasn’t recognized until they were into the project, and two 
drywells that needed to be added under the front lawn. They did not have a contingency in the budget. 
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Bingham was skeptical that the estimated costs for the collection storage project have risen by 33% since 
the original grant application was prepared last year. Member White contributed that as someone 
working in the housing industry they are seeing similar unprecedented cost increases for housing 
construction – between 25-40% since last fall. Mangum pointed out that this number is still an estimate – 
not a final bid number. Member Turin stated that he has also seen high cost escalation in his work, and 
pointed out to the Committee that they may be likely to see requests from other grantees to cover cost 
increases as well, so they should consider whether to have a strategy to respond to such requests from all 
of the grantees. Mangum noted that the Museum has to pay for storage every month until the collections 
are returned, which heightens the urgency of completing this project. Mangum provided additional 
details about the plan for costing and implementing the next phase of construction, and other sources of 
funds they have raised. 
 
Member Jahan asked Mangum for clarification of some fees that were listed in the pay application from 
Stack that had been included in the off-cycle application materials. Mangum said that she would ask the 
vendor for an explanation of one fee that she wasn’t sure about. 
 
Heimarck wanted to know whether the Museum will consider another competitive bid for the next phase 
of the project. Mangum said that they will consider it if Stack’s bid comes in higher than they are prepared 
for. 
 
Member White moved to recommend $100,000 to supplement the Somerville Museum’s elevator and 
collection storage grants, seconded by Beretsky. The motion passed unanimously, 5-1-0, with Heimarck 
abstaining. 
 
 
Agenda item 3:  AHT Presentation of Spring Report 
Paul Goldstein, staff to the Somerville Affordable Housing Trust introduced himself and invited CPC 
members to ask questions about the semi-annual report from the AHT. He noted that the Trust just 
wrapped up its RFP process for $300,000 in CPA funds that it made available this year for housing 
assistance programs, and that he expects the Trust to review and vote on those over the next month. He 
also highlighted the news that the Mayor requested in her budget proposal that $8.3 million be 
repurposed to the AHT for early acquisition funding. Finally he shared that the Trust approved in its June 
meeting a request from the SCC to add to its 100 Homes portfolio a mixed request of a little over $1M of 
CPA funding for acquisition of a property. 
 
Turin asked for clarification about the $8.3 million in the Mayor’s proposed budget. Goldstein explained 
that the funds had been intended for another purpose having to do with the Greenline Extension, but now 
as they won’t be needed it will be earmarked for the Trust’s non-CPA account. Cameron said that she had 
suggested that a portion of the $8M be channeled through the CPA in order to increase the local revenue, 
which would then be matched by the state. 
 
White asked how the Trust decides when to request a bond rather than using funds that are currently 
available. Goldstein posited that the Trust has requested bonds for the larger projects, including the 100 
Homes Initiative and the Clarendon Hill project, as the CPA allocation to the Trust is only around $1.5M 
annually. 
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Habib asked whether the bank interest source of revenue listed in the report is fixed or might vary. 
Goldstein explained that it depends on the amount of money in the account at a given time and the 
interest rate at the time. CPA interest goes back to the CPA fund. Part of Goldstein’s role is to forecast 
linkage and fractional payments, which is easier to predict. 
 
Habib also wanted to learn more about the kinds of rental assistance programs the Trust funds. Goldstein 
explained the difference between the rental assistance and stabilization programs. Habib noted that the 
Planning Board is also looking for opportunities to create affordable housing. 
 
Heimarck asked how the Trust has $7M in reserve for affordable housing projects that it hasn’t spent. 
Goldstein noted that they are open to funding projects at any time, and with the SCC project he 
mentioned at the beginning of his presentation, the current number is closer to $6M. In the scale of 
funding for affordable housing the millions of funding they have will not go far. In previous months the 
Trust recently committed another $3M, so that they have spent down about $4M over the span of several 
months. There are a few projects in the pipeline coming up, including possible 125 Highland Ave which 
could be a combined affordable housing and historic preservation project. 
 
Heimarck followed up with a question about assistance programs. Noting that a large amount was set 
aside but hadn’t been spent, she wondered if there is something that the CPC can do to facilitate 
utilization. Goldstein credited the slow use of funds to the time spent in getting agencies under contract 
and the learning curve for administering the contracts and programs. They are making some adjustments 
to the scope of services and terms of the grants to make it easier to spend the funds and operate the 
programs effectively. Heimarck encouraged Goldstein to work with Cameron and the CPC if the Trust 
identifies any way in which they can help to make the housing programs run more effectively.  
 
Beretsky wondered how the Trust has factored in the impacts of the Greenline Extension. Goldstein 
responded that the Trust is not making funding decisions directly in response to the GLX, but that GLX has 
factored into its understanding of housing needs. He noted the $8.3M proposed by the Mayor is indirectly 
tied to the GLX because the need for the early acquisition fund is to compete with the speculative real 
estate market. 
 
Agenda Item 4:  Approval of Meeting Minutes from May 25 
Beretsky offered a typographical edit to the draft minutes from May 25. 
 
Bingham moved to approve the meeting minutes from February 23 and March 23, seconded by Habib. 
The motion passed unanimously, 5-0, with White absent due to internet connectivity. 
 
Agenda Item 5:  Discuss summer meeting schedule and EDF/Full Application review process 
Cameron explained that the application calendar gave only one week between the meeting when the CPC 
reviews EDFs in September and when Full Applications are due in October. She offered two alternatives to 
confirm project eligibility on a more timely schedule: either move the summer hiatus to July instead of 
August so that the Committee can review EDFs at the August meeting, or to change the procedure to a 
staff level review to confirm eligibility. Cameron reviewed out loud the questions on the EDF and there 
was discussion about the extent to which the answers are clearly determined versus discretionary. 
Cameron suggested that projects where the eligibility is clear at the EDF stage could be given a full “green 
light” by staff at the eligibility stage, but for “grey area” projects where there is room for debate about 
eligibility the applicants be informed that eligibility may be part of the criteria considered during the full 
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application review. Heimarck and Beretsky both commented that they felt the staff level review of EDFs 
could work.  
 
Turin asked to clarify why a change in meeting schedule (hiatus in July rather than August) would resolve 
the EDF review schedule. Cameron explained that in previous years the EDFs were due prior to the July 
meeting, so that the Committee discussed them in July. The date was pushed up to August 1 this year 
because the application period started later than previous years. 
 
White and Bingham agreed that the proposed administrative review of EDFs, bringing ambiguous cases to 
the CPC later in the review process makes sense. Turn asked whether applicants who don’t meet the 
eligibility criteria are given an opportunity to revise their applications. There was discussion of examples 
from last year where applicants were given an opportunity to revise their proposals to fall within eligibility 
guidelines. Heimarck questioned whether she would be comfortable with staff-level review if the CPC 
coordinator didn’t have as much familiarity with the rules, and concluded that it would still probably work. 
Documents should still all be included in the next month’s meeting packet and could share information 
with CPC members throughout the process even while they don’t meet in the month of August. White 
requested that CPC members be provided with a full list of EDFs received and a record of the 
determinations so that they would know which projects didn’t make it over the threshold. The CPC would 
want to be informed even if they aren’t part of the review.  
 
Bingham pointed out that the HPC may also deny a project’s eligibility or advise a change in scope. 
Cameron explained that part of the purpose of the Intent Form is to advise non-City applicants of their 
need to go to the HPC if their project involves historic preservation. Realistically this year applicants will 
not have an opportunity to meet with the HPC until September, so she will have to give them a 
provisional “green light” pending HPC determination.     
 
Member Beretsky moved to allow Cameron to review EDFs administratively, keeping the summer recess in 
August, seconded by Bingham. The motion passed unanimously, 6-0. 
 
Agenda Item 6: Committee appointment procedure 
Cameron shared the Committee appointment procedure from previous years, as well as a draft revision of 
the procedure she prepared for discussion. She explained some of the changes that she proposed and 
asked committee members who had been through the process to provide feedback about their 
experience. The old process had a 9 member committee that met three times, which was challenging to 
coordinate. Heimarck pointed out that there are additional steps in the process to becoming a Committee 
member beyond the selection process described in this procedure. Turn asked whether the process was 
driven by the enabling Act. Cameron responded that the Act only specifies the five members who 
represent other boards and committees, and that the selection of the four community representatives is 
entirely within the City’s discretion.  
 
The old review committee had multiple representatives from each program area including City staff, 
committee members, and representatives from organizations who have received grants. Committee 
members agreed with Cameron’s concern about having grantees participate in selecting committee 
members. Turin expressed concern about reducing the size of the review committee from 9 to 3. 
Heimarck suggested expanding the proposed 3 members to include someone from historic preservation 
and possibly affordable housing, general public, or finance perspectives. Bingham and Turin compared the 
requirements and selection process for their respective boards with the CPC selection process. Heimarck 
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clarified that the process under discussion just applies to the members from the general public, as the 
statutory committees each have their own way of selecting members to represent them on the CPC. 
 
Cameron also expressed concern about the previous procedure step of posting applicants’ names on the 
City website to invite public input, since that could unfairly sway the process and make it less accessible to 
a broad range of candidates. Committee members agreed with the concern. 
 
Cameron summarized the discussion to conclude that Committee members favored expanding the 
number of review committee members to four, with options to include: the CPA Manager, CPC Chair, 1-2 
members of OSPCD staff, a member of another board/commission, and/or someone who previously 
served on the CPC. It is anticipated that there will be at least one member of the public seat to fill this 
year, so the goal is to have the selection process finalized by the September meeting so that the process 
could begin the last week of September as shown in the outline. She will present a final draft at the next 
meeting. 
 
Agenda Item 7:  Other Business 

 Cameron shared that the Somerville Museum received a matching grant of $147,000 from the 
Mass. Cultural Facilities Fund to the $157,000 the CPC awarded in the last funding round. 

 Cameron is preparing a calendar of outreach events for August and September, and will ask 
members at the July meeting to volunteer to help with the CPC table at these events.  

 Three Intent Forms have been received to date, including one for a privately-owned historic 
preservation project, one from the Mystic River Watershed Association, and one from Mudflat 
Studio. Applicants who don’t make the upcoming deadline for submitting Intent Forms can still 
apply for funding but may not be guaranteed the level of support their project will need to 
support an application this funding round. 

 Cameron reminded Committee members that they had received a communication from the Law 
Department that provided an email account for committee members to use whenever they are 
responding directly to members of the public so that the correspondence will be preserved for 
the public record. 

 Bingham updated the Committee that the HPC approved the guidelines for the LHD Small Grant 
Program. Bingham felt that LHD projects involving handicapped accessibility should also be 
eligible for LHD small grants. Cameron noted that the LHD Small Grant Program, having been 
approved now by both the CPC and HPC, is now ready to launch, and that staff are working on 
the materials now to make the program available to the public. 

 
Adjournment 
Member Bingham moved to adjourn the meeting, seconded by Beretsky. The motion passed unanimously, 
6-0. 
 

Documents and Exhibits 
1. Agenda 
2. Draft Minutes 5-25-22 
3. Somerville Museum Off-Cycle Funding Request and supporting materials 
4. Affordable Housing Trust Spring 2022 Semi-Annual Report 
5. Draft Plan for 2022 General Public Committee Member Selection Process 


