
 
	
	

MINUTES 
NOVEMBER 16, 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  
Due to technical difficulties, Chair Heimarck requested that Vice-Chair White open the meeting at 6:35. 
White 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:  Q&A With Spencer Preservation Group 
John Hecker, architect for the Grace Baptist Church (59 Cross Street) project came to answer Committee 
questions about the FY23 application, since he was unable to attend the previous meeting. 
 
White asked who manages the project. Hecker replied that he is responsible for communication with the 
City, contractors, and other consultants, writing grant applications, and coordinating with Salvador and 
Lourdes Demallistre who lead the Hispanic Association for Community Development which owns the 
building. 
 
With respect to the order of prioritization of tasks/phases shown in the application, Hecker explained that 
the first priority includes weatherization, which is needed to protect the building from further damage, 
while the second priority includes some elements of exterior restoration which are less urgent but also 
lower in cost, in case the Committee is looking to allocate less money to this project this funding round. In 
terms of functionality, items 3 and 4 are higher in priority, since these will result in the installation of an 
elevator and accessible restrooms which will serve the organizations that use the building. Having the 
building fully accessible could also possibly make other funding sources available. 
 
Member Bauer confirmed that the tenant, Kesher, is a childcare facility. White suggested that the site 
could be eligible for the state’s EEOST fund for childcare facilities. (Early Education and Out of School 
Time, which is under the organization, CEDAC). Hecker shared that they applied to the Cummings 
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Foundation for a grant but were not selected. Cameron said that she is looking into whether the City 
might be able to provide ARPA funding. 
 
Beretsky asked if there would be repercussions of prioritizing phases 3 and 4 ahead of 1 and 2. Hecker 
said that it would not be a problem. However, he agreed with a recommendation from OSPCD Planning 
staff shared by Cameron, suggesting that weatherization is a timely priority because it will prevent further 
deterioration.   
 
Hecker gave an update on the progress of the previous CPA grants received by SHA4CD in FY21 and 22. 
Due to permitting and contractor availability the work for these grants has been delayed in getting 
started. The current plan is to work on the combined scope of these two grants beginning in late winter 
2023. In the meantime, they are preparing to excavate a test hole to view the condition of the foundation 
so that they can determine the best design for the accessible path to the ground level entrance. The 
grants prior to FY21 have all been completed. 
 
Member White clarified that there is not a shelter currently occupying the building. Hecker can’t speak for 
the organization’s plans for renting space in the building.  
 
Agenda Item 2:  Approval of Meeting Minutes 
Beretsky moved to approve the meeting minutes from September 28, seconded by Habib. The motion 
passed unanimously, 5-1-0 with Bauer abstaining due to his having been absent. Heimarck was not 
present to vote on the minutes due to technical difficulties. 
 
Bauer moved to approve the meeting minutes from October 26, seconded by Beretsky. The motion 
passed unanimously, 6-0. 
 
Agenda Item 3:  Presentation of Fall Report 
Cameron shared the CPA FY23 Fall Report. The topics within the report include current funding 
availability, status of previously funded projects, and considerations with respect to potential off-cycle 
applications that may be anticipated in the next 6 months. 
 
In previous years the CPC has made a budget correction in the fall to account for additional revenue 
received in the previous year that hadn’t been budgeted. This year the additional revenue was minimal so 
it doesn’t make sense to submit a request to City Council to appropriate these funds and distribute them 
across each of the program areas. Instead the funds will remain in the Undesignated Fund Balance. 
 
Cameron explained that there are funds carried over from previous years in the Undesignated Fund 
Balance, Open Space/Recreation Reserve, and Historic Preservation Reserve. As described in the report, 
the funds in the Undesignated Fund Balance come from unspent administrative or Budgeted Reserve 
funds, as well as the first year of CPA revenue which has been held in reserve. The unappropriated FY22 
revenue will also remain in this account. A carried over balance in the HP and OS/R reserves comes from 
not spending the entire balance or having funds returned after projects are completed under budget or 
cancelled. It takes two years for these funds to become available to use. It is prudent to carry funds 
forward in the Undesignated Fund Balance to ensure flexibility and solvency. 
 
Member Bauer asked whether it is possible to close out the Art Farm project which was recommended by 
the CPC but never approved by City Council, for which funds must be held in case the project moves 
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forward. Cameron explained that a process for closing out that project would be to request that the 
departments that requested the funding come to have a discussion with the CPC and come to a 
consensus whether to move forward or whether they should submit a memorandum withdrawing the 
request.  
 
Member Turin asked whether the funds expire if they are unused after a period of time. Cameron 
explained that the City limits contracts with non-City entities to 3 years after which they must come back 
to request Council approval for an extension. There is no such limitation built in for City projects, and 
Cameron suggested that the CPC might consider instating a policy moving forward that requires the City 
to report back to the CPC on projects that are stalled to decide whether the funds should continue to be 
held for them. Turin said that he would prefer to have the grants expire after a set time, giving the 
grantees an opportunity to request an extension. 
 
Heimarck said that the CPC has already agreed that they would like to request that the staff come in to 
provide an update on Artfarm, to give the CPC all of the information they need to decide how to proceed. 
The CPC has the authority to withdraw its recommendation, in which case the funds could be available to 
spend this year. Member McKevitz pointed out that Artfarm requires coordination with major 
infrastructure projects that are involved with this site, so that PSUF does not have the ability to move 
forward with that project immediately. It might be advantageous to release the funds so that they can be 
used on projects that are ready to move forward on a faster timeline. 
 
Cameron pointed out that the LHD Small Grant Program and Kennedy Schoolyard design projects have 
also been stalled. She described the current status of these projects. If these projects were canceled now 
the funds would not become available until two years from now. McKevitz was not sure why the Kennedy 
School was on hold and suggested asking PSUF to discuss the project’s phasing. 
 
Turin asked which funds the CPC uses in the case of off-cycle applications. Cameron explained that the 
most recent off-cycle applications were funded out of the Undesignated Fund Balance (carried over from 
prior years), while off-cycle applications in the past have sometimes been funded out of the current year 
revenue. Both of these approaches have advantages and limitations, and either way is a first-come/first-
serve situation. Cameron also suggested that the CPC consider the situations for which it will accept off-
cycle applications – situations that have arisen in the past include cost-overruns or change-orders due to 
unanticipated structural problems that came up.  
 
Out of all of the ongoing projects, Cameron pointed out two ongoing construction projects where there 
was a possibility of requests due to cost overruns within the next six months. She also mentioned that she 
has also received an inquiry from an affordable housing developer who might apply off-cycle for historic 
preservation funds for an element of their project. Heimarck suggested that the Grace Baptist Church 
project may also need more funds to complete their project, but Cameron posited that they would likely 
be able to rearrange the phasing within the grants they have already received to be able to cover the 
funding needed to move forward with the project so that they can apply again to expand their budget in 
the next regular funding cycle. 
 
Heimarck suggested that the CPC could also opt to set aside a portion of their current year revenue to be 
available for off-cycle applications that come in before the end of the fiscal year. Bauer said that 
Somerville CPC had done this in a few early funding rounds. Heimarck raised a question for the 
Committee whether, as a strategy, they should plan to prioritize the use of program area funds, holding 
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onto flexible funds in case of emergencies, or to hold onto program area reserves carried over from prior 
years to pay for cost overruns on those types of projects. 
 
Turin asked to clarify the purpose of the Budgeted Reserve. Cameron explained that this has been used as 
“flexible funding” to supplement the available funds in any of the three program areas. 
 
Agenda Item 4:  Beginning deliberation on CPA funding applications 
Cameron shared the CPA project application summary spreadsheet and explained potential scenarios and 
formulas that she provided to help the committee test options for funding projects and for using available 
funds from different accounts toward the slate of projects. 
 
Next Cameron shared the Evaluation Criteria Workbook and explained how this can be used to score each 
of the projects. White felt that this would be a good first step before initiating the discussion about which 
of the projects to support. Heimarck agreed that it will be especially helpful to think about ranking the HP 
projects since the disparity in available funds is so pronounced. Bauer pointed out that both OS and 
historic would be competing for flexible funds. 
 
Cameron shared that she received a letter from Capital Projects and the Economic Development Division 
updating the timeline for 90 Union, as they expect that they may not be ready to proceed until 2024. She 
suggested that readiness to proceed and the potential for obtaining funding from other sources are 
additional factors to take into consideration. 
 
Bauer and Turin provided feedback that the evaluation criteria rubric could use some improvement – 
some of the criteria should be weighted more strongly, while other criteria are less important. Another 
criteria not reflected in the rubric is the degree to which the investment makes functional improvements 
that meet a community need – thus handicapped accessibility reflects a high priority. Heimarck said that 
she is also concerned about organizational stability and track record of completing projects within the 
anticipated time frame.  
 
Committee members discussed the schedule for project deliberation. Bauer pointed out that historically 
the December decision goal was to avoid having a change in the committee composition during the 
deliberation process. Cameron pointed out that none of the projects are on a specific tight timeline 
(although some are urgent in the sense that they should have been done last year.) The consensus was to 
stick to the regular once per month meeting schedule and to aim for a final decision on the projects by 
the January meeting. Cameron will develop a calendar for 2023 that reflects a January decision.  
 
Heimarck asked and committee members confirmed that they agree to spend all of this year’s budget and 
not set aside money to carry over for future years. Bauer asked whether they should spend down some of 
the carried-over funds. Turin said that it depends on how quickly the carried-over funds accumulate, since 
it is important to continue to leave some funds in this account. It isn’t clear what is a reasonable amount 
to carry. Cameron said that she would research how much has been accumulated each year and how 
much has been spent from this account in prior years.  
 
Discussion about specific projects: 

 Grace Baptist Church:  Heimarck expressed concern about the organization’s capacity for project 
management and the fact that they are likely to need an increased budget to complete the 
projects the CPC has already funded. They have not demonstrated a concentrated effort to raise 
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funds outside beyond CPA. Bauer countered that the organization’s limited internal resources 
reflect their need for the City’s assistance, and that favoring organizations that have stronger 
organizational capacity puts less resourced organizations at a disadvantage. Heimarck reflected 
that the building has a restrictive covenant. Turin pointed out that the investment is in the 
building, and that funding the preservation of the structure achieves the CPC’s objective 
regardless of the organization’s functionality. Habib suggested that the CPC monitor the progress 
of the projects over the next year, to ensure that they are using the funds the CPC has already 
awarded them. Ability to use the funds in a timely manner should be a criteria to apply in 
deciding how to distribute CPA funds. Cameron pointed out that some reasons for project delays 
are due to the City’s lengthy process in permitting construction, as well as delays across the 
construction industry. Turin suggests that the CPC should institute a process by which the CPC 
initiates making an informed decision whether to extend the time for projects that get stalled. 
 
Beretsky pointed out that the scale of work that the building needs suggests that they will need 
to find funding from other sources, and that the CPC can expect them to reapply in several 
rounds, just as the Somerville Museum has done. 
 
Cameron said that she has been looking into whether a nonprofit use requirement could be an 
alternative for buildings where the CPC makes accessibility or other interior improvements, but 
she has been getting mixed messages from the Legal Department and other experts in the field 
about how this might legally be accomplished or whether it would be desirable for a CPC to 
impose. It has been suggested that a PR is sufficient protection for the CPC’s interest. Bauer 
recalled that CPA funding was given to B’nai Brith to construct an elevator to enable public access 
to the building, but that the congregation has not agreed to allow public access. Cameron 
observed that public access agreement may not be appropriate in all cases because some spaces 
that provide community services also require a high level of privacy/security. Cameron posited 
that the purpose for installing an elevator in a building like B’nai Brith, 59 Cross Street or the 
Somerville Museum is to make the building functional for its intended use which is a nonprofit 
place of assembly. She is researching whether a legal instrument can be created which secures the 
City’s intention to fund the investment in the use as a nonprofit place of assembly. On the other 
hand, the City may not need to be concerned about the future use of a building – the fact that it 
has been brought up to code and accessibility standards ensures that the historic building can 
continue to serve the community in whatever capacity meets the current needs. 

 
 Adams-Magoun House:  Heimarck noted that this project demonstrated community support – in 

particular the testimony given by Senior Planner, Sarah White, made a strong impression. She 
would like to consider funding more than the Phase 1 portion of the project because she 
anticipates that the building will probably need more work than anticipated when they begin to 
work on it. There was discussion about the fact that this project is a private home, which is less 
accessible to the public than an organization. Bauer referred to previous examples of projects that 
benefit private homeowners, including the restoration of a stained glass window at 83 Belmont 
Street, and the LHD Property Owner Small Grant Program. Cameron noted that, through the CPA 
grant, the City would be acquiring a Preservation Restriction, which is an interest in the property. 
Bauer posited that a Preservation Restriction is of limited value over a building which is already 
within an LHD, and he would like to think about what else the City is obtaining in exchange for 
the size of grant this project needs. Turin wondered whether the homeowner might be receptive 
to some type of open house to invite people to see the house. Cameron drew the Committee’s 
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attention to letters in the application from children whose school classes had toured the house.  
Heimark mentioned that prior projects have required access agreements, although they have not 
always complied with this condition. Turin suggested that where the Adams Magoun House 
improvements are only on the exterior it would not be applicable to require public access to the 
inside. 
 
Turin considered whether funding this project would set a precedent for giving large sums of 
money for private residential properties. The uniqueness of this building might give justification 
for this project apart from most other homes across the City. If the owner were to turn around 
and sell the building they might have realized a significant gain in their property value. Cameron 
suggested that the grant could be structured as a forgivable loan so that the City would be repaid 
if the property were sold within a period of time. Turin pointed out that the Preservation 
Restriction would remain in perpetuity and would apply to subsequent owners, and he suggested 
that the condition of the grant could be that a declining share of the grant would have to be 
repaid if the property is sold over a period of years after receiving the grant.  
 

 90 Union Square: There was discussion about whether this property is ready to move forward, 
given the moving pieces that still need to fall into place. Per communication that was submitted 
by Capital Projects, Cameron clarified that the City is not rescinding the funding request but they 
are softening their urgency to have the funding this year. Heimarck and Turin conjectured that 
they might be more ready to use the funds in a future year, and that it might be better to hold off 
until the project is moving forward. Turin also expressed a lack of enthusiasm to spend CPA funds 
to support the project where US2 will be benefiting. He feels the funding could come from a 
different source. 

 
 Mudflat Studio: Heimarck wondered whether prior renovations had impacted the historical 

integrity of the building but noted that the HPC was in support of the historical significance of the 
building’s façade, and recommended perhaps restoring the marquis. Bauer distinguished that 
HPC had found the building to be historically significant but had not taken a position on the merit 
of the project. Bauer confirmed that they did not receive any CPA funds for previous phases of 
renovation. Heimarck noted that their application states an intention to seek funds from other 
sources.  
 

 Henry Hansen Park and 217 Somerville Ave: Turin questioned why the budget is so large for a 
modest project in a small park. He wondered how much benefit the project would have for the 
size of investment. Heimarck wondered the same about the budget for the design study at 217 
Somerville Ave. She suggested that PSUF should be asked to complete the projects they have 
already funded (referring to the Kennedy School) before being given funds for new design 
projects. Bauer agreed about the high cost but suggested that we may have to accept that this is 
what these projects cost.  

 
Bauer suggested that the City be expected to bring other funds to match CPA on all of the City’s projects, 
just as the CPC asks nonprofits to seek funds from other outside sources. In many cases the City has more 
options for funding than nonprofit organizations have. They have been successful in bringing PARC funds 
for some of the projects, but might be able to contribute other City funds. Beretsky pointed out that the 
disparities in fundraising capabilities reflects the City’s level of resources in contrast to some nonprofit 
organizations. Bauer suggested that part of the CPC’s mission is to level the playing field. 



7 
 

 
Agenda Item 6:  Other Business 

 Member search:  Candidates are now posted on the City’s website for public comment. 
 This is Rebecca’s last meeting as she is leaving PSUF. A new representative will be appointed 

when PSUF brings on a new staff member. 
 HPC still has vacancies. They currently have five out of 14 seats filled. 
 Offer elections take place in December. Officers can serve two consecutive terms, so the current 

chair and vice chair can serve another year if so desired. 
 
Adjournment 
Member Bauer moved to adjourn the meeting, seconded by Turin. The motion passed unanimously, 5-0. 
Members White and McKevitz had previously left the meeting. 
 

Documents and Exhibits 
1. Agenda 
2. Draft Minutes 9-28-22, 10-26-22 
3. Annual Report 

a. CPA Fall Report FY23 
b. Grace Baptist Church/SHA4CD Status Update 11-16-22 

4. Evaluation Materials 
a. CPA project Applications Summary 11-16-22 
b. Evaluation Criteria Workbook 

5. Full Applications 
a. 90 Union Square Cupola (+ application update) 
b. 217 Somerville Ave 
c. Adams Magoun House 
d. Blessing of the Bay Park Improvement 
e. Grace Baptist Church 
f. Henry Hansen Park 
g. Mudflat Pottery Studio Façade Restoration 
h. Somerville Museum Historic Collections Preservation 
i. Somerville Junction Park 
j. 277 Broadway Window Restoration 


