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CITY OF SOMERVILLE, MASSACHUSETTS 

COMMUNITY PRESERVATION COMMITTEE 
MINUTES 

JUNE 4, 2014 
 
 
The Community Preservation Committee (CPC) held a meeting at 7:00pm in the third floor conference 
room at City Hall at 93 Highland Avenue, Somerville, MA 02143. An audio recording of the meeting is 
available upon request. 
 

Members Present Chair Michael Capuano, Vice Chair Dick Bauer, Tanya Cafarella, 
Elizabeth Duclos-Orsello (left early), Arn Franzen, Ezra Glenn (arrived 
late), Courtney Koslow (arrived late), and Uma Murugan 

Members Absent Michael Fager 

Staff Present Emily Monea 

Others Present Jillian Adams 

 
The Chair opened the meeting at 7:01. The Committee members referenced the material in the 
presentation attached at the end of these minutes throughout the meeting. 
 
Agenda item 1: Discuss historic preservation plan with Historic Preservation Commission 
members 
Ms. Adams spoke about what creating a historic preservation plan would entail and the value of having 
a plan, referencing the Massachusetts Historical Commission’s Municipal Preservation Plans primer. She 
said the plan would essentially look at what historic preservation work has been done in the City and 
make recommendations about what work should be done and the prioritization of this work. For 
example, creating a preservation plan would not involve performing more historic surveys but would 
assess what surveying work has been done and the quality of that work and indicate where more 
surveying work is needed. The preservation plan could also examine the processes that other 
communities have used to support work on private historic homes in the City. She encouraged the 
Committee to pursue a plan, noting that it would be difficult to prioritize between historic resources 
projects without a plan to guide those decisions. She estimated that a plan would cost no more $20,000 
and would take no more than three to four months.  
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Ezra Glenn and Courtney Koslow arrived at approximately 7:10pm.  
 
Agenda item 2: Public comment period 
No members of the public were present at the meeting. 
 
Agenda item 3: Approval of minutes from May 7th and May 12th public hearings 
Upon motion from Ms. Cafarella, seconded by the Vice Chair, the Committee voted 8-0 to approve the 
minutes from the May 7th and May 12th public hearings. 
 
Agenda item 4: CPA budget review & votes 
Ms. Monea updated the Committee on FY14 CPA Fund revenue. The City has collected over $1.3 million 
in surcharge revenue to date, and the Finance Committee voted to approve the Mayor’s request to 
appropriate $1.35 million from free cash to the CPA Fund, which will maximize the match the City 
receives from the state in FY15. Final approval is now needed from the Board of Aldermen. Upon motion 
from the Chair, seconded by the Vice Chair, the Committee voted 8-0 to recommend that the Deputy 
City Auditor reserve 10% of FY14 Community Preservation Fund revenues for each of historic resources, 
open space and recreational land, and community housing. 
 
Upon motion from the Chair, seconded by Ms. Duclos-Orsello, the Committee voted 8-0 to retroactively 
recommend two versions of the FY15 budget to the Board of Aldermen: one that assumes the Board 
approves the request for an appropriation of $1,355,671 from Free Cash to the CPA Fund and one that 
assumes it does not approve that request. 
 
Ms. Monea also updated the Committee on the total amount of funding that the Committee will have 
available to spend in FY15 as well as the amount of admin funding that will be available in FY15. 
 
Agenda item 6: Discuss next steps for Community Preservation Plan and CPA application 
process 
The Committee members took up agenda item 6 with a discussion of the timeline for pursuing a historic 
preservation plan, ultimately deciding that they would like to have the plan completed by the time 
applications are due in December. 
 
The Committee members also discussed the fact that planning and admin money is rare and valuable 
and that using admin funding for a historic preservation plan would leave little for the Committee to 
spend on other purposes. They also questioned what exactly admin funding can be used for: for 
example, can the CPA use admin funding to support planning work for a preliminary project that may 
not end up happening? Ms. Monea said that she would research this issue. The members generally 
supported a comment received from a resident that argued that the City, not the CPA, should pay for a 
historic preservation plan. The Committee also discussed whether the CPA could pay for a CPA-eligible 
project that the City is intending to pursue in exchange for the City paying for a historic preservation 
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plan. The Committee also wondered whether pursuing a historic preservation plan would catalyze the 
City to pay more attention and devote additional resources to historic preservation. Ms. Duclos-Orsello 
noted that the historic preservation plan should include an accounting of the amount of money that the 
City has spent on historic preservation over the past five to ten years and comparable data from other 
municipalities. 
 
Ultimately, the Committee decided to pay for a historic preservation plan with CPA admin funds in FY15 
and to begin the RFP process immediately. Upon motion from the Vice Chair with an amendment by Ms. 
Koslow, seconded by Ms. Murugan, the Committee voted 8-0 to instruct Ms. Monea to begin preparing 
an RFP for a historic preservation plan with the goal that the plan would be completed by November and 
with a tentative cap of $20,000 (with the final amount to be based on the admin funding that is 
ultimately available to the Committee). 
 
Agenda item 5: Debrief public testimony on draft Community Preservation Plan priorities 
The Committee members discussed draft community housing priorities 3 (target assistance to 
households with income below 50% AMI) and 4 (target assistance to moderate-income households (80-
100% AMI)). Ms. Monea noted that Jennifer Goldson and Mary Cassesso will be at the Committee’s July 
2nd meeting to discuss community housing funding and the Affordable Housing Trust. Ms. Koslow 
suggested amending the former to target assistance to households with income below 30% or 40% AMI 
and the latter to target assistance to households with income between 60 and 100% AMI, noting that 
the majority of affordable units in Somerville are tax credit units, most of which are affordable to those 
with incomes between 40% and 60% of AMI. 
 
The Committee members discussed how to target community housing assistance. In her feedback on 
the draft Community Preservation Plan priorities, one resident suggested targeting by waiting times for 
assisted housing. Ms. Cafarella noted that the only waiting list for public housing that has movement is 
for the elderly. They discussed whether we should examine need by income and household type 
together rather than separately but ultimately decided that it is simpler for the Committee and 
applicants to consider these criteria separately, especially because the Community Preservation Plan 
lays out priorities not requirements. Mr. Glenn noted that there are two possible approaches available 
to the Committee: 1) to target those who are not being served by the market or existing subsidies and 2) 
to target the types of people that we would like to live in Somerville, regardless of whether there are 
already resources targeting them. Ms. Duclos-Orsello noted that the purpose of the CPA is to do things 
that are not able to be or are not being done now. 
 
Ms. Koslow suggested, and the Committee generally agreed, that the community housing priorities 
should address programs in addition to projects and that draft priority 7 (include units for homeless and 
formerly homeless households) be expanded to include programs to prevent homelessness and stabilize 
formerly homeless households. 
 
Ms. Duclos-Orsello left at approximately 8:40pm. 
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The Committee also discussed how to capture the project ideas that residents began to voice in the 
feedback on the draft Community Preservation Plan priorities and how to communicate these ideas to 
City departments and organizations. They tentatively agreed that an appropriate time to do so would be 
after the first application cycle, perhaps at the public hearing(s) that the Committee will hold in early 
2015 on the actual project applications that the Committee receives and/or in the spring of 2015 when 
the Committee updates its Community Preservation Plan. 
 
Ms. Koslow requested to add to the agenda for the July meeting the issue of establishing and 
communicating the percentage of CPA funding that the Committee intends to allocate to each focus 
area, about which there was agreement from Committee members. The Vice Chair, who will not be at 
the July meeting, said he supports establishing and communicating explicit percentages in the 
Community Preservation Plan, arguing that it would be easier for the Committee to compare projects 
within focus areas and that it gives applicants a better sense of how much funding is actually available to 
them. 
 
Ms. Monea noted that she discovered that DOR revised its position on what constitutes a majority on 
CPC votes: while DOR’s IGR on the CPA says that a majority of the entire Committee is needed to take 
any action, the Community Preservation Coalition has an article on its website noting that DOR changed 
its position. DOR now says that once a CPC meeting begins with a quorum of the entire CPC membership 
present, the CPC can approve its actions with a majority vote of the members present.  
 
Agenda item 7: Next meeting: Wednesday, July 2nd at 7pm at City Hall, third floor conference 
room 
The Chair suggested attempting to reschedule the July 2nd meeting as one member will be unable to 
attend and two members may not be able to attend. Ms. Monea will see if this is possible. 
 
Meeting Adjournment 
Upon motion from Ms. Cafarella, seconded by the Vice Chair, the Committee voted 7-0 to adjourn at 
approximately 9:00. 
 
Documents and Exhibits: 

1. Meeting agenda 
2. PowerPoint presentation 
3. “Municipal Preservation Plans” by the Massachusetts Historical Commission 
4. Excerpt from Braintree’s CPC application packet on Historical Commission’s determination of 

historical significance (pg. 9-10) 
5. Draft FY15 CPA Fund budget submittals for Board of Aldermen (one assuming free cash 

appropriation request is approved by Board of Aldermen and one assuming it is not) 
6. Community Preservation Act Fund Explanation submitted to Board of Aldermen with CPA Fund 

budget 

http://www.communitypreservation.org/enews/majority.htm
http://www.sec.state.ma.us/mhc/mhcpdf/munipresplan.pdf
http://www.townofbraintreegov.org/documents/2013Application-revise_000.pdf
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7. Excerpt from FY15 Municipal Budget on CPA Fund (pg. 266) 
8. Draft Community Preservation Plan Summary with summary of resident feedback on the plan 
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Community Preservation Committee

June 4, 2014 (amended June 10, 2014)

1

DRAFT Historic Resources Priorities

2

1. The CPC’s first priority is to commission a consultant 
to create a historic preservation plan, as the City 
currently has no planning document to guide the 
prioritization of historic resources projects.

2. In the interim, the CPC will prioritize historic resources 
projects that address crucial, longstanding needs in 
Somerville’s historic landmarks and properties.

(Presented at 5/20 HPC meeting)
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Historic Preservation Plan

3

 If the CPC decides to pursue a historic preservation plan, 
we know from the Community Preservation Coalition 
that:
 The plan must be paid for out of CPA administration funds
 The plan must be administered by the CPC

 The CPC will discuss the plan in more detail at its June 
4th meeting

(Presented at 5/20 HPC meeting)

HPC Feedback

4

 Voted to support the creation of a historic preservation 
plan paid for through CPA admin funds

 Voted to recommend that the Committee devote at least 
20% of annual funding to each of the three focus areas 
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Historic Preservation Plan Next Steps

5

 Funding
 Funding should be available on July 1st

 Available admin funding will likely be insufficient to do plan all 
at once  do plan in phases

 Commissioning consultant
 Will consult with Historic Preservation staff, HPC, and 

Purchasing Department on bid

Historic Projects

6
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FY14 Estimated Reserves & Budget Report
(slide amended 6/10/14)

7

Estimated revenue
No City 

appropriation
$1.35M City 

appropriation

Surcharge revenue thru 5/29 $1,316,187 $1,316,187 

Free cash appropriation $0 $1,355,671 

Total $1,316,187 $2,671,858 

Budget
No City 

appropriation
$1.35M City 

appropriation

10% reserve for open space and recreation $131,619 $267,186 

10% reserve for historic resources $131,619 $267,186 

10% reserve for community housing $131,619 $267,186 

Admin/operating expenses appropriation $57,500 $57,500 

Fund balance $863,831 $1,812,801

Total $1,316,187 $2,671,858 

FY15 Budget

8

Estimated revenue
No City 

appropriation
$1.35M City 

appropriation

Surcharge through 5/29 $1,316,187 $1,316,187
State match of FY14 surcharge revenue and
City appropriation

$302,723 $662,621

Total $1,618,910 $1,978,808

Budget
No City 

appropriation
$1.35M City 

appropriation

10% reserve for open space and recreation $161,891 $197,881

10% reserve for historic resources $161,891 $197,881

10% reserve for community housing $161,891 $197,881

5% appropriation for admin/operating expenses $80,946 $98,940

Budgeted reserve $1,052,292 $1,286,225

Total $1,618,910 $1,978,808

*The City appropriation is FY14 revenue and is therefore not included in the FY15 budget. It does affect the FY15 state match, 
which is based on FY14 local CPA revenue collection.  All unspent FY14 CPA funding will be available to spend in FY15.
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FY15 Estimated Total Funding
(slide amended 6/10/14)
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No City 
appropriation

$1.35M City 
appropriation

Low base 
match rate

(23%)

High base 
match rate

(44%)

Low base 
match rate

(24.8%)

High base 
match rate

(47%)
FY14 surcharge revenue $1,316,187 $1,316,187 $1,316,187 $1,316,187 

FY14 City appropriation $0 $0 $1,355,671 $1,355,671 

FY14 admin -$57,500 -$57,500 -$57,500 -$57,500

FY15 surcharge revenue $1,316,187 $1,316,187 $1,316,187 $1,316,187 

FY15 state match $302,723 $579,122 $662,621 $1,255,773

Total $2,877,597 $3,153,996 $4,593,166 $5,186,318 

FY15 Estimated Admin Funding
(slide amended 6/10/14)

10

No City 
appropriation

$1.35M City 
appropriation

Low base 
match rate

High base 
match rate*

Low base 
match rate

High base 
match rate*

Maximum admin funding $80,946 $94,765 $98,940 $128,598 

CPA Manager salary $61,435 $61,435 $61,435 $61,435 

Coalition dues $4,350 $4,350 $4,350 $4,350 

Balance $15,160 $28,980 $33,155 $62,813 

* Would require additional appropriation by Board of Aldermen. 
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Next Steps

11

 Update plan with this evening’s takeaways
 Distribute plan to relevant boards, commissions, and City 

departments?
 Draft application instructions, pre-application & 

application (use Gloucester’s as guide)

 Upcoming meetings
 July 2nd: discussion with Jennifer Goldson and Mary Cassesso about 

community housing funding & Affordable Housing Trust

 August 7th:  Vote to approve CPP, pre-application, and application

Some Considerations

12

 Pre-application
 Will the Committee offer feedback strictly on eligibility? Or will the 

Committee offer additional feedback?
 Should CPA Manager review pre-application and recommend eligibility 

determination?
 Require determination of historic significance?

 Application
 Have separate application for community housing? (assuming the 

Committee decides to maintain control over at least a portion of 
community housing funding)

 How exactly will applications be evaluated against CPP?
 Potential review model:

 1st meeting: CPC reviews application; requests additional information if necessary
 2nd meeting: public hearing
 3rd meeting: CPC discusses merits of application & formally evaluates it against 

CPP; makes recommendation decision
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