
 

 

 
MINUTES 

FEBRUARY 10, 2020 

 
The Community Preservation Committee (CPC) held a regular meeting at 6:30pm in the 

third floor community room at the Visiting Nurse Association, 259 Lowell Street, 

Somerville, MA 02144. An audio recording of the meeting is available upon request. 

 

 

 

 

The chair opened the meeting at approximately 6:40p.m. 

 

Agenda item 1: Public comment period (10 minutes) 
No members of the public were present.  

Ms. Carbone requested the members to introduce themselves.  

 

Agenda item 2: Approve minutes from January 22 meeting (5 Minutes) 
Ms. Kennedy made a correction on a typo on agenda item 4 and on page four. Upon a motion by Ms. 

Heimarck, seconded by Ms. Beretsky, the Committee approved the minutes from the January 22 

meeting by a vote of 9-0.  

Agenda item 3: Presentation by the Community Preservation Coalition (90 minutes) 

Ms. Carbone requested Ms. Tumusiime to introduce the guests from the Community Preservation 
Coalition. Ms. Tumusiime introduced Mr. Stuart Saginor the Executive Director and Mr. Chase Mack the 
Communications Director. Mr. Saginor gave an overview of the CPA program, the state match and 
requested members to present any projects that they had questions on. He informed the committee 
that the City of Somerville was fortunate to have professional CPA Managers dedicated to the CPA 
program which was lacking in most communities.  Mr. Saginor gave an overview of their organization 
(Community Preservation Coalition) which he said was a non-profit based in Boston and was a coalition 
of organizations under the three categories of CPA – open space, historic resources, and affordable 
housing. He also said that the coalition had eight members on their sterling committee who were from 
CPA towns and cities (and were on the CPC or used to be on the CPC). He informed the committee that 
the sterling committee sat four times a year and set the legislative agenda. He told the committee that 
he handles CPA questions together with Mr. Mack. Mr. Saginor informed the committee that they were 
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funded in three ways; the largest part (about 75%) was from the dues or membership fees from CPA 
communities who were members of the coalition. He said that the second source of funding was from 
the non-profits which are part of the coalition (which are in-kind) and the third source was through 
grants. 

Mr. Saginor presented their new website to the committee and said that it was the only source of CPA 
information. He told the committee that half the state had adopted the CPA program and that the total 
number of CPA communities was 176. He informed the committee that cities like Somerville had 
recently (8 years) adopted the CPA and that the first 12-13 years it was mainly adopted by towns and 
cities in the suburbs, although cities like Cambridge and Peabody had earlier adopted it. He said that the 
last eight years had witnessed an explosion of cities and towns adopting the CPA program and that the 
cities like Boston, Springfield and Chelsea came on board in 2016. He informed the committee that all 
the communities that adopted the CPA program 20 years ago had stayed on the program. 

Mr. Saginor presented statistics on how the CPA funds had been utilized in the last 20 years and said 
that $2.35 billion dollars had been spent on 12,000 CPA projects. He told the committee that the historic 
resources projects were the most popular with half of the projects falling under the historic category, 
and that over 30,000 acres of open spaces had been protected. He informed the community that since 
the changes in 2012 made it easy for communities to access funding for the recreation and 
rehabilitation of existing playgrounds, athletics fields, and trails which made those projects popular, 
moving from 500 projects( in 2012) to currently 2500 projects. He told the committee that 1700 
affordable units had been created and that the CPA funds also support housing programs such as rental 
assistance, down payments, among others. Mr. Saginor informed the committee that their website had 
a breakdown of projects in all the three categories for each town and city.  Mr. Saginor presented to the 
committee a map showing 176 CPA communities and communities that are planning to adopt the CPA 
program which he said has been so far the largest since 2016. He told the committee that there had 
been an explosion of interest spread across the state and most communities would vote on the CPA this 
year. 

Mr. Saginor informed the committee that the Trust was the match for the CPA fund and that no 
committee would adopt the CPA program without the match. He said that one of the roles of the 
coalition was to monitor that match. He said that the fund (match) does not come from the General 
Fund but that it comes from a special fee that was created by the legislature in 2000 just to fund the 
Trust and that it is a surcharge on every document (such as deed, mortgage etc.) that is filed at the 
registry of deeds on top of the regular fee. He said that the fee on the deeds was adjusted upwards from 
$20 to $ 50 dollars and for the certificates was increased from $10 to $25 dollars in January 2020. He 
emphasized that that surcharge was the only fee that was dedicated to the CPA Trust fund and that, 
there were no other programs in the state with such a dedicated funding source. He said that the CPA 
fund had become very popular and that the pieces of pie had become very small because of the number 
of communities which were adopting the CPA program. He gave an example that last year there was 
only a 14% match which was equivalent to what a specific community raised locally, although the 
percentage would likely increase to the lower 30 percentage because of fee adjustments passed in 
January 2020 but cautioned that these increases could be affected by uncertainties in the future. He said 
that the Department of Revenue would distribute the revenue in March and that the state match was 
typically allocated in November. He informed the committee that because the adjustments had been 
made in January, next year’s state match (released in November) would comprise two months of the old 
revenue. He said the full effect of the funds would be in fall of 2021. Mr. Saginor said that the coalition 
requested an additional 20 million dollars for FY20 because they were not sure if the legislature would 



3 
 

pass enough funds. He said the legislature passed the additional fund but emphasized that they would 
not expect such funds in the future. 

Mr. Saginor gave the history of the CPA fund and said that it was very difficult for the legislature to 
approve funding but the CPA fund was passed because it creates jobs through the three categories of 
the program and emphasized that it was a capital improvement fund, popular and improves the quality 
of life.  Mr. Saginor talked about the largest revenue for the CPA communities which are the surcharge 
that the Somerville community voted at 1.5% of the property tax. He told the committee that the 
revenue from the surcharge and the state match was what makes up the fiscal year budget that the 
committee uses to make funding recommendations to the city council to vote on. He added that unlike 
other communities the Somerville CPA budgeting takes place at the same time as the city budgeting. 

Mr. Saginor informed the committee that one requirement of the CPA was that communities have to 
spend or put aside money - a minimum of 10% in each category. He said open space and recreation land 
share one reserve account and that open spaces included conservation land and recreational land 
included; play grounds, athletics fields, and community gardens. He said that the balance of the fund 
could be used for projects in any of the three categories. He said a maximum of 5% of fund was for 
administrative work which could be used for committee expenses, CPA Manager’s salary, consultancies, 
technical support, supporting due diligence on project applications and should not be used to support 
other city expenses. Ms. Heimarck asked if those funds can be used for studies that committee may be 
interested in and Mr. Saginor responded that the committee could but that if another committee 
(overseeing the three CPA categories) wanted a study done and came asking for the CPC administrative 
fund that was not okay. He emphasized that the administrative funds could only be used for the things 
that the committee wants to do and that studies were part of them. 

Mr. Saginor said that if the committee didn’t  spend all the money they anticipated to use in that fiscal 
year, the balance should be put in the budgeted reserve. He told the committee that it was very 
important because of the way municipal financing works and that if the money was not put it in the 
budgeted reserve, it couldn’t be accessed in the fall when the city sets its tax rate and that the 
committee couldn’t get that money for a period of time until the city closes its books next summer.  He 
said Somerville was among the few communities that determine percentages beforehand but that other 
communities request for proposals and determine the best proposals to fund which could be mostly 
from one category for example affordable housing (in Cambridge) or open space or historic resources. 
Ms. Beretsky asked about Boston and Mr. Saginor responded that Boston does not set percentages for 
the different categories. He said that the community in Boston had been pushing for the Somerville 
model.  

 Mr. Saginor informed the committee that when the CPA fund was established it was meant for only 
new initiatives, which were generally not in the regular budget and said that for example funds to 
purchase open spaces, top to bottom rehabilitation of historic buildings (not maintenance funds which 
were part of regular budget). He said that if the city General Fund could pay for something then there 
was no need to use CPA funds for the same thing. He added the CPA fund cannot flow back into the 
General Fund and that if it happened then it would be supplanting money that the General Fund could 
have spent on that item rather than spend it on something else.  

Mr. Saginor told the committee that CPA was generally a capital fund for building affordable housing, 
parks and should never be used for maintenance expenses, operating costs, and programing (including 
events). He said that there were definitions for capital improvements and maintenance expenses under 
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section two of the CPA legislation. Ms. Heimarck asked about the difference between preservation and 
maintenance and Mr. Saginor responded that the difference was in the definition under section two of 
the CPA legislation.  He said the definition of preservation in the CPA legislation was the most difficult 
because it was so broad (protection of asset from injury, harm or destruction which made it the hardest 
word to deal with) but emphasized that it should be on the actual asset not on the protection of the 
asset. He gave an example of the question they were asked about using CPA to fund a whole new 
building of a library to house historic records to protect them from injury, harm or destruction but said 
that was not what CPA had in mind for those records. He said that what the CPA had in mind for those 
records was decertifying those papers, cleaning off the darkening of the paper, sticking  together the 
paper (actual preservation on the papers) not six degrees of separation away from the actual 
documents. He said that the hardest definition of preservation is the how many degrees of separation 
from the actual preservation of the asset. He added that the Coalition could help the committee with 
such questions. He told the committee that the definition was improved in the revised legislation of 
2012 which was more helpful.  

Ms. Heimarck also asked whether CPA funds could be used for indoor recreation projects and Mr. 
Saginor responded that the funds could not be used for indoor recreation projects (such gymnasiums, 
indoor stadiums, and other similar structures) but only for outdoor recreation projects. Ms. Beretsky 
asked if the funds could be used for artificial turfs and Mr. Saginor responded that the funds could not 
be used for acquisition of turfs surfaces. He said that if a piece of land was purchased with CPA funds 
and the city wanted to build the field that it was okay to build a natural field, including the landscape 
and fencing around it but for other surfaces the city could use municipal funds or private funds. Ms. 
Aboff asked if the CPA could be used to restore contaminated athletics fields and Mr. responded that 
they could be used. He gave examples of land which housed former factories, fuel stations which were 
converted into parks and playgrounds but were first cleaned to remove any contaminants. 

Mr. Saginor told the committee that under the Historic category, the projects had to follow the 
secretary of interior standards for historic preservation. He said that anything purchased with the CPA 
funds should have a permanent deed restriction recorded on them and should be permanent. He told 
the committee that if a nonprofit purchased land for affordable housing it must place an affordable 
housing restriction on it in perpetuity, or if the city purchased conservation land and parks it had to 
place a permanent conservation restriction on them. He said that usually CPA funds are not used to 
purchase historic buildings but if the CPA funds were used to renovate or rehabilitate a building a 
historic preservation restriction had to be placed on it and that all these restrictions had to be held by a 
third party. He told the committee that permanent restrictions take a long time to be done and 
commended the committee on the recently placed permanent conservation restriction on 5 Palmer. 

Ms. Kennedy asked whether open space and recreation land restrictions were both conservation 
restrictions and Mr. Saginor responded that they were both called conservation restrictions but the 
difference was in the proposed section of the restriction. He also said that it was not good to call them 
open space restrictions but needed to be specific because of the broad definition. He gave an example 
that if the committee was buying conservation land then conservation purposes had to be filed on it and 
the same would be done if land purchased is for a park, athletics field, or community gardens. He said 
that both conservation restrictions were handled by the Executive Office of the Environmental Affairs 
and that the only difference is in the purpose outlined in different sections of the conservation 
restriction. He said that the conservation restrictions on conservation land says that one cannot cut out 
any trees and the conservation restriction on recreational land says that one can cut up to two acres of 
trees. 
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Ms. Aboff asked about the open space in Somerville and said that she was told there was no land in the 
city that qualified for open space acquisition and Ms. Oliveira responded that it would qualify for 
recreational land. Mr. Saginor added that there might not be a lot of land in Somerville that qualified as 
open space because of the limited wetlands. Ms. Aboff asked whether the conservation restriction 
would still be placed on such land and Mr. Saginor responded that it depended on the purpose of the 
land and said that his guess in the case of Somerville would be placing a conservation restriction on a 
park or other recreational land such as athletics fields, trails etc. He also said that open space could be 
created through buying land with something on it which could be removed to create a park in the 
densely populated cities like Somerville. He said Cambridge had done a lot of that. Ms. Oliveira said it 
would take about 5-10 years for Somerville to purchase such land because of the high cost of land.  Mr. 
Saginor acknowledged that land was costly but said that could be purchased through bonds. 

Ms. Heimarck asked about historic preservation projects and wondered how many projects were 
municipally held compared to privately held projects.  Mr. Saginor responded that they did not collect 
such data, and said that the state might have it but that although they don’t ask such a question on 
historic projects.   He said that one had to read the name of the project to determine if it was a 
municipal building or not. He said anecdotally it might be 60-70% municipally owned assets and the rest 
would be nonprofit but added that a place like Somerville might have more on the nonprofit side. Ms. 
Heimarck asked about how much public access was a qualifier and Mr. Saginor responded that it was 
huge but added that it was a separate piece from CPA because CPA said nothing about public access but 
emphasized a public benefit which might include public access.  He told the committee that there was 
an amendment to the state constitution called the Anti-aid Amendment to the Massachusetts 
Constitution which prohibits the use of public funds to private entities for private purposes. 

Ms. Heimarck asked whether CPA funds could preserve a historic building that was privately owned but 
is not open to the public and Mr. Saginor responded that if it is not opened to the public the committee 
would probably want to stick to the exterior only because that would be visible to the public and would 
add to the character of it. He added that if the building was not visible to the public it would be very 
difficult to just use CPA funds on it. He emphasized that if CPA funds were given to a private entity the 
committee needs to request a public benefit restriction which the city would hold. He added that it was 
not required  but CPA requires a restriction when you acquire something (buying the building or land) 
but if the money is used on a private building it was important to protect that investment by requiring a 
restriction on it that the city would hold. He gave an example of Plymouth which was all about historic 
preservation restrictions and said that their CPA gave funds to mostly private historic buildings so that 
they could place as many preservation restrictions on those buildings in order to preserve its character. 
He stressed that the projects requiring historic preservation restrictions were the most difficult to do 
and required involving the city’s legal department to help the committee understand the kind of 
agreements that needed to be in place.  

Mr. Saginor told the committee that for open space land acquisition projects, most communities borrow 
against the future CPA revenues in the same way the city borrows against a future tax revenue stream 
to build roads, buy truckers, build schools etc. He said that in the same way the CPC could issue a bond 
for the next 30 years using the 1.5 surcharge revenue stream which he stressed was a solid revenue 
stream to issue bonds for CPA purposes.  He told the committee that 95 communities have bonded over 
250 projects and that their database indicated over $300 million dollars of outstanding CPA bonds. He 
said that in some years the city may receive more projects for funding requests and the committee 
could use the bond option but cautioned that the committee needed to work with the city’s Finance 
department to determine CPA bonding capacity (amount that can be borrowed against the 1.5% 
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surcharge and capacity to payback). Ms. Aboff added that it would be important to present the CPA 
funding capacity at the upcoming public hearing which might be good to inspire people with more 
ambitious projects because the revenue streams would be well articulated. Mr. Saginor agreed and said 
that the whole idea of the CPA was to dream big and do things that the city would never do without the 
CPA funding. He asked the committee to consider untraditional ways of buying buildings that could be 
brought down and converted into parks in areas that were underserved by parks which were many in 
Somerville because of the high population density. 

Mr. Saginor presented the chart of the allowable projects that could be supported by CPA funds which 
he said was the most important document in the CPA universe and that it should be used when 
discussing projects. He told the committee that the projects were restricted mainly to the verbs that 
describe the projects under each category. He said that a historic resource had a definition in section 
two (it is a building, structure, vessel/boat, real property, document, or artifact) and that you could do 
things only under those six categories of assets. He said that you could buy those assets, preserve them, 
protect them from injury, harm, and destruction or you could rehabilitate them. He said that typically in 
historic preservation; you couldn’t build things or buy them apart from historic artifacts but that could 
mostly rehabilitate them (capital improvement projects) including open spaces around the historic 
building. 

Mr. Saginor talked about the historic religious buildings and shared with the committee about the 
lawsuit in Acton against CPA funding for the historic preservation of two religious buildings. He said that 
the lawsuit was never resolved but he requested the committee to consult with the City Attorney about 
future historic religious buildings. Ms. Carbone asked what the Acton lawsuit was exactly about and Mr. 
Saginor responded that there were two church applications which were not typical CPA projects which 
he said might have been the reason the national organization of American United might have picked 
them. He said one application was for restoring stainless glass in the windows which had a lot of 
religious imaginary but covered by a yellow plastic and the other was an application for a master plan to 
revamp the church which was not typical of regular applications which covered mostly the exterior of 
the churches. The organization sent out requests to over 100 communities and requested for details on 
anything that they had ever done with churches. He said the organization was looking for a test case and 
they came back with Acton but that he was not sure why they chose it. He told the committee that 
Acton was a close community which tried to do things right and that funds were even released almost 
two years after securing a preservation restriction. He said the Town spent almost $250,000 dollars 
defending the decision of the Town meeting and the decision to fund the two churches.  He told the 
committee that the church later withdrew but that the case was never solved. 

Ms. Carbone told Mr. Saginor that the committee had previously struggled with emergency requests 
which had included repair of elements (similar to maintenance) and that sometimes those emergencies 
were never done within the specified period and was wondering how to treat such emergencies. She 
also asked about the definition for emergency requests. Mr. Saginor responded that one person’s 
emergency is another’s deferred maintenance which made it difficult to differentiate between the two. 
He said that there was no clear definition of what constitutes an emergency.  He added the definition in 
section two was not very great but that the one on capital improvement was very good. He said that 
maintenance cannot be done but capital improvements can be done. He said for historic buildings it had 
to be a capital improvement or an extraordinary repair. Ms. Carbone shared about the emergency 
request for the installation of a new hatch door in the roof and Mr. Saginor advised that if the hatch 
door had been blown away by the storm it was something that no one would anticipate but that the 
difficulty with the request was the little amount of money involved even though it may be extraordinary. 
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He said that it was not typical for CPA funds to pay for little things but that CPA was typically 
about  holistic rehabilitation of the building and not for paying for little individual things but he added 
that it was up to the committee and that it could go either way. He told the committee that the 
reimbursement was very difficult because of the supplanting phrase in CPA the definition of supplanting 
although it referred to supplanting the municipal budget. 

Mr. Saginor commended the committee and the CPA program in Somerville and said that they had 
worked very well with the CPA managers and that they had also learnt a lot from the CPA program in 
Somerville and looked forward to continuing working with the committee. Ms. Carbone thanked Mr. 
Saginor and the coalition and said that it was a very important resource which provided information 
whenever Ms. Tumusiime approached them with questions. She also said that the committee would 
continue reaching out to the coalition for advice or with questions whenever they have them. Ms. 
Carbone gave the committee two minutes to stretch before commencing the last item on the agenda. 

  

Agenda item 4: Other business (10 minutes) 

Ms. Carbone informed the committee about the call for proposal for a 10-15 minute documentary on 
the CPA program that MS. Tumusiime was put together. She requested Ms. Tumusiime to present the 
memo to the committee. Ms. Tumusiime informed the committee that the documentary was part of the 
CPC work plan that was earlier discussed at the January meeting. She told the committee that the 
documentary was aimed at increasing outreach, communication, and showcasing the benefits of the 
CPA program. She said that she had received input from various department heads and that the 
documentary would also be shared in different languages. She also told the committee that $10,000 
dollars was very little for developing the documentary but that she hoped community organizations and 
individuals with the experience and passion for CPA could consider it.  

 Ms. Carbine requested the committee to read the memo and respond with edits or comments. Ms. 
Beretsky asked if the money would come from the administrative fund and Ms. Tumusiime responded 
that it would come from that fund and that the fund had a balance of about $20,000 under the 
professional and technical service line item. Ms. Shannon asked about the amount of money that items 
budget and whether there was enough money for emergencies that might come up in the year. Ms. 
Tumusiime responded that the annual budget for the professional and technical services was about 
$26,000 and that, that money supported consultancies, internship services, and annual membership 
dues/fees and that they didn’t anticipate any emergency to be covered by that line item. Ms. Aboff 
asked about the target audience and setting for the documentary and Ms. Tumusiime responded that it 
included the local community, community organizations, politicians, and communities outside 
Somerville. She also said that it would be shared on social media, Somerville TV station, YouTube, and 
other relevant channels. 

  

Ms. Kennedy proposed that the documentary be broken into short 30-50 seconds chunks because of the 
limited span of attention that people have these days, which the committee agreed with. Ms. Carbone 
informed the committee that the documentary was one step for increasing outreach to garner more 
projects. Ms. Carbone asked when the project would start and how long it would take. Ms. Tumusiime 
responded that she hoped for the project to   start between April and May because it was very difficult 
to get people over the summer. Ms. Beretsky said that it seemed the requests for proposals needed to 
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go out in the next few weeks which Ms. Tumusiime agreed to. Ms. Carbine asked if the call for proposal 
would be ready by the next meeting for review and Ms. Tumusiime said that typically the committee did 
not review proposals under $10,000. Ms. Hart asked how the decisions on the call for proposal would be 
made and Ms. Tumusiime responded that a committee of technical staff including those from the 
communication office would be put in place to evaluate the proposals. Ms. Oliveira informed the 
committee that there was a dog feasibility study that was done and that an internal committee chose 
the consultant for that project. 

 Ms. Aboff told the committee that she was okay with spending money on publicity and outreach but 
didn’t think a 15 minute documentary would be the best tool for that and suggested using those funds 
to hire a multimedia talented person to do the work. She also asked about the target audience and 
suggested a multimedia package involving short 30-60 seconds. She said that it was good to prioritize 
and also consider what the end game would be. Ms. Heimarck agreed with Ms. Aboff and added that her 
initial thoughts were on whom the audience was and the platform and what we were trying to do with 
that investment. She wondered whether a 15 minute documentary was going to be distributed to 
people that had not been reached before and agreed that a much shorter piece makes it more possible. 
Ms. Oliveira asked whether  we were trying to make the people know about the CPA or get the people 
to know the value so that they could vote for a higher surcharge and what the committee was trying to 
achieve. Ms. Beretsky responded that it was one way in which to generate excitement among the 
people so that they knew that they could access CPA funds for public projects and Ms. Carbone added 
that the documentary aimed to do all the above.  

 Ms. Carbone suggested that the committee requests for a media outreach and requested the applicants 
to include in their proposals how they would achieve all the above.  Ms. Kennedy said that highlighting 
the different projects and outcomes would be more appealing than showing the committee doing its 
business. Ms. Tumusiime agreed with the members and told the committee their suggestions were very 
helpful for improving outreach and publicity of the CPA program and also emphasized the need for 
visual communication. Ms. Oliveira suggested that a call for proposal should request people to submit 
their ideas understanding that there was some level of visual ideas of what the program does including 
an eight minute video, snapshots that can be posted on Instagram. She said that the committee could 
request a multimedia outreach package and assess what they could give the committee. Ms. Shannon 
asked whether it could be considered over a period of two years where they are given $10,000 each 
year to make a larger package if the committee was looking for a multimedia package. Ms. Oliveira 
responded that there would not be enough content to produce each year because there were not a lot 
of new projects each year. Ms. Shannon clarified that it was not about content but that given the small 
budget it might be better to spread the funding over two years so that the committee gets an 
exponentially large multimedia package for a more sustained campaign. Ms. Carbone suggested that the 
committee allows the internal committee to review the call for proposal and that if there are not 
sufficient then it can be brought back to the committee but she emphasized the need to do outreach 
sooner than later.  

Ms. Carbone requested for a motion to have an outreach proposal. Ms. Beretsky suggested a 
multimedia package for outreach and publicity which should include the documentary, instagram etc. 
Ms. Heimarck suggested that the language in the second paragraph should include the language of 
outreach campaign that would tell the story of the CPA project. Ms. Rances suggested that the past 
performance of the projects should be considered.  Ms. Heimarck requested to review the revised 
proposal and Ms. Tumusiime responded that she could share it but the committee could not discuss it 
on email. Ms. Aboff said that based on conversations she had on the Planning Board and staff, it was 
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okay to have one on one conversations with Ms. Tumusiime but could not be among the members and 
that even conservations with Ms. Tumusiime could not be shared. She said that Ms. Tumusiime should 
internalize the input of the members and then include them in the revised call for proposal.  Ms. 
Kennedy agreed and said the same was done on the Conservation Commission. Ms. Oliveira said that 
members should send in their comments and Ms. Tumusiime should incorporate them. Ms. Tumusiime 
requested that the committee allow Ms. Carbone and Ms. Beretsky to review the comments and 
approve the request for proposal on their behalf. 

 Upon a motion by Ms. Oliveira, seconded by Ms. Beretsky the Committee voted 9-0 for members to 
submit their individual comments to Ms. Tumusiime who would incorporate all the comments and share 
them with Ms. Carbone and Ms. Beretsky for approval on behalf of the committee. 

 Ms. Tumusiime shared details of the Affordable Housing Trust and Community Preservation Act 
Conference and requested members to let her know if they wanted to attend. She also shared with 
them the additional state match of $209,850 dollars which were released in January. 

  
Next meeting: The next CPC will be held at 6:30 p.m. on March 25, 2020. 

 

Meeting Adjournment 

Upon motion from Ms. Beretsky, seconded by Ms. Kennedy, the Committee voted 6-0 to adjourn at 8:47 

pm. 

 

Documents and Exhibits 

1. Agenda 
2. Community Preservation Coalition Presentation 
3. Draft CFP for CPA multimedia package  
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JANUARY 22, 2020 

 
The Community Preservation Committee (CPC) held a regular meeting at 6:30pm in the 

third floor community room at the Visiting Nurse Association, 259 Lowell Street, 

Somerville, MA 02144. An audio recording of the meeting is available upon request. 

 

 

 

 

The chair opened the meeting at approximately 6:40p.m. 

 

Agenda item 1: Public comment period (10 minutes) 
No members of the public were present.  

 

Agenda item 2: Introduction of Ms. Heather Heimarck, Ms. Cristina Kennedy, and Ms. Caitlin Hart (5 
Minutes) 
 
The Chair Ms. Carbone welcomed the new members and members introduced themselves. Ms. Carbone 
informed the committee that the minutes would be reviewed last because of the packed agenda.  
 
Agenda item 3: Discuss CPC work plan (20 Minutes) 
Ms. Tumusiime shared with the committee the draft outline of the CPC wok plan. She told the 
committee that the plan had to be tied to the Community Preservation Plan, the SomerVision, and other 
city relevant laws and policies. She also told the committee that the plan would guide the business of 
the committee. She informed the committee that the draft outline of the work plan included overall 
roles and responsibilities, specific responsibilities, annual goals, areas of focus, and resources needed.  
 
Ms. Tumusiime also shared with the committee what had been done in the area of community 

communication. She told the committee that a number of channels had been used for communication 

which included the CPA website, CPA news, periodic newsletters, press releases, City’s Facebook and 

twitter feeds, and CPC information session. She also informed the committee that CPC members had 

been committed to attending at least one public outreach event where they shared information about 

the CPA program and conducted a voting exercise for CPA funding priorities.  She also shared with the 
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committee that the CPC was receiving feedback from the applicants, implementers, and the general 

public through surveys. She also told the committee about the CPA program evaluation which had taken 

place in 2017.   

Ms. Carbone told the committee that the allocation of funds was an important role of the committee 

and requested Ms. Tumusiime to add it to the roles and responsibilities of the committee. She also 

informed the committee that the allocation of funds was also guided by the public voting exercises 

which were conducted by CPC members. She told the committee that the last two years, affordable 

housing was a big concern and most voted and that as a result the committee pumped up affordable 

housing to 50%.  

Ms. Heimarck asked about the difference between outreach and project generation and Ms. Tumusiime 

responded that project generation aimed at increasing the number of applications and that outreach 

supported that process. Ms. Beretsky added that project generation was very critical and that there was 

need to spread the message to community organizations. Ms. Tumusiime reminded the committee that 

there was need for additional resources to support project generation since the committee member 

positions were voluntary and that members had regular jobs which could not allow them to fully 

participate in the project generation activities. Ms. Aboff told the committee that some projects such as 

the open space acquisition fund and affordable housing were critical and could be added funds instead 

of increasing the number of projects of less value. Ms. Beretsky asked if more funds could be allocated 

to the Affordable Housing Trust Fund and Ms. Aboff responded in affirmative. Ms. Tumusiime informed 

the committee that there was a minimum requirement of 10% for each CPA area and that the 

committee could decide how they would like to spend the balance.  

Ms. Kennedy asked Ms. Tumusiime if she focused on only the CPA program and Ms. Tumusiime 

responded that she mostly focused on managing the CPA program which included administration, grant 

management, and supervision of the projects. She told the committee that her workload couldn’t allow 

her to do all the activities needed for project generation such as community outreach and program 

evaluation. Ms. Tumusiime informed the committee that Interns had been recruited to support some 

activities such as the CPA elevation exercise. Ms. Carbone told the committee that involving interns was 

acceptable and that the committee could consider what had been done in the past.  

Ms. Carbone asked if there were community groups in the city that had not been previous considered 

and if there was a database of those organizations. Ms. Tumusiime responded that there was a database 

of community organizations which she had share information with but that the response was very low. 

She also told the committee that she was working with the SomerViva Liaisons on the translation of CPA 

materials into Portuguese, Spanish, and Kreyol. Ms. Aboff asked if the City Councilors could be engaged 

in the outreach activities. Ms. Carbone responded that the councilors did email blasts and that if 

information about the CPA program is sent to them they could send it out to their constituents. Ms. 

Carbone added that the Councilors would know a building or a church in their communities that could 

benefit from the CPA funds.  Ms. Aboff told the committee that the Councilors would also know some of 

their community organizations and could help with the outreach.  
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Ms. Tumusiime asked about the schools and Ms. Beretsky responded that the staff of the schools 

wouldn’t do outreach but that it could be spearheaded by parents and gave an example of the Kennedy 

school. She added that the Parent Teachers’ Associations (PTAs) would be the best organizations to 

contact. Ms. Carbone told the committee that they could still give comments to Ms. Tumusiime on the 

work plan. Ms. Tumusiime informed the committee that some of the questions that Ms. Hart has sent 

had been addressed in her presentation of the draft work plan. Upon a motion by Ms. Beretsky, 

seconded by Ms. Aboff, the Committee voted 6-0 to approve the work plan outline with the additions.  

Agenda item 4: Discuss Community Preservation Plan process (20) 
Ms. Tumusiime informed the committee that the discussion of the Community Preservation planning 
process was brought forward because of the training scheduled for the February meeting. She told the 
committee that the Community Preservation Plan is a requirement for all CPA communities and that it 
was an annual plan that established the funding allocations and priorities for each year. She added that 
the process involved a public hearing which is held in March at the CPA meeting. Ms. Tumusiime 
informed the committee that at the public hearing speakers and residents are invited to provide 
testimonies which inform the plan.  She told the committee that the Invited speakers included the chair 
or vice chair of the boards that appoint ex-oficio members to the CPC, representatives from City 
departments and community organizations that represent  each of the three CPA areas, and individuals 
that could speak to areas of interest, such as SomerVision. She told the committee that they could 
identify additional speakers. She also said that results of the SomerStreet voting exercise had been 
included in the draft plan and that the majority voted for affordable housing.  She said that the results of 
the voting would be shared at the public hearing.  
 
Ms. Carbone asked if the outreach was aimed at increasing the publicity of the public hearing and Ms. 
Tumusiime responded in affirmative and added that it would be a continuous activity. Ms. Kennedy 
suggested that the Chair of the Conservation Commission who was a member of the SomeVison 
committee would a good resource. Ms. Tumusiime informed the committee that it was important hear 
from the residents on how they would like the committee to spend CPA funds. Ms. Kennedy asked if 
there was information available for the public hearing and Ms. Tumusiime responded that there would a 
legal advert and press release issued and that information was being developed with the committee and 
on social media, the newsletter, and the CPA website.  Ms Hart asked if there was a current version of 
the plan that would be updated and Ms. Tumusiime responded in affirmative and said she had share the 
draft plan with the committee. She also asked about the leading entity and other entities which would 
be engaged and Ms. Tumusiime responded that the city was the leading the entity and that other 
entities included commissions and boards, community organizations, and the public.  
 
Agenda item 5: Discuss Emergency Funding Requests (10 minutes) 
Ms. Carbone informed the members that in the past the committee had struggled with emergency 
requests because the awardees had not used the funds in a timely manner as requested. She told the 
committee that requests should not be considered outside the funding cycle unless they are true 
emergencies.  Ms. Crabone informed the committee that one of the requests was from Elizabeth 
Peabody House Association which was a historic building and a nonprofit. She told the committee that 
the CPC had awarded them funds to restore their roof but that the hatch door was affected by the 
weather during the holidays. She told the committee that the association was requesting for emergency 
funds of $8,000 for the installation of a new hatch door.  Ms. Heimarck asked if the Elizabeth Peabody 
House Association had extra funds for electrical repairs and other extras. Ms. Carbone asked Ms. 
Tumusiime to ask the association about the funding for the extra repairs. Ms. Tumusiime informed the 
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committee that the association had used money from its operating budget and that the request was for 
the reimbursement of the funds used. She also told the committee that she had sought guidance from 
the City Attorney and that CPA funds are not a reimbursement program for work that was not part of a 
previously approved contract and scope of work. Upon a motion by Ms. Beretsky, seconded by Ms. 
Heimarck, the Committee voted 6-0 to reject the emergency request for the installation of a new hatch 
door. 
 
Ms. Tumusiime introduced the second emergency request from 82 Munroe St, Somerville, MA and 
informed the committee that she had discussed the request with the City Historic Planner. She told the 
committee that there were modifications on the exterior of the building including the windows which 
had been changed from double hang. She said that some of the items could be funded but that they 
didn’t qualify as emergencies. Ms. Tumusiime also informed the committee that the emergency fund 
request was over $900,000 which was about the same as the FY20 CPA total fund. Ms. Carbone 
informed the members that the committee had previously struggled with funding private properties 
because of the limited public benefit.  Ms. Carbone also told the committee that a former CPC member 
informed her about the funds that would soon be available for improving historic buildings though the 
Historic Commission. There was a discussion by members on what constituted a historic building. Ms. 
Heimarck told the committee that the 82 Munroe St request didn’t look like an emergency but that it 
could qualify as a regular request. Upon a motion by Ms. Beretsky, seconded by Ms. Aboff, the 
Committee voted 6-0 to reject the emergency request for 82 Munroe St.   
 
Agenda item 6: CPA orientation presentation (2 minutes) 
Ms. Carbone informed the committee that the orientation presentation would take place at the next 
February meeting and would be facilitated the Conservation Preservation Coalition. Ms. Tumusiime 
informed the committee that it would be a blended presentation that would benefit both the new and 
old members.  
   
Agenda item 7: Discuss CPC meeting dates (5 minutes) 
Ms. Carbone shared the meeting dates with the members and informed the committee that some of the 
dates had been changed because of the holidays. She informed the committee that the draft outline of 
work plan had included the topics to be discussed at the various meetings. Ms. Aboff asked about the 
date in May and whether or not members would be available during the week of the Memorial Day 
holiday and Ms. Carbone responded that the date had been pushed to May 27.   Upon a motion by Ms. 
Heimarck, seconded by Ms. Kennedy, the Committee voted 6-0 to approve the meeting dates.  
 
Agenda item 8: Approve minutes from December 17 meeting (10 Minutes) 
Ms. Tumusiime informed the committee that Ms. Hart had sent questions about the minutes which 

included; whether Fiscal year corresponds with calendar year and Ms. Tumusiime responded that the 

dates were different. She asked whether the historic resources and preservation component of the CPA 

applied to not just architectural and built resources and Ms. Carbone responded that the historic 

resources included non-built resources such as election records. Ms. Hart also asked about Election 

Records and whether they were conservation or preservation of historic election records and Ms. 

Carbone guided that, that the question should be asked at the orientation. Ms. Hart also asked about 

the Temple B'Nai Brith situation and Ms. Tumusiime responded that a lot of information had been 

shared at the previous meetings and that the negotiations were still ongoing. She also asked about the 

Emergency Funding Request processes, criteria, definitions, and requirements and how Emergency 
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Funding Requests were approved or denied, and prioritized and what constituted an emergency. Ms. 

Carbone guided the committee that some of the responses to the questions raised by Ms. Hart could be 

addressed at the orientation. Upon a motion by Ms. Kennedy, seconded by Ms. Rances, the Committee 

approved the minutes from the December 17 meeting by a vote of 6-0 

Agenda item 9: Other business 
Ms. Tumusiime suggested that it was important for members to speak about their roles on the 
committee, CPA areas they represent and their expectations. Ms. Carbone asked whether the members 
would just describe their role on the committee and Ms. Tumusiime responded in affirmative and added 
that the members could also talk about the interests of the bodies they represent. Ms. Tumusiime 
suggested that the members could make a brief presentation of five minutes at the meetings after April. 
Ms. Carbone agreed that it was a good idea for members to describe their roles and share information 
about the CPA areas they represent.  
 
Ms. Kennedy requested Ms. Tumusiime to share the 2017 Evaluation report.  
 
Next meeting: The next CPC will be held at 6:30pm on February 10, 2020. 

 

Meeting Adjournment 

Upon motion from Ms. Beretsky, seconded by Ms. Kennedy, the Committee voted 6-0 to adjourn at 

8:10pm. 

 

Documents and Exhibits 

1. Agenda 
2. Minutes from December 17 meeting  
3. Outline of CPC work plan  
4. Draft Community Preservation Plan 
5. Munroe 82 and Elizabeth Peabody House Emergency Funding Requests  

 



CPA TODAY! 
Everything You Need to Know 



Agenda for Tonight 

CPA Today 

Overview of new CPA legislation 

The ‘New!’ CPA Trust Fund 

What’s Important for a CPC to know 

Local Project Discussions 

Anything Else! 

 

 

 

 

 



The Community Preservation Coalition 

Representatives from 8 
member communities 

and 4 at-large members 



Coalition Services 

• Technical assistance  
• Website 
• Email newsletter & bulletins 
• Ballot measures (adoption, changes) 
• CPA advocacy and legislation 
• Training presentations, webinars, 
    conferences, publications, workshops 

 
Supported by membership dues from CPA communities 

 



Coalition Website 
www.communitypreservation.org 



Technical Assistance Resources 



The State of CPA Today 

•Text  



The State of CPA Today 

Total of Cities and Towns 

of municipalities 

of Massachusetts residents 

communities have revoked 
 



CPA by the Numbers 
(through FY2019) 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION: 5,500 appropriations made 

 

OPEN SPACE: 30,894 acres preserved 

 

OUTDOOR RECREATION: 2,500 projects funded 

 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING: 17,500 units created or supported 

 - Over 12,000 projects approved & $2.35 billion raised - 



176 CPA Communities 
…and more to come in 2020 



The CPA Trust Fund 

 
•Administered by the Department of Revenue (DOR) 

 
•Funds come from fees charged at the Registries of Deeds 

 
•That was enough for a 14.1% base match in Fall 2019, but 
that’s not good enough! 

 
•So, we were successful in passing legislation last year to 
address this issue 



History of CPA Funding Legislation 

2005 – Planning began 

 
2007 – Legislation filed 
 

2012 – Partial Success 

 
2013 – Starting Over 

 
2019 – Final Success! 



Longtime CPA Legislative Team Members 

Jack Clarke 

Jen Ryan 
Clarissa Rowe 

& Tom Callahan 

Stuart Saginor 



First CPA Legislative Strategy Meeting 



Keys To Success 

• Popularity of CPA 
 

• Strong Push from 
Municipalities 

• Little Opposition 
 

• Strong Push from 
Advocates 

 

• Jobs! 



What Was Signed Into Law? 

Part One: Permanent Increase in Registry Fees 

$10 

$20 

$25 

$50 

Most documents filed at the Registries of Deeds: 

Municipal lien certificates at the Registries of Deeds: 



Annual CPA Revenue  

Current:   $24 Million 

New Fees:  $36 Million 

Total:    $60 Million 



Timetable 

 
November 1, 2019: New 12 month “Trust 
Fund Year” begins.  Old fees still in place. 
 
December 31, 2019: New fees began 
   at Registries of Deeds 
 
November 15, 2020: First distribution that 
   will include 10 months of new revenue        
 
November 15, 2021: First distribution to 
    include a full year of new revenue 



What Will Each City/Town Receive? 

Future Results Will Vary 

• Local Surcharge of 176 will rise 

• New Communities? 

• Registry of Deeds activity? 



What would the 11/19 Trust Fund Distribution have 
looked like in Somerville with new fees? 

in matching funds 

x2.5 = 

in matching funds 



What Else Was Signed Into Law? 

Part Two: Surplus Funding for This Year 

An Additional  

 
in matching funds 

for Somerville 

 

$20 million for CPA! 



State Budget Surplus: CPA Funding History 

Year 
Included in 
Budget 

Actually 
Received 

2013 $25m $25m 

2014 $25m $11.4m 

2015 $10m $10m 

2016 and 2017 $10m $0 

2018 $10m $10m 

2019 $20m $20m (late arrival) 



• An extra $20 million for Fall 2019 (delayed arrival) 

 

• Extra $30 million (approx.) for Fall 2020 Trust 
Fund payment 

 

• Extra $36 million (approx.) for Fall 2021 and every 
year thereafter 

 

      

      

  

   

  

The Sum Total 



CPA Annual Budget 

 

• Usually done at same time as city budget 

 

• Requires CPC recommendation to legislative body 

 

• Total budget is based on: 

    Estimated local surcharge revenue, plus  

              Estimated Trust Fund Distribution (November) 

      

      

  

   

  

Financial Recap for New Members 



CPA Annual Spending/Set-aside Requirements 

10% 

10% 

10% 

65% 

5% 

Housing

Open Space & Recreation

Historic

Flexible

Optional Administrative



• *Required minimum spending (or reserve): 

   10% of total revenue for housing projects  

  10% for historic projects  

  10% for open space & recreation projects  

• Optional: 

  Up to 5% for administrative expenses 

  Appropriations for new CPA projects  

  Balance (if any) goes in a “budgeted reserve” 
 

* Each bond payment counts toward the 10% obligation for that year. 

  

   

  

CPA Annual Budget 



• CPC can request up to 5% of estimated 
revenues for expenses to run CPC 

 

• Unspent balance returned to undesignated  

   fund at end of FY 

 

• For CPC expenses only, not reimbursements to 
other municipal departments or to pay other 
municipal staff 

CPC Administrative Account 



• No supplanting general municipal revenue 

 

• No maintenance or operating expenses 

 

• Recreation – Outdoor projects only 

 

• Historic – Follow Secretary Standards 

 

• Asset Purchases – Must file permanent restriction 
with the state, held by 3rd party 

 

Basic Tenets of CPA Spending 



 
• Very popular! 

 

• 95 municipalities -250 CPA 
projects (incl. Somerville) 

 

• Over $342 million in project 
costs paid for with bonds 

 

• Most popular projects:  
Acquiring land, historic 
rehabilitation, creation of 
recreational assets 

 

 

Borrowing Permitted Under CPA 



Open 

Space 
Historic Recreation Housing 

Acquire Yes Yes Yes Yes  

Create Yes - Yes Yes 

Preserve Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Support - - - Yes 

Rehabilitate    

and/or 

Restore 

Yes – if 

acquired 

or created 

w/CPA $$ 

Yes Yes Yes – if 

acquired or 

created 

w/CPA $$ 

Determining Project Eligibility 
It’s all about the VERBS! 



 

10 Taxpayers/Americans 
United for Separation of 
Church and State vs. Acton 

 

CPA Funding for the Historic 
Preservation of Two 
Religious Buildings 

 

 

Lawsuit in Acton 
 



Questions? 



 

Draft CPC Work Plan 2020 
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Community Preservation Committee 

Name Appointing Body Email 

Jane Carbone  General public  janocarbone@gmail.com 

Laura Beretsky  General public beretsky@yahoo.com 

Caitlin Hart Historic Preservation Commission caitlin.c.hart@gmail.com   

Heather Heimarck General public hheimarck@highmarklanddesign.com 

Cristina Kennedy Conservation Commission crisgabken@gmail.com 

Amelia Aboff Planning Board amelia.aboff@gmail.com  

Luisa Oliveira Parks & Open Space Department loliveira@somervillema.gov  

Eleanor Rances Housing Authority NA 

Tatiana Shannon General public taraframeconservation@gmail.com 

Judith Tumusiime CPA tjtumusiime@somervillema.gov 

Overall Roles and Responsibilities 

1) Evaluating the needs of Somerville with regard to affordable housing, historic preservation, and 
open space/outdoor recreation 

2) Making recommendations to the City Council  regarding expenditures of Community 
Preservation Act funding for historic resources and open space/recreational  land projects (the 
Somerville Affordable Housing Trust Fund serves as the housing arm of the CPC and reviews the 
affordable housing project applications) 

 

Specific Responsibilities 

• Champion the CPA program within their networks 

• Ensure that the CPA program is inclusive  

• Attend CPC meetings  

• Support CPA outreach and awareness raising efforts 

• Listen to and be responsive to community feedback 

• Use fairness and objectivity when making decisions 
 

Annual Committee Goals  

Areas of focus  

- Public participation and inclusion 

- Project Generation  

- Community Communications 

- Outreach (to ensure that the program attracts and reaches the right applications) 

- Community Preservation Plan 

- Feedback on CPA Program  

- CPA Application Process 

- Special Considerations Preservation restrictions on private property 

Deliverables 

Support/Resources needed 

mailto:janocarbone@gmail.com
mailto:beretsky@yahoo.com
mailto:amelia.aboff@gmail.com
mailto:loliveira@somervillema.gov
mailto:taraframeconservation@gmail.com
mailto:tjtumusiime@somervillema.gov
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CPA Calendar 

Activity Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 

C
P

P
 

Community meetings on Community Preservation Plan   X          

Approve Community Preservation Plan    X         

Release Community Preservation Plan    X         

A
p

p
lic

at
io

n
 

Release application materials    X         

Pre-applications/feasibility study applications due     X        

Eligibility determination forms due       X      

CPC reviews eligibility determination forms       X      

Full applications due         X    

Community meetings on CPA applications          X   

Review applications           X  

Vote on project recommendations            X 

Submit recommendations to City Council            X 

City Council votes on recommendations            X 

Fi
n

an
ce

s 

Budget Meetings       X       

Receive DOR estimated match rate   X          

Get state match           X  

Meet with Council to reserve additional state match            X  

Tax recap (12/1)            X 

Adjust CPA allocations & move funds to Trust            X 

R
e

p
o

rt
in

g 

CP1 (Community Preservation Surcharge Report) & CP3 (Community 
Preservation Projects Report) 
 due (9/15) 

        X    

CP2 due (10/31)          X   

Submit mid-year report to CPC           X  

Submit annual report to CPC then Council    X         

Elections  Election of chair/vice chair        X     

            X 
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CPC Meeting Calendar 

Month Topic 

January 22 - Planning FY21 Community Preservation Plan Process 
- Draft CPC Work plan 

February 10 - Orientation Preparation 

March 25 - Community meetings on FY21 Community 
Preservation Plan 

- Review FY21 application materials 

April 29 - Approve FY21 Community Preservation Plan  
- Review FY20 annual report 

May 27 - Discuss FY21 Pre-applications/feasibility study 
applications  

June 24 - Attend FY21 budget meetings (chair/vice chair)  

July 22 - Review FY21 CPC eligibility determination forms 

August  Break 

September 23 - Review FY21 full CPA applications 

October 28 - Community meetings on FY21 CPA applications 

November 18 - Vote on project recommendations   
- Vote on budget fixing 

December 16 - Elect chair/vice chair 
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