
 

 

 
MINUTES 

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 work 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 increased the allocation of 

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 Creole. 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 Minutes) 
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  
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AGENDA 

 

 
1. Public comment period (10 minutes) 
2. Introduction of Ms. Heather Heimarck, Ms. Cristina Kennedy, and Ms. Caitlin Hart (5 

Minutes) 
3. Approve minutes from December 17 meeting (10 Minutes) 
4. Discuss CPC work plan (20 Minutes) 
5. Discuss Community Preservation Plan process (20) 
6. Discuss Emergency Funding Requests (10 minutes) 
7. CPA orientation presentation (2 minutes) 
8. Discuss CPC meeting dates (5 minutes) 
9. Other business (10 minutes)  
10. Next meeting: Monday, February 10, 2020 at 6:30pm  (Visiting Nurse Association) 
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DATE: Wednesday, January 22, 2020 
TIME: 6:30pm 
PLACE: Visiting Nurse Association, Third Floor Community Room 

259 Lowell St. 



 

 

 
MINUTES 

DECEMBER 17, 2019 

 
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 6:35p.m. 

 

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

 

Agenda item 2: Approved FY20 budget adjustments 
Ms. Tumusiime presented the approved FY20 budget adjustments. She informed the committee that the 

City Council approved a number of requests which included; 

1. Transfer of CPA funds totaling $468,808 from the CPA Undesignated Fund Balance to designated 

CPA reserves.  

2. Transfer of CPA funds totaling $10,781 from the CPA Fund Budgeted Reserve to designated CPA 

reserves. 

3. Appropriation of $12,683 from excess FY20 Community Preservation Act Fund revenue to the 

Community Preservation Act Fund Budgeted Reserve. 

4. Appropriation of $300,000 from the CPA FY20 Fund for the construction of Central Hill Campus 

Phase I. 

5. Appropriation of $205,436 from the CPA FY20 Fund to the Somerville Museum for construction 

of an elevator. 

6. Appropriation of $200,000 from the CPA FY20 Fund for the Open Space Acquisition and 

Improvements Stabilization Fund. 
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7. Appropriation of $38,000 from the CPA Fund Historic Resources Reserve Account to the 
Elizabeth Peabody House Association for an addressable fire alarm system. 

Ms. Stelljes asked if the committee had voted on specific dollar amounts and Mr. Fager responded that 

the committee had approved the full specific dollar amounts for three requests (Open Space Acquisition 

Fund, Central Hill Campus Phase I, and Elizabeth Peabody House Association) and underfunded the 

Somerville Museum with the rest of the available funds.  Mr. Bauer added that there was a lengthy 

discussion on the limited funds available for the FY20 projects and that the committee voted on specific 

amounts with an understanding that if more money became available it would go to fully fund the 

Somerville Museum request. Ms. Tumusiime informed the committee that the approved Somerville 

Museum funding had reduced by about $4,000 dollars after the budget adjustment. Ms. Stelljes advised 

the committee to always vote on specific dollar amounts and reminded the committee that they still 

have to vote on the Clarendon Hill when the bond is accepted. Upon a motion by Ms. Carbone, 

seconded by Ms. Shannon, the Committee voted 7-0 to amend the FY20 Somerville Museum fund for 

the construction of an elevator to $205,436.   

 

Agenda item 3: Approved revised budget for FY20 projects and Funding Recommendations 
Ms. Tumusiime informed the committee that she had not presented the FY20 funding recommendations 

at the previous meeting and requested the committee to ratify the FY20 funding recommendations 

which had been approved by the council. She informed the committee that the funding 

recommendations for the Somerville Museum and Elizabeth Peabody were similar to those of the FY20 

emergency fund project and FY19 project respectively. 

 

City of Somerville Open Space Acquisition and Improvements Stabilization Fund 

Funding Conditions; 

 The City, as appropriate, agrees to post a sign stating that the open space acquired or created 

with these funds was funded through the City of Somerville’s Community Preservation Act 

program.   

 A perpetual conservation restriction will be recorded on the property per the requirement of 

the CPA enabling legislation. 

 

Ms. Tumusiime asked whether the Public Space and Urban Forestry Division would identify land to 

purchase. Mr. Fager and Ms. Oliveira agreed that the division would be responsible for identifying the 

land to purchase. Mr. Fager asked whether the division would seek approval from the committee to 

purchase the land and Ms. Oliveira responded that there was no need for the committee to approve the 

purchase of land. Mr. Fager further asked whether a committee member who identifies suitable land 

could inform the committee and Ms. Oliveira agreed that in that case the committee could be informed. 

Ms. Murugan requested that annual reports be submitted to the committee. Upon a motion by Ms. 

Murugan, seconded by Mr. Bauer, the Committee voted 7-0 to approve the funding conditions.   

 

Central Hill Campus Phase I 

Funding Conditions; 
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 Upon commencement of the Project and as appropriate, the City of Somerville agrees to post a 

sign stating that the Project was funded through the City of Somerville’s Community 

Preservation Act program. 

 

Mr. Fager asked about in perpetuity of the park and Ms. Oliveira responded that the project had applied 

for a PARC grant which requires an in perpetuity restriction. Mr. Bauer asked how the committee had 

dealt with other city open spaces and Ms. Stelljes responded that conservation restrictions are required 

for private public land and all public spaces. Mr.Fager asked about the other city parks and Ms. Oliveira 

responded that most city parks have in perpetuity restrictions. Ms. Murugan asked if there was a chance 

in future to include in perpetuity restrictions for projects that don’t apply for PARC grants. Ms. Oliveira 

responded that it was possible but added that school yard projects such as the Winter Hill project don’t 

have in perpetuity restrictions because they were attached to schools which might be affected by 

changes in the school populations. Mr. Fager requested that the park’s in perpetuity restriction be 

shared with the committee. Ms. Oliveira agreed and said that once the in perpetuity agreement has 

been recorded in the registry of deeds she would share a copy with the committee. Upon a motion by 

Ms. Murugan, seconded by Ms. Beretsky, the Committee voted 7-0 to approve the funding conditions. 

 

Elizabeth Peabody House, Addressable Fire Alarm System 

Funding conditions; 

 Execution and recording of the historic preservation restriction required under the FY18 CPA 

grant.  

 The Elizabeth Peabody House Association will post a permanent sign noting CPA funding for the 

restoration of their building. 

 

Ms. Murugan told the committee that the Elizabeth Peabody House already had a sign. Upon a motion 

by Ms. Beretsky, seconded by Ms. Murugan, the Committee voted 7-0 to approve the funding 

conditions. 

 

Somerville Museum, Access for All (Part 2) 

Funding Conditions; 

 

 Execution, and recording, of an historic preservation restriction, which includes a public access 

agreement, that was required by the FY15 CPA grant.  

 Upon commencement of the Project and as appropriate, the Somerville Museum agrees to post 

a sign stating that the Project was funded through the City of Somerville’s Community 

Preservation Act program.  

 CPA funds will only go towards costs directly related to the construction of the elevator. 

 

Mr. Fager told the committee that the Somerville Museum had a CPA sign at the front and proposed to 

place a second sign next to the elevator showing that part of the funds for the elevator was supported 

by CPA funds. Ms. Tumusiime agreed to follow up with the Somerville Museum on the possibility of 
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placing a second sign next to the elevator. Upon a motion by Ms. Carbone, seconded by Ms. Beretsky, 

the Committee voted 7-0 to approve the funding conditions.  

 

Agenda item 4: Project updates  
Growing Center 

Ms. Tumusiime shared with the committee the 2019 report for the Growing Center. She informed the 

committee that the center had improved its tracking system for the volunteer hours to maintain the 

site. She said that the program goal for the center was 500 Volunteer hours and that the center had 

achieved 495 volunteer hours. She told the committee that overall there was improvement in the 

operation of the center and that the center’s license agreement was under review.  

 

FY19 November Semi-Annual Report 

Ms. Tumusiime gave an update on the CPA fund utilization for open space and historic resources 

projects in the revised November semi-annual report summarized in the tables below. 

 

Open Space/Recreation       

Project Awarded Spent Percent 

Community Path Repaving FY16 $140,000 $140,000 100% 

Allen St. Mixed Use Renovation FY16 $20,000 $20,000 100% 

Hoyt Sullivan Playground Renovation FY16 $400,000 $400000 100% 

Community Pollinator Garden FY17 $13,000 $6,472 50% 

Healey School Yard design FY17 $80,000 $40,200 50% 

Community Growing Center FY17 $33,176 $31,951 96% 

Prospect Hill Park Construction FY18 $797,330 $792,867 99% 
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Historic Resources       

Project Awarded Spent Percent 

Prospect Hill Tower Renovation FY15 $500,000 $435,425 87% 

Somerville Museum FY15 $168,191 $166,481 99% 

Milk Row Cemetery FY16 & FY17 $33,108 $31,367 95% 

Central Library Mold FY17 $21,279 $8,615 40% 

Elections Records FY18 $85,100 $34,486  41% 

Somerville Museum FY19 $100,000  $21,600 22% 

Elizabeth Peabody FY19  $28,000  $25,416 91%  

   

Ms. Tumusiime informed the committee that the open space and historic resource projects had 

expended 77% and 45% of the awarded funds respectively. She added that the total expended CPA fund 

including the affordable housing projects was 69%.  

 

Agenda item 5: Review of minutes from the November meeting 
Mr. Bauer highlighted two issues that were missing in the minutes; the approved Somerville Museum 

funding ($209,935) and the mention of the motion moved by Mr. Bauer and seconded by Ms. Shannon 

to fully fund the Somerville Museum even though it was not passed. Mr. Fager made corrections on 

page four on the members who moved motions to approve the funding requests. Ms. Luisa made 

corrections on the Healey Park (page two) and the community’s request to open sidewalks of the 

Prospect Hill Park (page three).  Upon a motion by Mr. Bauer, seconded by Ms. Shannon, the Committee 

approved the minutes as amended from the November 19 meeting by a vote of 7-0.  

 

Agenda item 6: 2020 officer elections 
Mr. Fager asked the committee if anyone wanted to become a chair and Mr. Bauer nominated Ms. 

Carbone for chair, which was seconded by Ms. Oliveira. Ms. Carbone requested to know the role of the 

chair and Mr. Fager responded that roles included meetings with staff and the City Attorney to negotiate 

and discuss the legal agreements of difficult projects like the Tempe B'Nai Brith. He told the committee 

that the chair does not get involved so much in the discussions with the grantees. He added that the 

chair also gets emails from Ms. Tumusiime on proposed agendas which s/he could approve or amend. 

Mr. Fager said that the chair is also informed of the emergency applications and can either make a 

decision with the vice chair or bring them to the committee. He also said that the chair can sign some 
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letters if requested by Ms. Tumusiime. He informed the committee the chair position was a one year 

term renewable once.  

 

Mr. Bauer supplemented that the chair is supported by the vice chair who could share the 

responsibilities. Ms. Murugan added that on a routine basis the agendas are sent to both the chair and 

vice chair for review. She said for complex issues such the negotiations with Tempe B'Nai Brith the chair 

took the lead and the vice chair was there as an observer but could contribute if there was anything to 

add. Ms. Stelljes added that the Temple issue was the only one in the last six years that the chair had to 

be brought in that way because of the extensive changes that the Temple had been requesting. Ms. 

Murugan added that most of the work is done by the staff.  

 

Ms. Oliveira asked if there were extra hours needed to be spent outside the regular meetings and Mr. 

Fager responded that it was not always the case. Mr. Murugan added that what is done outside the 

committee is entirely up to the committee like outreach, ribbon cutting and tour of the project sites. Mr. 

Fager added that sometimes the chair is asked to introduce new members to the appointments 

committee and to appear during the budget presentation before the city council. Ms. Carbone told the 

committee that she would accept the position if she had support of the vice chair and the committee 

members. Upon a motion by Mr. Bauer seconded by Ms. Oliveira, Ms. Carbone was accepted as chair by 

a vote of 7-0. Ms. Beretsky told the committee that she was interested in serving as vice chair of the 

committee. Upon a motion by Ms. Carbone seconded by Mr. Bauer, Ms. Beretsky was accepted as vice 

chair by a vote of 7-0. 

 

Agenda item 7: Recognition of Michael Fager, Uma Murugan and Dick Bauer’s service 
Ms. Tumusiime informed the committee that she had heard from the Mayor that he appreciated the 

great work the CPC is doing and in a special way recognized the work of Mr. Fager, Ms. Murugan, and 

Mr. Bauer. She informed the committee that the Mayor recognized Mr. Fager, Ms. Murugan, and Mr. 

Bauer as the last founding members to reach their term limits. Ms. Tumusiime shared the achievements 

that had been realized through the leadership of the three outgoing members. She told the committee 

that the outgoing members grew the CPA program in Somerville which became a leader in the 

Commonwealth. She added that under their leadership they were able to lead a campaign that saw the 

CPA program pass in Somerville with a vote of over 76% which was the second highest passage rate in 

the CPA history.  

 

Ms. Tumusiime said that under their leadership the CPC had engaged hundreds of residents through the 

Somerstreet and other events to shape how the CPA funds were allocated within the program. She 

added that under their leadership the CPC hosted the first ever CPA conference of CPA cities which 

discussed the unique challenges dense urban committees faced in implementing the CPA program. She 

told the committee that the outgoing members oversaw the first evaluation of the CPA program. Ms. 

Tumusiime informed the committee that a result of their leadership the CPA funding was creating 85 

affordable housing units, 32 households were receiving rental assistance, two transient development 

projects were being built, 10 historic buildings and three historic collections were being preserved, 5 
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historic buildings and one historic collection building were becoming ADA accessible, and 7 parks and 

open spaces were being improved.  

 

Ms. Tumusiime also recognized Ms. Emily Monea and Ms. Kristen Stelljes (former CPA managers) for the 

support they gave the CPC and for shaping the CPA program in Somerville. She informed the committee 

that since FY16 the CPA program had surveyed applicants and implementers about their experience with 

the CPA and about 94% and 95% (respectively) found the support of the CPA Manager to be very 

helpful. Ms. Tumusiime requested the members to give a standing ovation to the members in 

recognition of the great contribution they had made to the CPA program. Mr. Fager appreciated the 

committee and said that he had enjoyed working with the members and that it was his honor. Mr. Bauer 

agreed with Mr. Fager and added that the support of the city administration made it possible for them 

to engage the community and get the CPA program in 2012. He gave the history of the creation of the 

CPA program in Somerville which was supported by the Mayor and Board of Aldermen. 

 

Agenda item 8: Other business 
Mr. Fager introduced Ms. Cristina Kennedy from the Conservation Commission who would replace him 

starting January. He said that she was the representative of the Conservation Commission on the 

committee. Members introduced themselves and the bodies they represent. Mr. Fager said that the 

three outgoing members represent the full turnover of the committee because they had all served two 

terms (six years).  

 

Mr. Bauer introduced the new Historic Preservation Commission representative Ms. Caitlin Hart who 

was the clerk of the Historic Preservation Commission. He said she was trained in historic preservation 

architecture and worked with the Boston Society of Architects. He told the committee that she had been 

on the Historic Preservation Commission for two years.  

 

Mr. Fager informed the committee that the city had received a request for emergency funding from 82 

Munroe St Condo Trust, a 16-unit condo association which was located above Prospect Hill Park. He told 

the committee that from his perspective it didn’t seem like an emergency and that he thought they 

could submit the request under the regular application. Ms. Murugan asked if it was private and Mr. 

Fager responded that it was a private property.  Mr. Fager asked Ms. Tumusiime to send out the request 

to the entire committee for discussion at the January meeting.   

 

Mr. Fager informed the committee that the issues of the Temple B'Nai Brith which were discussed at the 

last month had not been fully resolved. He informed the committee the Temple B'Nai Brith team was 

supposed to have a meeting with their Board but that he was not sure if that was resolved. He told the 

committee that he had asked the City Attorney to continue working with the new chair and he 

encouraged the new chair and the vice chair to get involved in the discussions. Mr. Bauer thanked the 

chair and vice chair for their active role and informed the committee that he was a member of the 

Temple and that he hoped the issues could be resolved.  
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Next meeting: The next CPC will be held at 6:30pm on January 22, 2020. 

 

Meeting Adjournment 

Upon motion from Ms. Murugan, seconded by Ms. Beretsky, the Committee voted 7-0 to adjourn at 

8:30pm. 

 

Documents and Exhibits 

1. Agenda 

2. Approved FY20 budget adjustments 

3. Approved FY20 Funding Recommendations 

4. Draft minutes from the November 19, 2019 meeting 

5. 2019 Report for the Growing Center 
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JOSEPH A. CURTATONE  

MAYOR 

CITY OF SOMERVILLE, MASSACHUSETTS 

COMMUNITY PRESERVATION COMMITTEE 
DRAFT FY21 COMMUNITY PRESERVATION 

PLAN 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Introduction 
With the passage of the Community Preservation Act (CPA) in November 2012, the City 

of Somerville joined now 176 other communities in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts with a steady 

funding source dedicated to preserving and improving their character and quality of life. The CPA is a 

Massachusetts state law (M.G.L. c. 44B) that enables adopting communities to create a dedicated fund 

for preserving open space and historic resources and expanding community housing and outdoor 

recreation opportunities.1 Somerville voters passed the Act by 76%, the second highest passage rate in 

CPA history.2 This achievement has provided Somerville the opportunity to uses these resources to 

become an even more exceptional place to live, work, play, and raise a family.  

The Community Preservation Committee 
The Community Preservation Committee (CPC) oversees the implementation of the CPA in Somerville. 

The Committee, formed in January 2014, is responsible for establishing priorities for how CPA funding 

should be spent and, based on those priorities, making recommendations to the City Council on which 

projects should receive funds. As established in Somerville’s Community Preservation Committee 

Ordinance, the CPC has nine members, including five ex-officio members and four members of the 

general public, who may serve two consecutive three-year terms. The current members are: 

 Jane Carbone (Chair), general public representative 

 Laura Beretsky, (Vice Chair) general public representative 

 Amelia Aboff, Planning Broad representative 

 Luisa Oliveira, Parks and Open Space Department representative 

 Eleanor Rances, Somerville Housing Authority Representative 

 Tatiana Shannon, general public representative 

 Heather Heimarck, general public representative 

 Cristina Kennedy, Conservation Commission representative 

 Caitlin Hart,Historic Preservation Commission representative 

 

                                                           
1
 The CPA legislation uses the term community housing to refer to housing for individuals and families with 

incomes below 100% of area median income (AMI). This plan uses the terms community housing and affordable 
housing interchangeably. 
2
 Excludes Cape Cod communities that passed the predecessor to the CPA. 

MEMBERS 
Jane Carbone, Chair 

Laura Beretsky, Vice Chair 
Luisa Oliveira 

Tatiana Shannon 
Jane Carbone 
Amelia Aboff 

Eleanor Rances 
Heather Heimack 
Cristina Kennedy  

Caitlin Hart 
STAFF 

Judith Tumusiime 
 

https://www.somervillema.gov/sites/default/files/Somerville%20CPA%20ordinance.pdf
https://www.somervillema.gov/sites/default/files/Somerville%20CPA%20ordinance.pdf
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The Community Preservation Plan 
The Community Preservation Plan provides an overview of the CPA in Somerville and establishes the 

Committee’s priorities for funding projects. The fiscal year 2021 (FY21) Plan builds on the previous 

Community Preservation Plans and is based on the City’s existing planning documents and resident 

input. The CPC invited input to inform the FY20 Community Preservation Plan update at a public hearing 

on March 27, 2019 and through a six week written comment period. Comments received from residents 

during the FY20 public comment period are available on the CPA website under the Apply for CPA 

Funding tab and the minutes from the public hearing are available here.  

This plan has six sections. The first discusses the priorities of Somerville’s CPA program and the 

proposed FY21 funding allocations across CPA categories. The second describes the sources of proposed 

CPA funding. The third describes the process the CPC follows to determine which projects to 

recommend for funding. The fourth section discusses the types of projects that are eligible to receive 

CPA funding and the fifth details priorities for each of the CPA categories. The sixth and final section 

provides information on how funding was distributed across projects in previous funding rounds. The 

draft monitoring and evaluation (M&E) plan for the FY21 Community Preservation Plan is attached as an 

appendix. The M&E plan details what information the CPC collects, in addition to community input, to 

inform their decisions about how to set funding priorities and to determine the effectiveness of the CPA 

program overall.  

Section 1. Somerville Community Preservation Act Priorities 

Communities across Massachusetts face the challenge of how to maintain the character of their towns 

and cities while also growing and developing. Residents in CPA communities agree to support a fund 

through a surcharge on their property tax that is designed to help them proactively address this 

challenge. In Somerville, CPA funds are used to maintain the character that makes it a great city while 

preserving and creating new open space, recreation opportunities, and affordable housing so that 

Somerville will continuously be a greater place to live, work, play and raise a family. To determine the 

best use of CPA funds, the CPC has established two priorities that apply to all projects. 

General Priorities 
The CPC will prioritize projects that: 

1. Are consistent with the community’s values, which includes projects that: 

a. Improve accessibility for all members of the community 

b. Incorporate sustainable practices and design3 

c. Receive endorsement from other Somerville boards, commissions, departments, or 

community groups or from city, state, or federal officials 

                                                           
3
 Includes but is not limited to: protecting natural resources, cleaning up contaminated land, revitalizing and 

reusing existing buildings and structures, using reusable and sustainable materials, using renewable energy 
sources, achieving high standards of energy efficiency, expanding permeable surfaces, and increasing trees and 
vegetation, particularly native perennial and drought-resistant species.  

https://www.somervillema.gov/departments/community-preservation-act
https://www.somervillema.gov/sites/default/files/CPC%20minutes%20with%20handouts%2027%20March%2019.pdf
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d. Are consistent with the goals and priorities established in other current planning documents 

but not explicitly addressed in this plan 

e. Address two or more of the CPA focus areas (i.e., blended projects) 

f. Support Somerville’s diversity, including support to immigrants regardless of their status 

 

2. Use CPA funding strategically, which includes projects that: 

a. Leverage other funds or in-kind contributions and/or implement cost-saving measures 

b. Address long-standing or urgent needs in the community 

c. Take advantage of exceptional, time-sensitive opportunities 

d. Could serve as catalysts for transformative change 

Proposed FY21 Funding Allocation 

 

Table 1. FY21 CPA Funding Allocations 

Use 
Percent of FY21 

CPA Revenue 

Estimated 
Amount of FY21 

New CPA 
Revenue 

Estimated FY21 
Debt Service 

Total Available in 
FY21 for New 

Projects 

Community Housing reserve or projects 50% $1,263,304 $314,000 $ 949,752 

Historic Resources reserve or projects 15% $361,518 $0 $361,518 

Open Space and Recreation reserve or 
projects 

20% 
$467,920 $0 $467,920 

Undesignated/flexible project funds 10% $335,998 NA $335,998 

CPC administrative and operating expenses 5% $110,039 NA 110,039 

Total 100% $2,538,779 $314,000 $2,225,227 

 

For FY14 through FY18, the minimum allocations were 45% for affordable housing, 15% each for historic 

resources and open space/recreational land, and 20% undesignated. In FY19, these allocations were 

adjusted to 50% for affordable housing, 15% for historic resources, 20% for open space/recreational 

land, and 10% for undesignated and were used in FY20. Undesignated funding can only be awarded to 

CPA eligible projects in the affordable housing, historic resources, and open space/recreational land 

categories. These funds are awarded based on the annual demand in each category and the quality of 

applications submitted. 

In deciding how to set these minimums, the Committee considered, among others, the following factors: 

 The CPA legislation requires communities to spend or reserve at least 10% of annual CPA 

revenues each for open space and recreational land, historic resources, and community housing. 

 There is a demonstrated need to invest in all of the CPA focus areas in Somerville, but the most 

critical need is for affordable housing, as established in the City’s planning documents and 

expressed by residents. 

 The CPA legislation allows communities to spend up to 5% of annual CPA revenue on the 

administrative and operating expenses of the Committee. 
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 The CPA legislation does not require communities to spend all CPA revenue available each year 

and therefore allows communities to save revenue and spend it on projects in future years. 

The total amount of funding available will likely be greater as a result of surcharge revenue beyond the 

original budget, potential funding from the optional FY20 City appropriation, funding rolling over from 

unspent FY20 administrative funds and any project funding remaining after a project closes. Unspent 

administrative funds will be allocated to the undesignated category and unspent funds from completed 

projects will return to the fund from which they originally came. Actual rollover amounts from FY20 and 

the allocation for the FY20 City appropriation will be finalized in late July/early August once the City of 

Somerville has closed the 2020 fiscal year. 

As in past funding cycles, the final allocation of total FY21 CPA revenue will likely deviate from this 

distribution due to the actual project applications that the CPC receives and ultimately recommends 

funding with the City Council’s approval. 

In addition to seeking public comment on the plan, another source of community input on the minimum 

allocations is through a voting activity at the CPA table at the SomerStreets events. Over the three years 

this data has been collected, the percentage of funds residents think should go to each category has 

remained fairly constant. 

Table 2. Results from SomerStreets Voting 

 Affordable 
Housing 

Historic Resources Open Space/ 
Recreation 

Flexible 

2016 36% 22% 36% 6% 

2017 42% 18% 33% 7% 

2018 38% 18% 34% 10% 

2019 40% 18% 32% 10% 

Section 2. Somerville Community Preservation Act FY21 Funding 
CPA funding comes from residents, through a 1.5% surcharge on local property taxes, and the 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts, through distributions from its Community Preservation Trust Fund. 

Because Somerville adopted a “blended CPA” approach, the City also has the option – though it is not 

required – to appropriate additional municipal revenue into its Community Preservation Fund. 

Distributions from the state match are based on the total local CPA revenue (at varying percentage 

levels, depending upon the amount of revenue received by the statewide Community Preservation Trust 

Fund in any given year), so the City appropriation represents a crucial opportunity to leverage additional 

state resources to invest in the four CPA focus areas. 

Estimated Revenue Available in FY21 Funding Cycle 
Funds available in the FY21 funding cycle come from two sources: new revenue received in FY21 and 

unexpended revenue from FY20. As Table 1 demonstrates, the CPC estimates that the City will receive 

$2,538,779 million in new CPA revenue in FY20, including an estimated state match of 14% on local 

revenue raised in FY19. The state match rate has steadily declined as more municipalities adopt CPA, 

including Boston in 2016, while the revenue in the state’s CPA trust fund has remained flat. The match 
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rate has dropped significantly since Somerville adopted CPA from a 31% first round match on FY14 funds 

to an estimated 14% match on FY20 funds. As a result, the CPC estimates that $2,538,779 million will be 

available to fund projects in the FY21 funding cycle. 

Table 3. Estimated CPA Funds Available in FY21 Funding Cycle 

FY21 Revenue $2,538,779 

    Surcharge Revenue $1,944,167 

    City Appropriation4 $0 

    State Match of FY20 Local Revenue $289,304 

Unexpended Revenue from FY20  

    Unexpended FY20 Project Funds $194,0335 

    FY20 City Appropriation $100,0006 

FY21 Admin Expenses (5%) ($110,039) 

FY21 Debt Service ($314,000) 

Total $2,114,740 

 

Borrowing 
The CPA legislation allows communities to leverage their CPA revenue by borrowing for eligible projects 

and using future CPA revenue to pay the resulting debt service. As such, applicants may apply for 

funding beyond the amount of revenue currently available. Bonded projects require the approval of 

two-thirds of the City Council. 

 

The first CPA project in Somerville approved for bonding was the historic rehabilitation of the West 

Branch Library. The Board of Aldermen approved the $2.5 million appropriation in FY16. In FY18, an 

additional bond of $6 million for the Somerville Community Corporation’s 100 Homes project was 

approved by the Board of Aldermen. FY20 was the first year that debt service was paid on the 100 

Homes bond; payments on the West Branch Library bond will begin in FY21. Based on the current 

spending rates for the projects and the estimated interest rate, at this time the CPC anticipates paying a 

total of $314,000 in debt service in FY21. 

Section 3. FY21 Funding Cycle Review 
The Community Preservation Committee invites City departments, community organizations and 

individuals to submit applications for CPA funding on an annual basis. In FY21, the application process is 

starting in May with a new call for pre-applications for community proposed projects on City lands and 

requests for funds for feasibility studies. Following the pre-application step, applicants first submit an 

eligibility determination form to confirm the proposed project is eligible for CPA funding. Projects 

deemed eligible are invited to submit full applications and present their projects during a community 

meeting. CPC makes funding recommendations on projects to the City Council, which gives the final 

approval.  

                                                           
4
 The FY20 City appropriation will be determined in June 2020 for use in FY21.  

5
 The FY21 estimate is based on the unexpended FY19 Project Funds.  

6
 The FY21 estimate is based on the FY20 City appropriation. 

https://www.somervillema.gov/departments/community-preservation-act
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During FY14, the CPC empowered the Somerville Affordable Housing Trust Fund (the Trust or SAHTF) to 

serve as the housing arm of the CPC, leveraging the Trust’s 25 years of experience supporting affordable 

housing. Under this arrangement, the CPC grants all community housing funds to the Trust, and the 

Trust allocates the funds to CPA-eligible projects and programs. The CPC granted these funds for the first 

time in January 2015, when the then Board of Aldermen approved an appropriation of $2.2 million to 

the Trust, equal to 45% of estimated FY14 and FY15 CPA revenue at that time. Since the start of the CPA 

in Somerville, over $6 million has been appropriated to the Trust, with an additional bond of $6 million 

for the 100 Homes project. Affordable housing CPA applications are submitted directly to the Trust and 

follow a separate review process than the CPC’s process for open space/recreation land and historic 

resources applications.   

Section 4. Allowable Projects 
While this plan establishes the CPC’s priorities for the types of projects that should receive CPA funding, 

the CPA legislation defines the types of projects that are eligible to receive funding. Projects seeking CPA 

funding that do not fit within one (or more) of the allowable uses outlined in Chart 1 cannot be 

considered by the CPC. In addition, CPA funds cannot be used for maintenance, for artificial turf, or to 

supplant current City of Somerville spending.  

 

Because CPA funds cannot be used for programming purposes or public art, applicants are encouraged 

to pair their CPA application with an application for funding from the Somerville Arts Council’s Local 

Cultural Council grant program when appropriate.  

 

http://www.somervillema.gov/departments/affordable-housing-trust-fund
https://www.somervilleartscouncil.org/grants
https://www.somervilleartscouncil.org/grants
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Chart 1. Community Preservation Act Funding Allowable Uses 

 Open Space Recreational Land Historic Resources Community Housing 

 

Land to protect existing and future well 
fields, aquifers and recharge areas, 
watershed land, agricultural land, 
grasslands, fields, forest land, fresh and 
salt water marshes and other wetlands, 
ocean, river, stream, lake and pond 
frontage, beaches, dunes and other 
coastal lands, lands to protect scenic 
vistas, land for wildlife or nature preserve 
and land for recreational use. 

Land for active or passive 
recreational use including, but not 
limited to, the use of land for 
community gardens, trails, and 
noncommercial youth and adult 
sports, and the use of land as a park, 
playground or athletic field. 
 
Does not include horse or dog racing 
or the use of land for a stadium, 
gymnasium or similar structure. 

Building, structure, vessel, real 
property, document or artifact 
listed on the state register of 
historic places or determined by 
the Somerville Historic 
Preservation Commission to be 
significant in the history, 
archeology, architecture or culture 
of the city or town. 

Housing for low and moderate 
income individuals and families, 
including low or moderate 
income seniors. 
 
Moderate income is less than 
100%, and low income is less 
than 80%, of US HUD Area Wide 
Median Income. 

Acquisition 
Obtain property interest by gift, purchase, devise, 
grant, rental, rental purchase, lease or otherwise. 
Only includes eminent domain taking as provided 

by G.L. c. 44B. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Creation 
To bring into being or cause to exist.  

Seideman v. City of Newton, 452 Mass. 472 (2008). 
Yes Yes No Yes 

Preservation 
Protect personal or real property from injury, 

harm or destruction. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Support 
Provide grants, loans, rental assistance, security 

deposits, interest-rate write downs or other forms 
of assistance directly to individuals and families 
who are eligible for community housing, or to 
entity that owns, operates or manages such 
housing, for the purpose of making housing 

affordable. 

No No No 
Yes, includes funding 

for Affordable Housing 
Trust Fund 

Rehabilitation and Restoration 
Make capital improvements, or extraordinary 

repairs to make assets functional for intended use, 
including improvements to comply with federal, 
state or local building or access codes or federal 

standards for rehabilitation of historic properties. 

Yes, if acquired or created 
with CPA funds 

Yes Yes 
Yes, if acquired or 

created with CPA funds 
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Section 5. FY21 Priorities by CPA Category 
In addition to the overall priorities to fund projects that are consistent with Somerville’s community 

values and use CPA funds strategically, the CPC has established priorities for each of the CPA areas to 

guide recommendations made in each category.   

Open Space and Recreational Land 

Context 

The term open space is commonly used in Somerville to describe all of the City’s 163 acres of green 

space and land for active and passive recreation, including all of its parks, playgrounds, and fields. The 

CPA legislation, however, has two terms to describe this land: recreational land, which includes active 

and passive recreation, and open space. The distinction between the two in the CPA legislation is 

somewhat confusing, as open space is defined to include recreational land in addition to natural habitat 

land. However, open space and recreational land have different allowable uses (see Chart 1 above). 

In Somerville, land for active or passive recreational use accounts for the vast majority of the City’s 163 

acres of open space, including all of its parks, playgrounds, and fields. A very small amount of open 

space in the City is not recreational land, including the wetlands and shores of the Alewife Brook and 

Mystic River. While the Committee prioritizes the preservation of this land, it also recognizes that most 

of the work to be done in Somerville relates to improving existing and creating new space for active and 

passive recreation. The Committee has therefore decided to address these two focus areas together and 

create one set of priorities for them. 

Priorities 

The CPC will prioritize projects that: 

1. Support the acquisition of land for and creation of new publicly accessible open space and 

recreational land. In SomerVision, the City’s 20-year comprehensive plan, residents called for adding 

125 new acres of publicly accessible open space and recreational land to the City’s current stock. 

The CPC will prioritize projects that move the City towards this goal. Between 2010 and 2018, 15.03 

new acres of usable open space have been created in Somerville representing 12% progress towards 

our SomerVision. An additional 4.87 acres are in progress for a total of 19.9 new acres of open 

space. CPA funds to date have been used to purchase the 0.04 acre parcel at 5 Palmer, which is 

adjacent to the Capuano School/Glen Park, and a 0.13 acre parcel at 35 Richardson.  

 

2. Expand access to and use of the Mystic River and Alewife Brook corridors. Somerville has over two 

miles of shoreline that provide opportunities for walking, boating, and fishing, among other 

recreational activities. The CPC will prioritize projects that expand opportunities for residents to 

enjoy their shoreline. 
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3. Improve the health of the wetlands and shores of the City’s water resources. While expanding 

access to the Mystic River and Alewife Brook, it is essential to improve the health of the wetlands 

and shores of these waterways through efforts including invasive species control. 

 

4. Rehabilitate and restore existing recreational land according to need. The CPC will prioritize the 

rehabilitation of existing fields, parks, and playgrounds that are in the worst condition. The City’s 

2016-2021 Open Space and Recreation Plan provides baseline data on the condition of these 

parcels, updated from the 2008-2013 plan.  In the 2016-2021 plan, 20% of Somerville’s open spaces 

were determined to be in poor condition (16 out of 85). CPA funds supported improvement of Hoyt-

Sullivan Park, Prospect Hill Park, Community Growing Center, School Garden Classrooms, 

Community Path Repaving, South Street Farm, and Winter Hill Community Innovation School. CPA 

funds are currently supporting improvements in 7: Dilboy Auxiliary Fields, Henry Hansen Park, 

Blessing of the Bay Park, and three schoolyards: Brown School, West Somerville Neighborhood 

School, and Central Hill Park Campus Phase 1. 

 

5. Creatively and coherently combine multiple uses that meet community need. In a City as densely 

populated as Somerville, sharing space is an imperative. Wherever possible, projects seeking CPA 

funding should include multiple uses and demonstrate how these uses meet community need. 

 

6. Expand urban agriculture opportunities. Residents regularly express a desire for expanded urban 

agriculture opportunities. Demand for Somerville’s 232 community garden plots, for example, far 

outstrips supply, with 122 individuals on waitlists at eight of the City’s 12 gardens that have shared 

their data. Projects should seek to incorporate expanded urban agriculture opportunities, including 

new community garden plots, wherever possible and appropriate. 

Historic Resources 
The CPC commissioned the creation of Somerville’s first-ever historic preservation plan in FY15 using 

CPA administrative funds. The historic preservation plan will identify and evaluate the City’s resources, 

identify strategies for improving the preservation of these resources, and guide the allocation of CPA 

funds for historic resources. Work on the plan is underway and once it is finalized it will inform the 

priorities the CPC sets for funding historic resources projects. 

In the meantime, the CPC will continue to prioritize historic resources projects that address crucial, 

longstanding needs in Somerville’s historic landmarks and properties, especially those at risk, while 

embodying the general priorities established in Section 1 above. 

Community Housing 

Context 

The revitalization of Somerville, spurred on in part by the extension of the Green Line (GLX) through the 

heart of the city, has made clear the need for more housing, and affordable housing in particular. 

Currently, 10%, or approximately 3,400 units, of Somerville’s housing stock is affordable. Of these units, 

97% are rental, the remaining are home ownership. It is recommended that households spend no more 
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than 30% of their income on housing. In Somerville, 38.7% of renters and homeowners are paying more 

than 30% of their income on housing. If you are paying more than 50% of your income in housing costs, 

you are considered severely burdened. In Somerville, 17.8% of renters and 19.0% of homeowners are 

paying more than 50% of their income on housing.   The Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC) 

estimates that Somerville’s population will grow by 17% to 25% (roughly 13,000 to 19,000) by 2030, 

adding further demand to an incredibly tight housing market that has consistently seen vacancy rates 

well below those considered healthy for years. 

In SomerVision, residents set a goal of adding 6,000 new housing units to the city’s stock by 2030, 1,200 

of which would be permanently affordable. Seven years into SomerVision, 1,917 units of housing have 

been created, of which 387 are permanently affordable. CPA funding has contributed to the creation of 

over 80 of these units. MAPC’s report on the impact of the GLX suggests this may not be sufficient. It 

estimates the city will need anywhere from 6,300 to 9,000 units to accommodate increased demand, 

35% of which (2,205 to 3,105) should be affordable. 

As noted in Section 3 above, the CPC has empowered the Trust to serve as the housing arm of the CPC. 

All applicants interested in receiving CPA funding for affordable housing projects must therefore apply 

to the Trust, and, with the approval of the City Council, the Committee will grant to the Trust the funds it 

has allocated to community housing. The Trust may also apply to the CPC for additional funding if 

needed. 

Priorities 

In entrusting the award of CPA community housing funds to the good judgment of the Trust, the CPC 

prioritizes projects and programs that: 

1. Provide for affordability in perpetuity as required by the Community Preservation Act. Housing 

created, acquired, or rehabilitated with CPA funds must always serve individuals who meet the 

income limits outlined above. A permanent deed restriction on these units will guarantee that they 

remain affordable into perpetuity, thereby ensuring that the City’s affordable housing stock will 

remain robust over time.  

 

2. Preserve expiring-use units. According to the MAPC, the affordability restrictions on 272 affordable 

units in Somerville will expire by 2020, equivalent to 8% of the city’s dedicated affordable housing 

stock. Another 674 units will expire after 2020. Extending the affordability of these units into 

perpetuity will prevent displacement of existing residents and serve as a cost-effective strategy for 

maintaining affordable units in Somerville. 

 

3. Support mixed-use and transit-oriented development. Research shows that housing located within 

walking distance of jobs, services, and public transportation is usually more affordable than housing 

that requires individuals to drive, and residents made clear they support this type of housing in the 

SomerVision process. 
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While the extension of the Green Line into Somerville will make this priority easier to achieve, as 

85% of the City will be within a ½ mile of a rapid transit station, it will also make it more important. 

The MAPC projects that rents around future Green Line stations could increase by 25 to 57% and 

740 to 810 households may become newly cost burdened as a result of the GLX. The CPC will 

therefore prioritize mixed-use projects located within ½ mile of a rapid transit station, with a 

particular focus on projects near future Green Line stations to mitigate displacement in these 

neighborhoods. 

4. Prevent homelessness and/or provide housing units or other support for homeless and formerly 

homeless households. According to the City’s 2018 point in time survey, while homelessness in 

Somerville remains low (124 sheltered and 10 unsheltered individuals), homelessness has significant 

negative impacts on the individuals and families facing the loss of their homes. The CPC will 

prioritize projects and programs that support these households. 

Section 6. CPA Supported Projects 
Since the Community Preservation Committee began accepting project applications in FY15, the 

Somerville CPA program has provided over $24 million for projects in all three areas, including $2.96 

million in state funds. An additional $1,000,000 for the ArtFarm project is pending City Council approval. 

This money has supported 74 projects: 22 historic resources, 28 open space/recreation land, and 21 

housing. Twenty-three projects are managed by the City (31%), 44 are managed by community groups 

(59%), and nine are collaborations between the City and a community group (9%).  Table 4 details CPA 

funding since adoption.   

 Table 4. CPA Funding by Category (without bonding) 

 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 Total 

Community 
Housing 

$2,206,028 $1,834,675 $880,416 $1,200,402* $1,396,986 $951,599  

Historic 
Resources 

$1,705,978 $600,288* $585,467 $158,100 $747,175 $361,518  

Open 
Space/Recre
ation Land  

$227,465 $1,445,160 $777,239 $2,047,669 $74,888** $467,920  

Total $4,139,471 $3,880,123 $2,243,122 $3,407,409 $2,219,049 $2,092,742  

*In FY16, the Board of Aldermen approved bonding $2.5 million for the historic preservation of the West 

Branch Library. In FY18, the Board of Aldermen approved bonding $6 million for the acquisition of 

affordable units through the 100 Homes project. The debt service payments for the 100 Homes bond 

begUN in FY20; debt service payments for the West Branch Library bond will begin in FY21. 

**An additional $1,000,000 for the ArtFarm project is pending approval by the City Council following the 

Community Preservation Committee’s recommendation. This would include a bond of $457,325. 
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For more details about Somerville’s CPA funded projects, see the FY20 mid-year report.  

51% 

29% 

20% 

Allocation of CPA Funds by 
Category (FY15-FY20) 

with bonding 

Affordable
Housing

Historic
Resources

Open
Space/Recreation
Land

40% 

29% 

31% 

Allocation of CPA Funds 
by Category (FY15-FY20) 

without bonding 

Affordable
Housing

Historic
Resources

Open
Space/Recreation
Land
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Table 5. CPA funding since adoption 

 
 

Community Preservation Act Fund FY14 Actual FY15 Actual FY16 Actual FY17 Actual FY18 Actual FY19 Thru 

3/1 
FY20 Est. Total 

Total Funding Available 2,681,180 6,223,963 4,868,257 2,772,974 4,553,077 2,423,932 2,043,973 n/a 

Current Fiscal Year Revenue 2,681,180 3,542,783 2,889,136 2,588,146 2,669,272 2,213,932 2,043,973 15,843,080 

Surcharge Revenue 1,323,320 1,430,721 1,546,198 1,664,815 1,794,507 1,781,590 1,781,590 9,528,234 

City Appropriation* 1,355,671 1,200,000 510,844 500,000 500,000 0 0 3,566,515 

State Match of Previous Year's Local Revenue 0 904,917 829,456 420,681 370,465 432,342 262,383 2,730,402 

 Interest 2,189 7,145 2,638 2,650 4,300 0 0 17,929 

Rollover from Previous Fiscal Year 0 2,681,180 1,979,121 188,828 1,883,805 210,000 0 n/a 

  

Appropriations and Encumbrances 56,769 4,188,072 3,941,950 2,329,797 3,645,578 2,318,373 102,199 15,841,469 

    Committee admin expenses (up to 5%) 56,769 93,585 61,827 86,675 84,068 99,324 102,199 593,178 

    Open Space and Recreation Projects 0 227,463 695,160 777,239 2,203,008 74,888 TBD 3,977,758 

    Historic Resources Projects 0 1,660,996 600,288 585,467 158,100 747,175 TBD 3,752,026 

    Community Housing Projects 0 2,206,028 1,834,675 880,416 1,200,402 1,396,986 TBD 7,518,507 

  

Funding Available for Projects in Next Fiscal 

Year (Rollover) 

2,681,180 1,979,121 188,828 1,883,805 210,000 TBD TBD n/a 

Open Space and Recreation Reserve 402,177 706,131 0 710,000 210,000 0 TBD n/a 

Historic Resources Reserve 402,177 0 0 0 0 0 TBD n/a 

Community Housing Reserve 1,206,531 594,755 0 0 0 0 TBD n/a 

Undesignated Project Funding 670,295 678,234 188,828 673,805 0 0 TBD n/a 

Current Year’s  Unallocated City Appropriation* — — — — — TBD TBD n/a 

* FY19 City appropriation not final at CPP completion, FY20 City appropriation determined in Spring 2020.            



  

14 
 

Appendix: FY21 Community Preservation Plan Monitoring and 

Evaluation Plan 
 

Introduction 

With the passage of the Community Preservation Act (CPA) in November 2012, the City of Somerville 

joined 154 other communities in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, and is now one of 176 

communities, that have a steady funding source dedicated to preserving and improving their character 

and quality of life. The CPA is a Massachusetts state law (M.G.L. c. 44B) that enables adopting 

communities to create a dedicated fund for preserving open space and historic resources and expanding 

community housing and outdoor recreation opportunities.7 Somerville voters passed the Act by 76%, the 

second highest passage rate in CPA history.8 This achievement represents an exciting opportunity to 

make Somerville an even more exceptional place to live, work, play, and raise a family. 

FY21 is the seventh CPA funding round for the City. The size of the program in the first five years is 

impressive- funding of over $24 million has been allocated for 74 projects across the three funding 

categories (affordable housing; historic resources; and open space and recreation land). This includes 

$2.96 million received from the state in matching funds. Projects have ranged in size from $4,510 for the 

restoration of a stained glass window in the residence at 83 Belmont St. to a $6 million bond for the 100 

Homes project.   

To be successful, it is necessary for every program to be clear about what it is trying to achieve and to 

collect data along the way to know if the program is moving in the right direction to achieve its goals. 

The purpose of this monitoring and evaluation (M&E) plan is to supplement the FY21 Community 

Preservation Plan by detailing what the Community Preservation Committee (CPC) envisions the 

Community Preservation Act program in Somerville will achieve over short and long terms and how it 

will measure the progress of both the program as a whole and the individual projects it funds.  

Goals of Somerville’s CPA Program 

SomerVision’s goal is to foster vital, healthy, inclusive and distinctive urban neighborhoods that are the 

best possible places to live, work, play, do business, learn and serve. The goal of the CPA program is to 

contribute to SomerVision by ensuring that Somerville maintains and enhances the character that 

makes it a diverse and unique city. The diagram on the next page demonstrates how the Community 

Preservation Committee believes the contributions made by projects in each of the CPA categories add 

up to this goal and contributes to making Somerville a great place to live, work, play and raise a family. 

                                                           
7
 The CPA legislation uses the term community housing to refer to housing for individuals and families with 

incomes below 100% of area median income (AMI). This document uses the terms community housing and 
affordable housing interchangeably. 
8
 Excludes Cape Cod communities that passed the predecessor to the CPA. 
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CPA Results Chain 

 

CPA funding is available for City 
and community projects in:  

• Affordable Housing 
• Open Space 
• Recreation Land 
• Historic Resources 

CPA projects are 
successfully 

implemented 

Somerville has more 
open space 

Somerville’s historic 
treasures are 

preserved and 
accessible 

Somerville’s 
residents can access 
affordable housing 

Somerville 
maintains and 
enhances the 
character that 

makes it a diverse 
and unique city  

Somerville is 
a great place 
to live, work, 

play, and 
raise a family 

Somerville has 
more opportunities 

for passive and 
active recreation 

The supply of 
affordable housing 

meets demand 

Somerville is 
greener 

Somerville’s 
character is 
preserved 

Somerville’s 
residents have 

greater well-being 

CPC and CPA projects have control over results;                   

indicators used to inform CPC about functioning of CPA program 
CPC and CPA projects may contribute, but have no control over results;                   

indicators used to inform CPC about trends in CPA areas 

Impact 
Goal 

Outcome Output

 
 Goal 

Input 

Process 
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Monitoring Matrix  

 Indicators FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 Frequenc
y 

Source Assumption
s 

Impact: 
Somerville is 
a great place 
to live, work, 
play, and 
raise a family. 

Average 
satisfaction with 
Somerville as a 
place to live (out 
of 10) 

8.2 N/A 8.1 N/A TBD Every other 
year 

Somerville 
Happiness 
Survey 

 CPA is 
one of 
many 
contribut
ors to 
making 
Somervill
e a great 
place to 
live, work, 
play, and 
raise a 
family. 

Average level of 
pride in being a 
Somerville 
resident (out of 
10) 

8.2 N/A 8.2 N/A TBD Every other 
year 

Somerville 
Happiness 
Survey 

Goal: 
Somerville 
maintains 
and enhances 
the character 
that makes it 
a diverse and 
unique city. 

Racial diversity White non- 
Latino: 66.7% 
Asian: 9.5% 
Hispanic or 
Latino: 9.5% 
Black or African 
American: 7.5% 
American Indian 
or Alaska Native: 
0.3% 
Multi-racial: 
3.3% 
Other: 3.2% 
 
 
 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Every 5 
years 

ACS  Project 
implement
ers have 
sufficient 
resources 
beyond 
CPA to 
provide 
programmi
ng in CPA 
supported 
spaces 
after CPA 
funding 
ends. 

N/A= not available 
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Age diversity Under 5: 5.3% 
5-19: 11.1% 
20-34: 42.6% 
35-54: 24.0% 
55-64: 7.7% 
65+: 9.2% 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Every 5 
years 

ACS  CPA 
projects 
are 
sufficiently 
maintaine
d after CPA 
funding 
ends to 
provide 
lasting 
community 
benefit. 

 The CPC 
receives a 
sufficient 
diversity of 
proposals 
to make 
progress 
across the 
CPA 
categories. 

 Economic diversity Income under 
$25,000: 18.9% 
$25,000-
$49,999: 18.1% 
$50,000-74,999: 
17.2% 
$75,000-
$99,999: 13.8% 
$100,000-
149,999: 18.7% 
$150,000+: 
13.4%  

N/A N/A   Every 5 
years 

ACS 

# of artists 
registered for 
Somerville Open 
Studios 

392 354 358 380 TBD Annually SOS records 

# of artists 
registered for 
Somerville Open 
Studios 

392 354 358 380 414  Annually SOS records 

# of City organized 
events celebrating 
Somerville’s 
history and culture 

54 53 45 46 TBD Annually Arts Council, 
Historic 
Preservation 
records 

Average 
satisfaction with 
neighborhood 
beauty/physical 
setting 

7.1 N/A 7.8 N/A TBD Every other 
year 

Somerville 
Happiness 
Survey 

Outcome 1: 
The supply of 
affordable 
housing 
meets 

% of housing stock 
that is affordable 
(disaggregated by 
perpetual, time 
limited) 

9.69% N/A N/A N/A N/A Every 5 
years 

2015 
Somerville 
Housing 
Needs 
Assessment 
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demand. Total number of 
affordable units 
(disaggregated by 
% of AMI) 

3,178 rental 
Voucher: 1,217 
30%: 2,583 
50%: 140 
60% 289 
80%: 54 
112 Ownership 
80%: 77 
110%: 35 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Every 5 
years 

2015 
Somerville 
Housing 
Needs 
Assessment 

% of households 
who are rent 
burdened (>30% 
of income spent 
on housing) 

38.7% 
(8,114/20,947) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Every 5 
years 

2015 
Somerville 
Housing 
Needs 
Assessment 

% of households 
who are severely 
rent burdened 
(>50%) 

17.8% 
(3,722/20,947) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Every 5 
years 

2015 
Somerville 
Housing 
Needs 
Assessment 

% of households 
cost burdened 
(>30%) 

38.7% 
(4,318/11,239) 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Every 5 
years 

2015 
Somerville 
Housing 
Needs 
Assessment 

% of households 
severely housing 
cost burdened 
(>50%) 

19.0% 
(2,134/11,239) 
 

N/A N/A N/A N/A Every 5 
years 

2015 
Somerville 
Housing 
Needs 
Assessment 

# of affordable 
units expiring in 
next five years 

279-285 N/A N/A N/A N/A Every 5 
years 

2015 
Somerville 
Housing 
Needs 
Assessment 

Somerville 
Community 
Corporation 
average wait time 

3-5 years N/A N/A N/A N/A Every 5 
years 

2015 
Somerville 
Housing 
Needs 
Assessment 
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Average 
satisfaction with 
cost of housing 
(out of 5) 

2.6 N/A 2.2 N/A N/A Every other 
year 

Somerville 
Happiness 
Survey 

# homeless 
individuals in 
Somerville 

Unsheltered: 6 
Sheltered: 152 

Unsheltered: 6 
Sheltered: 159 

Unsheltered: 
22 
Sheltered: 120 

Unsheltered
: 10 
Sheltered: 
124 

Unsheltered
: 8 
Sheltered: 
260 

Annually Point in Time 
survey 

Output 1: 
Somerville’s 
residents can 
access 
affordable 
housing 

# of new units 
created with CPA 
funds (% reuse) 

15 
(7- 100 Homes; 
8- Glen St.) 
47% reuse (100 
Homes) 

30 
(25-Mystic 
Water Works, 5- 
100 Homes) 
100% reuse 

8 
(8- 100 Homes) 

25 (100 
Homes) 

3 (100 
Homes) 

Annually AHTF records  

Annual # of 
households 
receiving rental 
assistance through 
CPA funds 

24 
(7- PASS, 17- 
Better Homes) 

33 
(7- PASS 2, 17- 
Better Homes, 9- 
ShortStop) 

33 
(7- PASS 3, 17- 
Better Homes, 
9- ShortStop) 

33 
(7- PASS 3, 
17- Better 
Homes, 9- 
ShortStop) 

TBD Annually AHTF records 

% of CPA funded 
housing projects 
that are mixed use 

0 0 0 0 0 Annually AHTF records 

% of CPA funded 
housing 
development 
projects that are 
transit-oriented 

100% (163 Glen 
St.) 

100% (Mystic 
Water Works) 

N/A N/A TBD Annually AHTF records 

Outcome 2: 
Somerville is 
greener. 

Open space as % 
of total land area 

N/A 6.8% N/A N/A N/A Every 5 
years 

Somerville 
Open Space 
and 
Recreation 
Plan 
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# of new trees in 
Somerville 
(disaggregated by 
CPA, non-CPA) 

441 (non-CPA) 59 (non-CPA) 94 (non-CPA) 401 (non-
CPA) 

TBD Annually City records 

Annual EPA grade 
for Mystic River 

A- A- A- TBD TBD Annually US 
Environmenta
l Protection 
Agency 

Annual EPA grade 
for Alewife Brook 

D D+ D+ TBD TBD Annually US 
Environmenta
l Protection 
Agency 

# of new acres of 
open space 
(disaggregated by 
CPA, non-CPA) 

2.47 
(non-CPA) 

0.49 
(non-CPA) 

5.76 
(non-CPA) 

0.17 (CPA) 0 Annually City records 

# of conservation 
restrictions 
recorded 

0 0 0 0 0 Annually CPA records 

% of households 
within ¼ mile (5 
minutes) of open 
space 
(disaggregated by 
type) 

N/A Total: 99.5% 
Playgrounds: 
95.9% 
Passive parks: 
41.4% 
Fields: 58.8% 
Plazas: 13.8% 
Community 
gardens: 49.5% 
 

N/A N/A N/A Every five 
years 

Somerville 
Open Space 
and 
Recreation 
Plan 

Output 2: 
Somerville 
has more 
open space. 

# of improved 
open spaces (CPA, 
non-CPA) 

1- Marshall St. 
Playground 

1- Kennedy 
School 
Playground 

2- Argenzian
o 
Playgroun
d, Cremin 
Playgroun
d 

2- Hoyt-
Sullivan, 
Lincoln  

1- Winter 
Hill 

Annually City records  
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Quality of open 
space 
(disaggregated by 
#/% poor, good, 
excellent) 

N/A Poor: 20% 
(17/85) 
Good: 59% 
(50/85) 
Excellent: 21% 
(18/85) 

N/A N/A N/A Every five 
years 

Somerville 
Open Space 
and 
Recreation 
Plan 

Outcome 3: 
Somerville’s 
residents 
have greater 
well-being. 

% of Somerville 
youth with a 
healthy BMI by 
grade, 
disaggregated by 
gender 

Grade 1: 
Male- 50.2%; 
Female- 58.0% 
Grade 4:  
Male- 47.5%; 
Female- 53.3% 
Grade 7:  
Male- 41.0%; 
Female- 44.5% 
Grade 10: 
Male- 58.7% 
Female- 71.8% 

Grade 1:  
Male- 54.2% 
Female- 53.7% 
Grade 4:  
Male- 46.4% 
Female- 54.8% 
Grade 7: 
Male- 52.3% 
Female- 44.4% 
Grade 10: 
Male- 50.0% 
Female- 43.9%  
 

Grade 1: 
Male- 77% 
Female- 66% 
Grade 4: 
Male- 49.7% 
Female- 59.8% 
Grade 7: 
Male- 46.6% 
Female- 50.3% 
Grade 10: 
Male- 53.8% 
Female- 52.1% 

TBD TBD Annually Somerville 
Public Schools 

 

Average 
satisfaction with 
appearance of 
neighborhood 
parks and squares 
(out of 10) 

7.7 N/A 7.2 N/A TBD Every other 
year 

Somerville 
Happiness 
Survey 

 

Average level of 
self-reported 
happiness (out of 
10) 

7.8 N/A 7.6 N/A TBD Every other 
year 

Somerville 
Happiness 
Survey 

Average level of 
self-reported life 
satisfaction (out of 
10) 

8.0 N/A 7.8 N/A TBD Every other 
year 

Somerville 
Happiness 
Survey 

Output 3: 
Somerville 
has more 
opportunities 
for passive 
and active 

# new parks 
(disaggregated by 
CPA, non-CPA) 

1.Community 
Path extension 
(non-CPA) 
2. Symphony 
Park (non-CPA) 

1. Partners 
Healthcare open 
space (non-CPA) 
2. Millbrook 
Lofts open space 
(non-CPA) 

0 0 0 Annually  City records  
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recreation. # of new 
community garden 
plots 
(disaggregated by 
CPA, non-CPA) 

0 0 0 20 (Lincoln, 
non-CPA) 

2 Annually  City records 

Outcome 4: 
Somerville’s 
character is 
preserved. 

% of local historic 
district buildings 
applying for HPC 
grants 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Annually OSPCD 
records 

 

# of cases HPC 
reviews for Local 
Historic District 
repair, alteration 
and renovation 
 

56 
 
 

69 73 86 TBD Annually Certified Local 
Government 
report 

# of demolition 
requests 
(disaggregated by 
preferably 
preserved) 

33  
(10 preferably 
preserved) 

30 
(9 preferably 
preserved) 

25  
(8 preferably 
reserved) 

37  
(13 
preferably 
preserved) 

TBD Annually Certified Local 
Government 
report 

# of new 
preservation 
restrictions 
recorded 

0 0 0 
 

0 0 Annually CPA records 

Output 4: 
Somerville’s 
historic 
treasures are 
preserved 
and 
accessible. 

# of historic 
buildings 
preserved with 
CPA funds 

6 
(City Hall, Milk 
Row Cemetery, 
Prospect Hill 
Tower, 
Somerville 
Museum, Mystic 
Water Works, 
Temple B’nai 
Brith) 

1 
(West Branch 
Library) 

2 (83 Belmont 
St., Grace 
Baptist Church) 

1 (Elizabeth 
Peabody 
House) 

1 (Mission 
Church) 

Annually CPA records  

# of historic 
buildings made 
ADA accessible 
with CPA funds 

2 
(Temple B’nai 
Brith) 

1 
(Somerville 
Museum, West 
Branch Library) 

1 (Grace 
Baptist Church) 

0 0 Annually CPA records 
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# of historic 
collections 
preserved 

2 
(City Archives, 
Somerville 
Museum) 

0 1 
(Central 
Library) 

1 (City 
elections 
records) 

0 Annually CPA records 

Process: CPA 
projects are 
successfully 
implemented
. 

% of CPA funded 
projects that are 
completed within 
3 years 

72%  
(8/11) 

0% 
(0/9) 

8% 
(1/12) 

N/A TBD Annually CPA records  Project 
implement
ers have 
sufficient 
capacity 
and 
funding to 
implement 
the 
projects 
they 
propose. 

 The CPC is 
high 
functionin
g, in tune 
with 
community 
priorities, 
and 
possesses 

% of projects that 
achieve their 
measures of 
success

9
 

N/A N/A 8% 
(1/12) 

N/A TBD Annually CPA records 

% of CPA funded 
projects that 
combine multiple 
uses (blended) 

13% (Mystic 
Water Works, 
Prospect Hill 
Park- 2/16) 

0% 0% 11% 
(Prospect 
Hill Park- 
1/9) 

0% Annually CPA records 

Geographic 
coverage of CPA 
projects 

7/7 wards 7/7 wards 7/7 wards 7/7 wards TBD Annually CPA records 

% of CPA 
implementers that 
report the CPA 
program has 
benefited their 
organization 

NA NA 80% 100% TBD Annually CPA records 

                                                           
9
 CPA applicants were first required to set measures of success for their projects in FY17. 
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Estimated annual 
CPA revenue 

$6,223,963
10

 $2,878,304 $1,924,661 $1,984,489 TBD Annually CPA records a breadth 
of 
experience 
across the 
CPA areas 
amongst 
its 
members. 

 The CPC 
and the 
CPA 
Manager 
work 
effectively 
with 
applicants 
to ensure 
funded 
projects 
are 
realistic 
and 
eligible for 
CPA 
funding. 

 Meaningfu
l projects 
are 
proposed 
by City 
departmen
ts and 
community 
organizatio
ns. 

                                                           
10

 FY15 revenue total is the combined revenue from FY14 and FY15. 
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Input: CPA 
funding is 
available for 
City and 
community 
projects in: 
Affordable 
Housing, 
Open Space, 
Recreation 
Land, and 
Historic 
Resources. 

Annual % 
allocation in each 
CPA area 

45%- housing 
15%- open/rec 
15%- historic 
20%- flexible 
5% admin 

45%- housing 
15%- open/rec 
15%- historic 
20%- flexible 
5% admin 

45%- housing 
15%- open/rec 
15%- historic 
20%- flexible 
5% admin 

45%- 
housing 
15%- 
open/rec 
15%- 
historic 
20%- flexible 
5% admin 

50%- 
housing 
20%- 
open/rec 
15%- 
historic 
10%- flexible 
5%- admin 

Annually CPA records  Funding 
for the 
Communit
y 
Preservati
on Act 
continues 
through 
the 
support of 
residents, 
the City’s 
administra
tion and 
Board of 
Aldermen, 
and the 
state. 

Annual state 
match received 

$904,917 $829,456 $420,681 $370,465 $432,342 Annually CPA records 

Annual optional 
City appropriation  
($ and %) 

$2,555,671
11

 

(41%) 

$510,844 (18%) $500,000 
(26%) 

$500,000 
$(19%) 

TBD Annually CPA records 

Annual dollar 
amount awarded 
to projects 
(disaggregated by 
area) 

$4,179,487 
($227,463- 
open/recreation
; $1,745,996- 
historic; 
$2,206,028- 
housing) 

$5,630,123 
($695,160- 
open/recreation
; $3,100,288- 
historic; 
$1,834,675- 
housing) 

$2,243,122 
($777,239 
open/rec; 
$585,467- 
historic; 
$880,416- 
housing) 

$3,602,409 
($2,242,669 
open/rec; 
$158,100- 
historic; 
$1,201,640- 
housing) 

$2,219,049 
($74,888 
open/rec; 
$747,175- 
historic; 
$1,396,986- 
housing) 
 

Annually CPA records 

# of new CPA 
projects funded 
(disaggregated by 
area and 
recipient) 

17  
(4- open/rec; 8- 
historic; 5- 
housing and 6 
City; 11 
Community) 
 

14  
(5- open/rec; 4- 
historic; 5- 
housing and 7 
City; 7 
Community) 

14 
(8- open/rec; 
4- historic; 2- 
housing) 
 

11 
(7- 
open/rec; 2- 
historic; 
TBD- 
housing) 

TBD Annually CPA records 

# of CPA EDF 
applicants/housin
g applications 
each year 
(disaggregated by 
type, new/already 
funded) 

17 
(6 City 
departments; 11  
Community) 
(19 new/0 
previous) 
 
 

17 
(4 City 
departments; 14 
Community) 
(8 new/9 
previous) 

18 
(4 City; 12 
community) 
(8 new/10 
previous) 

14 
(8 City; 6 
community) 
(4 new/10 
previous) 

TBD Annually CPA records 

                                                           
11

 FY15 city appropriation includes FY14 appropriation 
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% of EDF 
applicants that 
submit full 

proposals
12

 

73% (22/30)
13

 61% (18/28) 86% (12/14) 59% 
(10/17) 

TBD TBD  

% of EDFs/housing 
applications 
funded each year 
(disaggregated by 
recipient) 

 63% (19/30)  
Community: 

68% (13/19)
14

 

City: 80% (8/10) 

50% (14/28)
15

 

Community: 
50% (8/16) 
City: 75% (6/8) 
Joint 
Community/City
: 75% (3/4) 

74% (14/19) 
Community: 
60% (6/10) 
City: 86% (6/7) 
Joint: 100% 
(2/2) 

TBD TBD Annually CPA records 

                                                           
12

 Does not housing applications because the SATHF utilizes a one-step application process 
13

 Counts each of the three EDFs submitted by the Somerville Museum as funded, as the projects were combined in the full applications 
14

 Counts each of the three EDFs submitted by the Somerville Museum as funded, as the projects were combined in the full applications 
15

 Counts Central Library Mold Remediation as funded- EDF submitted in FY16, but the project was funded in FY17 
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Data sources 

One of the criteria for selecting the indicators in the above table was that the data would be regularly 

available either through CPA or other City department records or through data already collected 

through other sources. The data needed to keep this table updated comes from reports the City is 

required to produce periodically, such as the Open Space and Recreation Plan, the Certified Local 

Government report on the city’s historic preservation activities and the Housing Needs Assessment. 

Demographic data comes from the American Community Survey which produces one, three and five 

year estimates. The ACS five year estimates are used because they are more accurate than the one and 

three year estimates. 

The CPA Manager will update the monitoring matrix twice each year- once in October/November and 

once in April/May in preparation for the submission of the semi-annual CPA program reports to the CPC. 

The CPA Manager will contact relevant departments to gather updated data related to each indicator 

based on the frequency the data is collected as noted in the monitoring matrix.  

Evaluation design 

The Somerville CPA Program will hire an intern every two to three years to conduct a process evaluation 

of the program that will explore the degree to which the application and grant process is achieving the 

desired effect. The evaluation will also explore the success of a sampling of CPA funded projects over a 

period of time in achieving their stated measures of success as well as providing a lasting benefit to the 

community. It is expected that the intern will collect data through document review and interviews with 

CPC members and staff, CPA project implementers, and community members. The specific questions for 

each evaluation will be determined in collaboration with the Community Preservation Committee.   

Data use and dissemination 

The CPC will review the monitoring matrix every six months. Monitoring data and evaluation results will 

be used to inform the funding allocations the CPC makes each year across the three CPA categories as 

part of the annual Community Preservation Plan. Data will also help inform the methods for outreach to 

potential grantees and the application and grant process. 

The CPA Manager will publish an annual report each year that will be submitted to the City Council 

following approval by the CPC. This report will be posted on the City’s CPA website. Evaluation reports 

will be shared with the CPC and then posted on the City’s CPA website.  
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Acronym List 

ACS: American Community Survey 
ADA: Americans with Disability Act 
AMI: Area median income 
BMI:  Body Mass Index 
CPA: Community Preservation Act 
CPC: Community Preservation Committee 
EDF: Eligibility Determination Form 
EPA:  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
FY: Fiscal year 
HPC: Somerville Historic Preservation Commission 
M&E:  Monitoring and evaluation 
MGL: Massachusetts General Law 
OSPCD: City of Somerville Office of Strategic Planning and Community Development 
US HUD: United States Department of Housing and Urban Development 

 

Glossary 

Acquisition: Obtain property interest by gift, purchase, devise, grant, rental, rental purchase, lease or 
otherwise. Only includes eminent domain taking as provided by M.G.L. c. 44b.  
 

Community 
housing: 

Housing for low and moderate income individuals and families, including low or moderate 
income seniors. Moderate income is less than 100%, and low income is less than 80%, of 
US HUD Area Wide Median Income. The terms community housing and affordable housing 
are used interchangeably in this document. 
 

Creation: 
 

To bring into being or cause to exist. 

Data: 
 

Quantitative or qualitative findings. They are generated from project activities, research, or 
from the monitoring and evaluation of program performance. Data are in a form that have 
not yet been analyzed or interpreted. 
 

Evaluation: 
 

A process that attempts to determine as systematically and objectively as possible the 
relevance, effectiveness and impact of activities in light of their objectives. 
 

Goal: A broad statement of a desired, long-term outcome of a program. Goals express general 
program intentions and help guide a program’s development. Each goal has a set of 
related, more specific outcomes that, if met, will collectively permit program staff to reach 
the stated goal.  
 

Historic 
resources: 
 

Building, structure, vessel, real property, document or artifact listed on the state register 
of historic places or determined by the Somerville Historic Preservation Commission to be 
significant in the history, archeology, architecture or culture of the city or town. 

  
Indicator: 
 

Quantitative or qualitative measures of program performance that are used to 
demonstrate change and that detail the extent to which programs results are being or 
have been achieved. Indicators can be measured at each level: input, process, output, 
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outcome, and impact.  
 

Results Matrix 
(or logical 
framework): 

A dynamic planning and management tool that logically relates the main elements in 
program and project design and helps ensure that an intervention is likely to achieve 
measurable results. It helps to identify strategic elements of a program, their causal 
relationships, and the external factors that may influence success or failure. It can provide 
the basis for monitoring progress achieved and evaluating program results. 
 

Monitoring: 
 

Monitoring is the routine process of data collection and measurement of progress toward 
program objectives. It involves tracking what is being done and routinely looking at the 
types and levels of resources used; the activities conducted; the products and services 
generated by these activities. 
 

Outcome:  Significant result that contributes to the achievement of goals and provides a general 
framework for more detailed planning for specific programs. Several outcomes can 
contribute to each goal.  
 

Open space: 
 

Land to protect existing and future well fields, aquifers and recharge areas, watershed 
land, agricultural land, grasslands, fields, forest land, fresh and salt water marshes and 
other wetlands, ocean, river, stream, lake and pond frontage, beaches, dunes and other 
coastal lands, lands to protect scenic vistas, land for wildlife or nature preserve and land 
for recreational use. 
 

Preservation: 
 

Protect personal or real property from injury, harm or destruction. 

Recreation 
land: 
 

Land for active or passive recreational use including, but not limited to, the use of land for 
community gardens, trails, and noncommercial youth and adult sports, and the use of land 
as a park, playground or athletic field.  
Does not include horse or dog racing or the use of land for a stadium, gymnasium or 
similar structure. 
 

Rehabilitation
/ restoration: 
 

Make capital improvements, or extraordinary repairs to make assets functional for 
intended use, including improvements to comply with federal, state or local building or 
access codes or federal standards for rehabilitation of historic properties. 
 

Support: 
 

Provide grants, loans, rental assistance, security deposits, interest-rate write downs or 
other forms of assistance directly to individuals and families who are eligible for 
community housing, or to entity that owns, operates or manages such housing, for the 
purpose of making housing affordable. 
 

Results Chain 
(or theory of 
change): 
 

A depiction of how and why desired change is expected to happen as a result of a program. 
A theory of change is read from left to right using if, then statements. For example, if 
affordable housing meets demand, then more Somerville residents can stay in the 
community they love.   
 

Definitions of CPA terms are taken from the Community Preservation Act legislation. Definitions for 

M&E terms were taken from MEASURE Evaluation.  
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Indicator definitions 

Average satisfaction with Somerville as 
a place to live (out of 10) 

Average response to the question How satisfied are you with Somerville 
as a place to live? with a range of 0 being very unsatisfied and 10 being 
very satisfied on the Somerville Happiness Survey.  

Average level of pride in being a 
Somerville resident (out of 10) 

Average response to the question How proud are you to be a Somerville 
resident? with a range of 0 being not proud at all and 10 being very 
proud on the Somerville Happiness Survey. 

Racial diversity Percentage of Somerville residents who identify as White non-Latino, 
Asian, Hispanic or Latino, Black or African American, American Indian or 
Alaska Native, Multi-racial, and Other in the American Community 
Survey. 

Age diversity Percentage of Somerville residents who are reported as being Under 5, 
5-19, 20-34, 35-54, 55-64, and 65+ in the American Community Survey. 

Economic diversity Percentage of Somerville residents who are reported to have an income 
under $25,000, $25,000-49,999, $50,000-74,999, $75,000-99,999, 
$100,000-149,999, and $150,000 and above in the American Community 
Survey. 

# of artists registered for Somerville 
Open Studios 

Number of individual artists who register to sell their artwork during 
Somerville Open Studios. 

# of City organized events celebrating 
Somerville’s history and culture 

Number of events and festivals organized by the Somerville Arts Council 
and the Somerville Historic Preservation Commission. 

Average satisfaction with 
neighborhood beauty/physical setting? 

Average response to the question How satisfied are you with the beauty 
or physical setting of your neighborhood? with a range of 0 being very 
unsatisfied and 10 being very satisfied on the Somerville Happiness 
Survey. 

% of housing stock that is affordable Percentage of Somerville’s housing stock that is designated for 
individuals making 100% or less of the Area Median Income. Area 
Median Income for Somerville is set by HUD. Somerville is located in the 
Boston-Cambridge-Quincy service area. 

% of households who are rent 
burdened (>30% of income spent on 
housing) 

Percentage of rental households who are spending more than 30% of 
their income on housing. 

% of households who are severely rent 
burdened (>50%) 

Percentage of rental households who are spending more than 50% of 
their income on housing. 

% of households cost burdened (>30%) Percentage of homeowners who are spending more than 30% of their 
income on housing. 

% of households severely housing cost 
burdened (>50%) 

Percentage of homeowners who are spending more than 50% of their 
income on housing. 

# homeless individuals in Somerville Total number of individuals who lack housing in Somerville. 

# of new units created with CPA funds 
(% reuse) 

Number of new affordable units created in Somerville using CPA funding 
in part or in whole. A new affordable development counts as ‘reuse’ if it 
is either an existing housing unit that was previously not affordable that 
has been converted into an affordable unit or new units created in an 
existing building that previously not used as housing or was not 
affordable housing. 

Total number of affordable units 
(disaggregated by % of AMI) 

Total number of housing units in Somerville that are designated for 
individuals making 100% or less of the Area Median Income. Area 
Median Income for Somerville is set by HUD. Somerville is located in the 
Boston-Cambridge-Quincy service area. 

Annual # of households receiving rental 
assistance through CPA funds 

Total number of households receiving funding to support their rent 
using CPA funding in part or in whole. 

# of affordable units expiring in next Total number of units of affordable housing that are at risk of losing 
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five years their affordability in the next five years 

Somerville Community Corporation 
average wait time 

Average time a household is on the Somerville Community Corporation 
waiting list before they are placed in an affordable housing unit. 

Average satisfaction with cost of 
housing 

Average response to the question How would rate the following? The 
cost of housing with a scale of 0 being very bad and 5 being very good on 
the Somerville Happiness Survey 

% of CPA funded housing projects that 
are mixed use 

Percentage of CPA funded housing projects that include residential and 
commercial uses in the same building. 

% of CPA funded housing development 
projects that are transit-oriented 

Percentage of CPA funded housing development projects that are 
located within a half mile of existing and anticipated rapid transit 
stations. 

# of new trees in Somerville 
(disaggregated by CPA, non-CPA) 

Number of new trees added to Somerville’s urban tree canopy each year 
(does not include replacement trees) 

Open space as % of total land area Percentage of Somerville’s total land area that is dedicated to open 
space. The City of Somerville’s definition of open space includes: 
playgrounds, community gardens, athletic fields, passive parks, dog 
parks, landmarks, schoolyards, urban farms, café spaces, and 
performance spaces.  

Annual EPA grade for Mystic River Measure of how frequently bacteria levels in the Mystic River meet state 
water quality standards for boating and swimming. Grades are assigned 
as follows: A+=95-100%; A=90-95%; A-=85-90%; B+=80-85%; B=75-80%; 
B-=70-75%; C+=65-70%; C=60-65%; C-=55-60%; D+=50-55%; D=45-50%; 
D-=40-45%; F=less than 45% 

Annual EPA grade for Alewife Brook Measure of how frequently bacteria levels in the Alewife Brook meet 
state water quality standards for boating and swimming. See above for 
grade scale. 

# of new acres of open space 
(disaggregated by CPA, non-CPA) 

Total number of new acres of open space created within a given year.  

# of conservation restrictions recorded Number of conservation restrictions recorded on land acquired with CPA 
funds in part or in whole. 

% of households within ¼ mile (5 
minutes) of open space (disaggregated 
by type) 

Percentage of households in Somerville that live within a ¼ mile radius 
of open space. 

Average level of self-reported 
happiness (out of 10) 

Average response to the question How happy do you feel right now? 
with a range of 0 being I feel very unhappy right now and 10 being I feel 
very happy right now on the Somerville Happiness Survey. 

Average level of self-reported life 
satisfaction (out of 10) 

Average response to the question How satisfied are you with your life in 
general? with a range of 0 being I am very unsatisfied with my life and 
10 being I am very satisfied with my life on the Somerville Happiness 
Survey. 

% of Somerville youth with a healthy 
BMI by grade 

Percentage of Somerville youth in each grade with a ‘healthy’ Body Mass 
Index. A healthy BMI is between the 5

th
 and 85

th
 percentile.  

# of improved open spaces (CPA, non-
CPA) 

Number of open spaces that are rehabilitated in a given year. 

Quality of open space (disaggregated 
by #/% poor, good, excellent) 

Number and percentage of Somerville’s open spaces that are 
categorized as poor, good, and excellent in the open space survey. 

# new parks (disaggregated by CPA, 
non-CPA) 

Number of new parks constructed on land that was not previously used 
as open space. 

# of new community garden plots Number of new community garden plots added to the existing stock of 
City-wide community garden plots managed by the City of Somerville 
Conservation Commission 

Average satisfaction with appearance 
of neighborhood parks and squares 

Average response to the question How satisfied are you with the 
appearance of parks and squares in your neighborhood? with a range of 
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0 being very unsatisfied and 10 being very satisfied on the Somerville 
Happiness Survey. 

# of cases HPC reviews for Local 
Historic District repair, alteration and 
renovation 
 

Total number of cases put before the Somerville Historic Preservation 
Commission for their consideration relating to the changes to the 
exterior of historically significant buildings that are listed as local historic 
districts.  

# of demolition requests 
(disaggregated by preferably 
preserved) 

Total number of requests presented to the Somerville Historic 
Preservation Commission to remove or take down an entire structure. A 
building is preferably preserved if it is determined by the HPC to be 
historically significant and that it is in the public interest for the building 
to be preserved or rehabilitated rather than demolished.  
 

% of local historic district buildings 
applying for HPC grants 

Percentage of existing local historic district buildings that apply for a 
Local Historic District Property Owner’s small grant in a given fiscal year. 

# of historic buildings preserved with 
CPA funds 

Number of historic buildings that receive CPA historic preservation or 
rehabilitation funding 

# of historic buildings made ADA 
accessible with CPA funds 

Number of historic buildings that become accessible, in compliance with 
Americans with Disabilities Act standards, through CPA funding, in whole 
or in part. 

# of new preservation restrictions 
recorded 

Number of historic preservation restrictions recorded on buildings that 
receive CPA historic resources funding. 

# of historic collections preserved Number of historic collections, such as documents or artifacts that are 
preserved in whole or in part through CPA funding. 

% of CPA funded projects that are 
completed within 3 years 

Percentage of CPA funded projects that are fully complete and closed 
out within three years of the signing of a grant agreement or 
memorandum of agreement. 

% of projects that achieve their 
measures of success 

Percentage of CPA funded projects that report they have achieved their 
measures of success in their final report. Measures of success were not 
required to be part of CPA applications until the FY17 application round. 

# of CPA EDF/housing applicants each 
year (disaggregated by type, 
new/already funded) 

Number of organizations/departments that submit an eligibility 
determination form each year disaggregated by City/community and 
never applied for CPA funding before/has already received CPA funding.  

% of CPA funded projects that combine 
multiple uses (blended) 

Percentage of CPA funded projects that include work in more than one 
CPA category (affordable housing, historic resources, open 
space/recreation land). 

Geographic coverage of CPA projects Number of Somerville wards (out of 7) where a CPA project received 
funding each year. 

% of CPA implementers that report the 
CPA program has benefited their 
organization 

Percentage of respondents to the annual CPA implementer survey that 
respond “Yes” to the question Has your organization benefited from 
being part of the Somerville CPA program beyond receiving funds? 

Estimated annual CPA revenue Total amount of new CPA revenue estimated for the fiscal year as 
approved by the Board of Aldermen through the annual budgeting 
process. 

Annual % allocation in each CPA area Percentages allocated for each of the CPA areas each year, as detailed in 
the annual Community Preservation Plan (affordable housing, historic 
resources, open space/recreation land). 

Annual state match  Total amount of CPA match funding received from the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts. 

Annual optional City appropriation ($ 
and %) 

Amount of funding appropriated by the City of Somerville to the CPA 
Fund from Free Cash, both in dollar amount and as percentage of the 
annual CPA budget. 

Annual dollar amount awarded to 
projects (disaggregated by area) 

Total dollar amount, including bonding, of projects approved by the 
Board of Aldermen in a given year, disaggregated by CPA area 
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(affordable housing, historic resources, open space/recreation land). 

# of new CPA projects funded 
(disaggregated by area) 

Number of new CPA projects funded each year, not including projects 
already receiving funding that request additional funding to continue 
work with the same scope as previously requested, disaggregated by 
CPA area (affordable housing, historic resources, open space/recreation 
land). 

% of EDF applicants that submit full 
proposals 

Percentage of projects that submit eligibility determination forms that 
go on to submit a full proposal, including affordable housing projects. 
Projects may not submit a full proposal because either the applicant 
decides to withdraw the project for funding consideration or the CPC 
determines the project to be ineligible for CPA funding. This indicator is 
only relevant to open space/recreation and historic resources 
applications, because the Somerville Affordable Housing Trust Fund uses 
a one-step application process.  

% of EDFs/housing applications funded 
each year (disaggregated by recipient) 

Percentage of projects that submit eligibility determination forms that 
receive funding and the funding is accepted by the recipient. This figure 
including affordable housing projects. Projects that receive partial 
funding are counted if the applicant accepts the lower funding amount. 
This indicator is disaggregated by recipient type including: Community, 
City and Joint Community/City.  
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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  

 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 

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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Support/Resources needed 
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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 

 

  



 
 

3 
  

 



 

 

September 26, 2019 

 

82 Munroe St, Somerville, MA 02143 

RE: Building Envelope Study 

82 Munroe St. Condominium Trust: 

 

This letter summarizes GRLA’s observations, commentary and recommended next steps related to the 

exterior wall and roof assemblies at 82 Munroe St. Somerville, MA or The Grandview as it is listed for its 

historic name.  GRLA understands that over the years there has been a series of exterior building envelope 

repairs to both the roof systems, windows and the clapboard siding. The Grandview is an excellent 

example of a Colonial Revival style that was built in 1896. The building fulfills criteria A and C of the 

National Register of Historic Places on the local level. 

 

This document summarizes GRLA’s observations and recommendations are noted in the following sections 
(click to jump to section):  
 

1 Executive Summary .................................................................................................................................. 2 

2 Background .............................................................................................................................................. 3 

3 Visual Inspection ...................................................................................................................................... 4 

4 Summary of findings .............................................................................................................................. 18 

4.1 EPDM Roof ..................................................................................................................................... 18 

4.2 Asphalt shingle Roof ....................................................................................................................... 18 

4.3 Clapboard Siding ............................................................................................................................ 18 

4.4 Windows ........................................................................................................................................ 18 

4.5 Porch Above Front Entrance .......................................................................................................... 18 

4.6 Gutters and Downspouts ............................................................................................................... 19 

4.7 Permitting and Inspections ............................................................................................................ 19 

5 Recommended Scope of Work .............................................................................................................. 20 

6 Construction Cost Estimate .................................................................................................................... 21 

7 Next Steps .............................................................................................................................................. 21 
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1 Executive Summary 

On September 5 and 6, 2019, GRLA visited “The Grandview” Condominiums located at 82 Munroe Street 

in Somerville, MA to perform visual inspections and representative exploratory openings, assisted by 

Montenegro Remodeling, at various building envelope system components to identify their condition and 

configuration as it relates to on-going deterioration issues and leaks at the facility. 

The building envelope systems including, but not limited to the roofing, siding and windows are in fair to 

poor condition, are not well integrated and have components which are not installed in accordance with 

industry standards and applicable building code requirements.  The combination of these conditions has 

resulted in the various leaks reported and deterioration observed.  GRLA’s visual investigation targeted 

reported areas of moisture infiltration and deterioration.   

Based on GRLA’s evaluation: 

• Roof systems are poorly installed and flashed 

• Roof drainage systems are poorly configured to accommodate downspout design capacity 

• Wood siding is in poor condition and improperly fastened 

• Exterior wall insulation behind the siding is discontinuous 

• Weather barriers concealed behind the siding consist of multiple layers and are improperly 

flashed at window openings 

Due to these conditions, GRLA recommends performing a comprehensive building envelope repair project 

with a recommended scope of work consisting of the removal and replacement of the existing low slope 

EPDM and asphalt shingle roofing systems associated flashings and gutter systems down to the structural 
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sheathing substrates, removal and replacement of the existing wood clapboard siding, trim, weather 

barrier underlayments and flashings down to the structural sheathing substrates and removal and 

replacement of the window systems to properly flash the rough openings.  Repair and repainting of 

decorative roof edge trim and columns is also recommended. 

The preliminary recommended construction budget to perform the comprehensive building envelope 

repair project outlined in this report is estimated to be $881,100. This cost includes a ten percent (10%) 

contingency for unforeseen conditions during design and construction.  These estimates are preliminary as 

the actual scope of work, construction schedule, and construction details have not been fully defined.  

This preliminary budget is based on the scope of work defined herein and does not include permitting, the 

association’s administration of the project, nor design fees.  These estimates are intended to provide 82 

Munroe Street Condominiums with an indication as to what construction costs may be given the existing 

conditions and GRLA’s recommendations and should be used for preliminary budgeting only.  More 

refined cost estimates can be established once the association has confirmed the desired scope and it is 

further defined as construction documents or a bid scope are generated.  

2 Background 

The Grandview was constructed in 1896 and converted to condos in 2002.  The building is inventoried on 

the National Register of Historic Places and Massachusetts State Register of Historic Places.  The 4-story 

colonial revival style building consists of wood frame construction, wood clapboard siding, asphalt shingle 

and EPDM roofing.  The building consists of 16 residential condominium units and is located atop Prospect 

Hill in Somerville, MA.  The site consists of a street-side garden at the north (front) elevation, driveways to 

the east and west sides of the building and a downward sloping hill and retaining wall on the south side of 

the building. 

Since being converted to condominiums in 2002, The Grandview has undergone several exterior building 

envelope maintenance repairs including phased wood siding replacement circa 2007, window replacement 

circa 2011 and asphalt shingle and EPDM roof replacement in 2014, including replacement of gutters and 

downspouts.  
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3 Visual Inspection 

Item Description  Photo  

EPDM Roof System 

1.  
EPDM 
Roof 

The EPDM roof appears to be functioning at 
a base level of performance to keep out bulk 
water. However, closer inspection of the 
transitions and fastening show a poor 
installation which may allow water infiltration 
at membrane terminations and premature 
failure due to wind uplift. 

The EPDM roof is fully adhered to a layer of 
3” Polyisocyanurate insulation that is then 
fastened trough an old multi-layer tar and 
gravel roof system to a tongue and groove 
deck.  

 

 
 

1. 60 mil EPDM 
2. 3” Rigid insulation 
3. Old 1” multi-layer tar felt paper w/ pea gravel  
4. Tongue and groove deck 

2. 
EPDM 
Roof 

There are 3 layers of perimeter sheet metal 
drip flashing that are face fastened instead of 
using concealed fastening methods. Fastening 
patterns are inconsistent throughout and are 
not installed in accordance with industry 
standards to resist wind loading.  Sheet metal 
flashings appeared loose in many locations 
and will cause premature failure of the EPDM 
roof system. The sheet metal flashing used is 
also a thin gauge that is not an industry 
standard.  

 

 

1. 3 layers of perimeter sheet metal drip flashing 
2. Face fastened screw 
3. Face fastened rusty nails 
4. Nail hole 

3. 
EPDM 
Roof 

The EPDM roof membrane has multiple 
patches. Around the perimeter under the roof, 
a continuous 1” gap exists between the rigid 
insulation and edge of the wood blocking.  The 
gap leaves the EPDM unsupported, susceptible 
to punctures and reduces thermal control 
through the roof assembly.  

The mechanical fasteners are sporadically 
spaced and improperly placed in accordance 
with industry standards for wind uplift 
resistance.   

 

 

 

1. Patches in EPDM roof 
2. Continuous gap under EPDM along perimeter 
3. Fasteners sporadically spaced 

   ②    ③ 

①               ④ 

 

                     ④ 
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    ①       ③ 

          ②    

      ① 

②      
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4. 
EPDM 
Roof 

Roof top vents are damaged and allow 
moisture infiltration.  

 

  

1. Damaged vents 
5. 
EPDM 
Roof 

The unit skylight installed is larger than the 
curb that it sits on, allowing air, water, insects 
and debris to infiltrate. The skylight frame is 
poorly attached to the curb, loose and 
susceptible to failure due to wind uplift. The 
EPDM roof is poorly terminated at the skylight 
curb. 

 

 

1. Curb 
2. Gap 
3. Skylight frame 

6. 
EPDM 
Roof 

The roof hatch is in poor condition and 
allows air and moisture infiltration evidenced 
by moisture staining and deteriorated wood 
substrates around the hatch framing and at 
the lower landing of the stairs where wood 
floorboards are broken and deteriorated. The 
EPDM around this area is not properly 
terminated. 

 
  

 
1. Roof hatch 
2. Rotten floorboards at base of hatch stairs 

7. 
EPDM 
Roof 

The rough opening to the door for the 
elevator room is made of multiple wood 
boards and does not have a metal threshold to 
protect it from the weather. A pencil is shown 
in the photo to illustrate the ¼” gap below the 
door. This location has the potential to let in 
the elements from outside and degrade the 
interior materials 
  

 
1. Gap at door threshold 

    ①                   ②     

            

 
    ①                      

            

 

①     

②     
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8. 
EPDM 
Roof 

The elevator penthouse exterior walls 
have loose clapboards, trim and exposed 
framing visible in multiple areas.  

There is no weather barrier behind the 
clapboard siding, allowing moisture to 
penetrate the CMU walls and bypass the 
EPDM roofing below. 

The EPDM membrane is adhered to CMU 
wall and lacks a termination bar with 
continuous sealant per industry standards. 

 
 

1. CMU elevator room 
2. Furring strips 
3. Face nailed clapboards and are loose 
4. Improper termination of EPDM 
5. Loose flat stock trim 

9.  
Asphalt 
Shingle 
Roof 

Asphalt shingles were generally installed in 
accordance with manufacturer’s 
recommendations.  Isolated additional 
fasteners were observed as well as some 
under driven and overdriven fasteners.   

 
 
 

  
 

1. typical asphalt shingle roof installation 
2. Thin metal flashing at the joint between roof edge 

and Gutter edge which is improperly installed 

10. 
Asphalt 
Shingle 
Roof 

Clapboards tolerances at the roof to 
dormer wall transitions vary from 1/4” to 2”.  
The recommended clearance is 1”. 

 

 
 

1. Dormer clapboards 
2. Step flashing 
3. Asphalt shingles 

    ①    ②   ③ 

            

 

      ①                ②   

                   

③     ④ 

     ⑤ 
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11. 
Asphalt 
Shingle 
Roof 

Metal drip edge flashing is nailed over ice 
and water shield. The ice and water shield is 
inconsistently terminated at the end. In some 
places it stops above the gutters without be 
adhered to any surface. In other areas it 
overlaps into the gutters. GRLA recommends a 
second layer of ice and water shield be flashed 
over the metal roof edge flashing so that 
water does not get behind the drip edge 
flashing and become trapped.  The nails used 
are not correct for this type of installation as 
they are rusting, telling us that they are not 
galvanized.  
 

 
 

1. Metal drip edge flashing over ice & water shield 

12. 
Asphalt 
Shingle 
Roof 

Slope in the gutters has required that a 
secondary sheet of sheet metal flashing be 
installed to span between the drip edge 
flashing and the back of the gutters.  The flat 
sheet metal flashing is not well fastened or 
connected, allowing it to move and fall out 
over time.  

 

 
 

1. Drip edge flashing 
2. Gap 
3. Flat sheet metal flashing (folded over for 

observation) 
4. Gutter 

13. 
Asphalt 
Shingle 
Roof 

On the rear stairs to the roof hatch a brick 
wall can be seen with water staining and 
efflorescence on it. This is a sign of water 
infiltration through the slope roof and 
adjacent areas above.  GRLA could not confirm 
whether this was an active leak or if the 
staining occurred prior to the roof 
replacement.  

 
 

1. water staining and efflorescence 

    ①      

   

            

 

      ①                
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14. 
Accent 
trim 

The ornamental dental work and associated 
wood accent trim around the soffits and facia 
have multiple layers of paint which is 
deteriorated.  Prior to any repairs to the trim 
and paint coatings, testing to identify the 
presence of lead paint is recommended, given 
the age of the building. 
 

 

 

1. Accent trim at major roof lines 

15. 
Accent 
Trim 

Closer inspection of some areas of the 
ornamental trim shows that poor repairs have 
been made. In this photo a PVC fascia board 
was installed with a gutter over it. It does not 
properly terminate at the corner where it 
meets with the rake of the roof. The fascia 
board was also only held up by two screws 
that connected to sound framing. 

An aluminum fascia flashing at the base of 
the mansard roof is holding back debris that 
has accumulated in this area from years of 
deterioration of the roof assembly.  

Exploratory openings performed at the 
lower areas of this trim show that the weather 
barrier stops short of the weather boards and 
is only behind the clapboards. Water staining 
was observed on the sheathing. 

 

 
 

1. Cornice at rake 
2. Dental work 
3. PVC fascia board with Gutter 
4. Aluminum fascia flashing  
5. Removed weather boards 

 ①  

 ①  

 ①          

 

①    

② 

        ③     

④ 

             ⑤ 
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16. 
Accent 
Trim 

Ornamental dental work and associated 
trim at the dormers was found to be in a 
deteriorated state at most locations. Flat stock 
trim that frames around the corners and 
windows was found to be cut short or at the 
wrong angles leaving gaps where the weather 
barrier could be seen. 

 
 

1. Ornamental trim 
2. Flat stock trim 
3. Large gap between clapboards & roof line 

17.  
Clap-
board 
Siding 

In general, the clapboards are made of 
shorter boards finger jointed together to 
create longer boards. In some areas this is 
clearly seen by the vertical lines through the 
painted finish.   

The clapboards are also consistently face 
nailed instead of blind nailed. This allows 
water to infiltrate the system.  

On the right side of the building where the 
new discolor clapboards are the contractor 
had a hard time removing clapboards for the 
exploratory investigation. Over driven nails 
can prevent expansion and contraction and 
can lead to cracking in severe conditions. 

 

 

1. Finger joint 
2. Split clapboard 
3. Face nailed clapboards 

    ①          ①  ② 

      ③ 
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18. 
Clap-
board 
Siding 

Throughout the building there are 
clapboards that are cupping, splitting, loose 
and in some cases missing. In this photo we 
can see deteriorated paint on clapboards that 
are cupping and splitting.  

 
 

1. Deteriorated finger jointed siding, repaired with 
face nailing. 

19. 
Clap-
board 
Siding 

This photo is bottom side of the clapboard 
showing a finger joint. This is used to make 
small boards into larger boards. It is a cheap 
and lower quality product.  

 

  
 

1. Finger joint at bottom of clapboard 

20. 
Clap-
board 
Siding 

On the back side of the clapboards staining 
can be found as moisture is getting through 
the clapboards at the nail hole locations, 
especially the face nailed locations which are 
extensive throughout the building. This will 
ultimately accelerate the deterioration of the 
clapboards and surrounding materials. 

 

 
 

1. Nail holes with staining around them. 
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       ① 
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21. 
Clap-
board 
Siding 

The photo on the left shows 2 types of 
nails. The nails used to secure the siding are 
smooth shank and were not long enough to 
penetrate through the assembly to achieve 
the minimum recommended depth of 1-1/4” 
into the structure.  This has resulted in nails 
falling out as they are not able to get enough 
bite into the wood framing.  

The correct nails, that were not used as 
part of existing construction, are longer and 
have a ring shank to obtain extra bite into the 
sheathing.  These nails were used for areas 
repaired following the exploratory openings 
performed. 

The photo to the right shows 2 layers of 
clapboards, rigid insulation and incorrect nails 
used re-assembled to demonstrate the nails 
used have just under ½” of embedment into 
the sheathing.  

  
 

1. Correct nail not used 
2. Incorrect nail used 
3. ½” rigid insulation 
4. layers of clapboards 

22. 
Clap-
board 
Siding 

Examples of nails pushing out due to 
heating and cooling cycles can be easily seen 
on the back of the building. In this photo most 
of the nails down the length of the clapboards 
have started to work their way out.  

 
 

1. nails partially falling out of clapboards 

                           ② 
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        ②                 ③ 

                 ④  

                      ①        
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23. 
Windows 
(General) 

Jamb and sill trim have been removed at a 
window location showing the window flashing 
installation (foil faced Protecto Wrap).  A 
portion has been cut away to show window 
nailing flange and wood framing. The weather 
barrier and ½” insulation terminate at edge of 
clapboards without any proper flashing 
connecting them to the window flashing or 
rough opening.  Protecto Wrap is poorly 
adhered onto the old deteriorated tar paper. 
 
 

 

1. Window nailing flange 
2. ½” insulation and weather barrier stop behind 

clapboards 
3. Protecto Wrap (flashing tape) over tar paper 
4. Tar paper  

24. 
Windows 
(General) 

The flanged windows are not properly 
installed or flashed in accordance with the 
manufacturer’s instructions.  The flashing is 
not installed into the rough opening at the sill 
per the manufacturer.  Instead, the flashing is 
installed over the window flange at the sill, 
which may trap any moisture at the base of 
the window and deteriorate the underlying 
wood framing.  Additionally, the window 
flanges are not set in sealant as recommended 
by the manufacture.   

 

 
 

1. Window nailing flange 
2. Protecto Wrap (flashing tape) 
3. Tar paper 
4. Gap between nailing flange and rough opening 

25. 
Windows 
(General) 

Casement windows have inherent draw 
backs in the design if not properly used. A 
closed but not locked casement window can 
still allow the weather into the window 
assembly decreasing its life span.  

Rust staining at the leavers are 
characteristic of windows that are not 
routinely locked.  

 
  

 
1. gap between window sash and frame 
2. Rust staining at lock 

    ①          ②           

 

        ③    

④  

           ①  

                             ②           

 

           ① ② 

 

 

       ③          ④ 

 



  RE: 82 Munroe St. Somerville, MA 

G | R | L | A  September 26, 2019 

 

2019025.01  Page 13 of 22 

 

26. 
Front 
Porch 
over 
main 
entrance 

The front porch on the second floor is a 
tongue and groove deck covered by an asphalt 
sheets that is loose laid and tacked down in 
some places. The asphalt sheets are worn at 
its front termination points. The tongue and 
groove boards have extreme weather checking 
from a lack of maintenance and exposure to 
the weather. The deck itself has a slight slope 
to prevent water from pooling on the deck. 

 

 

1. Asphalt sheets 
2. Weather checked tongue & groove boards 

27. 
Front 
Porch 
over 
main 
entrance 

The railing on the second-floor porch is 
rotten and not structurally sound. GRLA 
recommends the railing be replaced. A metal 
probe was used to show the connect between 
the railing and structure are rotten through.  

The Doric style columns appear to be in 
sound condition. No rot or deterioration was 
detected from our visual inspection.  

 

 
 

1. Rotten railing connection 
2. Doric column 
3. Second floor deck 

28. 
Front 
Porch 
over 
main 
entrance 

On the underside of the framed box beam 
there are significate cracks. There is a 
possibility that water is getting into this area 
and draining through the crack in the bottom 
of the box beam. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

1. Cracking on framed box beam 

 ①  
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29. 
Front 
Porch 
over 
main 
entrance 

On the roof over the porch at the main 
entrance the EPDM seems are improperly 
sealed allowing water to become trapped 
under the EPDM. 

 

 
 

1. Non-adhered EPDM roof seam 

30. 
Interior 
Review 

In the bedroom in unit 14, the ceiling is 
staining again after repairs have been made in 
this area. Chipped paint was also observed on 
the ceiling. 
 

 

 

1. New staining on ceiling 
2. Chipped paint 

31. 
Interior 
Review 

On the outside of Unit 14’s bedroom there 
is a ¼” gap between the trim boards and the 
top row of clapboards. Wind driven rain has a 
direct path into the wall assembly at this 
location.  

 
 

1. Weatherboards under soffit 
2. 1/4” gap  
3. clapboards 

①    ② 
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32. 
Interior 
Review  

Above the window in unit 14’s bedroom 
and underneath the main roof soffit there are 
2 frieze boards that circle the building. 
Between the 2 frieze boards is metal drip 
flashing that is intended to direct water out 
over the ornamental trim and out of the wall 
assembly. Instead this flashing has been 
caulked over preventing moisture from 
getting.  

Behind the frieze boards and trim is the 
oldest type of weather barrier on the building 
called rosin paper (not visible in photo). It is 
brittle and falling apart.  

 
 

 

 

 
 

1. upper frieze board under main roof soffit 
2. metal flashing 
3. caulking 
4. ornimental trim 
5. lower frieze board 

33. 
Interior 
Review 

In unit 12, the ceiling is showing significant 
signs of water infiltration as water staining is 
present on the ceiling.  
 

 

1. Water staining on ceiling 
2. Disconnected smoke detector 

①             
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34. 
Interior 
Review 

In unit 13 the walls had recently been 
painted so there were no visible signs of 
moisture infiltration on the interior. However, 
the owner had recently painted as water 
damage was evident on the return walls 
flanking the picture window. 

 

 
 

1. Recently painted walls  

35. 
Interior 
Review 

On the exterior of the bump out at unit 9 
and 13, the clapboards a severely weathered 
and paint is peeling away. 

A strip of drip edge flashing is nailed over 
the insulation but is not flashed into the 
primary weather barrier behind the insulation, 
creating a reverse lap that allows water to 
infiltrate behind the flashing. Some of the nails 
have been overdriven. This has caused the 
bottom leg of the drip flashing to turn up 
creating a trough for water to run to the end 
of the window and corner of the wall. This 
water is then directed behind the flat stock 
corner trim and into the wall assembly. 

 
 

1. Peeling paint on clapboards 
2. Flat stock corner trim 
3. gap 
4. ½” insulation 
5. Over driven nails on drip flashing 
6. Continuous upturn leg on drip flashing 
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  ②③   ④ 

              ⑤ 

                ⑥ 

            

 

 

                   

 

  ①     

 

 

                   

 



  RE: 82 Munroe St. Somerville, MA 

G | R | L | A  September 26, 2019 

 

2019025.01  Page 17 of 22 

 

 

  

36. 
Gutters 
& 
Down-
spouts 

The gutter segments themselves are in fair 
condition. However, in some locations, the 
fascia that the gutters are fastened to is poorly 
installed with inadequate fasteners. Some 
gutters should be removed to replace the 
fascia boards properly. 

The downspouts in the front and sides of 
the building all drain into one downspout that 
extends horizontally across the building 
elevations.  This method of storm water 
collection is not in accordance with industry 
standards, introduces bulk moisture to 
undesired locations of the exterior walls and 
should not be relied on as a long-term 
solution.  Coordination of a sub-grade 
stormwater drainage system is recommended. 
In some locations, the downspouts can be 
seen leaking on to the façade and accelerating 
deterioration of painted wood siding and trim. 
The long runs of downspouts crossing over the 
façade also require additional fasteners 
creating more holes in the assembly. 

 

1. Downspout  

                   ①  

    ① 

             ①   
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4 Summary of findings 

4.1 EPDM Roof 

The existing EPDM appears to be keeping out bulk moisture, but is poorly installed, terminated and 

flashed leaving it susceptible to premature deterioration and failure.   The roof as it is currently installed 

does not meet current industry standards and building code.  GRLA recommends that the existing roof 

system is completely removed down to the structural roof deck and replaced with a new EPDM roof 

system and associated flashings. This includes removal and replacement of the skylight, rooftop 

penetrations and flashings, roof access hatch and railings.  Penthouse wall cladding and doors are also 

recommended for replacement in coordination with this roof. 

4.2 Asphalt shingle Roof 

The asphalt shingle roof is in a base line functioning state as it stands by itself. However, at locations 

where it is terminating with adjacent materials it is suspect. In some locations were found with excessive 

nailing which increases the penetrations in the system. To create a continuous building envelope with 

proper tie-ins we recommend the asphalt shingle roof be replaced. 

4.3 Clapboard Siding 

The clapboard siding used was of a poor quality. The clapboards are made of small boards that are 

finger jointed together. Overtime discoloration, cracking and failure of joints can happen. In other areas 

the wrong nails were used to secure the clapboards to the sheathing. This has led to nails pulling out and 

clapboards falling off. The weather barrier behind the clapboards is not properly tied into any transitions 

that we observed. It is strongly recommended that the exterior wall siding, insulation, flashings and 

weather barriers be completely removed back to the wood sheathing and replaced with new weather 

barrier, flashings and higher quality wood clapboards or alternatives if allowed by the historic commission. 

4.4 Windows 

The existing windows are not flashed into the rough opening properly and potentially trap moisture 

behind the flashings.  Removal of the windows is recommended in order to properly flash the rough 

openings.  Given the age and condition of the existing windows, replacement of the windows is 

recommended as removal and reinstallation may result in damage of the windows.  Installation of new 

windows would align their anticipated service life with the siding and other associated exterior building 

envelope components.    

4.5 Porch Above Front Entrance 

The railing to the porch above the main entrance is in a severe state of deterioration. It is strongly 

suggested that it be replaced to match the historic appearance.  Due to the severe deterioration of the 

railing observed, GRLA does not recommend that the porch should not be used until repairs to the railing 

are performed. Work on the porch deck is needed as the box beams underneath are showing signs of 

deterioration.   

Due to moisture issues and deteriorated wood issues reported, GRLA recommends replacement of the 

asphalt roofing on the porch with new EPDM roof membrane.  Installation of plywood and EPDM roof 

membrane over the existing asphalt porch covering could also be considered.  Edges of the EPDM 

membrane should be terminated in accordance with manufacturer’s recommendations and flashed with 
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sheet metal.  Installation of composite decking installed over the membrane could be considered to 

improve aesthetics or provide a protected walking surface if desired.  

4.6 Gutters and Downspouts 

Downspouts should travel in a vertical direction only and not horizontally as they do on the sides of 

the building. Connecting multiple downspouts into one outlet is also not recommended as the volume of 

water will overwhelm the system. The gutters and downspout configuration do not work properly to drain 

water away from the building. The downspouts should be reconfigured in a way that limits the volume 

that any one downspout takes so as not to overwhelm the system. Downspouts should only travel 

vertically and direct water away from the base of the building either by subgrade drainage or above 

ground that slopes away from the building. 

4.7 Permitting and Inspections 

Under the requirements of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts Building Code, 780 CMR, all repair 

or renewal work on the exterior envelopes of buildings at 82 Munroe Street Condominiums is subject to 

the requirements of the current edition of the Massachusetts State Building Code, receipt of a permit 

from the Somerville Inspectional Services Department (ISD) – Inspectional Services, inspection by City of 

Somerville ISD, and issuance of a permit to continue to Occupy. Additional permitting and inspection for 

electrical work that will be required to execute the building envelope repairs will be required as well.   

Application for permit requires submittal of Construction Documents including drawings showing 

existing and proposed configurations that are professionally prepared over the registration stamp and 

original ink signature of a duly licensed design professional along with a signed affidavit from that design 

professional affirming professional preparation of the submitted drawings and specifications and Building 

Code Compliance of the proposed design.   

During construction, 780 CMR 107.6.2.2 requires the observational and administrative support of a 

registered design professional, who must submit regular written reports of conditions and progress of 

the project to the Building Department.  Preceding final inspection, the design professional is required to 

submit a second affidavit affirming that to the best of the design professional’s knowledge, the 

completed construction meets the requirements of 780 CMR 107.6.2.2.3 and all related federal state and 

local regulations.  Upon satisfactory inspection by the Falmouth Building Department, the Building permit 

will be closed and a permit for continued occupancy will be issued.  

  



  RE: 82 Munroe St. Somerville, MA 

G | R | L | A  September 26, 2019 

 

2019025.01  Page 20 of 22 

 

5 Recommended Scope of Work 

GRLA understands that the Board of Trustees is looking to resolve the chronic repairs that have been 

plaguing the building at 82 Munroe St. We also understand that over the years multiple projects have 

attempted to fix the building envelope issues with poor results. This patch work and phasing of repairs has 

resulted in poor transitions between assemblies. GRLA’s observations have found the remedial work that 

has been performed on the building to date has not sufficiently resolved the underlying issues with the 

building envelope. 

At this time, GRLA recommends that the Board of Trustees consider a full building envelope 

restoration that includes both roof systems, clapboard siding, trim and windows. We strongly recommend 

this project be performed as one complete project, rather than a phased approach by building elevation 

or component to increase the opportunity for a successful and consistent installation.  Phasing the project 

may result in poor connections between phases, will increase the duration of time the building is under 

construction and result in additional costs associated with remobilization of the site.    

The following is a brief summary of the recommended repairs at 82 Munroe St. 

1. EPDM Roof 

a. Remove EPDM roof down to existing deck and install EPDM roof with energy code 

compliant rigid tapered Polyisocyanurate insulation. 

b. Remove and replace the unit skylight. 

c. Remove and replace roof hatch. 

d. Remove and replace damage vents. 

e. Remove and reinstall penthouse door with exterior grade frame, sill and properly flashed 

weather barrier. 

f. Remove and replace siding back to structure at Penthouse with new weather barrier, 

insulation and furring strips 

g. Remove and replace rooftop railing 

2. Asphalt Shingle Roof  

a. Remove and replace asphalt shingle roof to deck 

b. Remove and replace waterproof underlayment at all transitions 

c. Remove and replace felt paper with synthetic felt underlayment at all field locations 

d. Remove and replace all associated flashing at transitions 

e. Remove and reinstall existing skylights as needed. 

f. Remove and replace all dormer siding, trim and associated weather barriers. 

3. Windows  

a. Remove and replace windows with 42 picture windows with mulled casement windows at 

each end. 

b. Remove and replace windows with 22 double hung windows 

c. Remove and replace windows with 9 dormer windows  

4. Exterior Walls 

a. Remove and replace all clapboard siding with No. 1 grade wood clapboards.  

b. Remove and replace outboard insulation and all-weather barriers back to sheathing with 

commercial grade weather barrier and rigid extruded polystyrene insulation. 

c. Install weather barrier flashing at all wall penetrations.  

5. Front Porch 

a. Remove and replace second floor handrail to match historic look. 
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b. Remove and replace second floor deck waterproofing with new EPDM roof membrane 

and flashings 

6. Gutters 

a. Remove and replace gutters and downspouts in conjunction with the roofing, siding and 

trim replacement. 

b. Coordinate a new downspout configuration to improve stormwater management from 

the building, which may include subgrade drainage solutions. 

6 Construction Cost Estimate 

GRLA has provided a preliminary cost estimate with a total cost of $881,100 which is attached below 

as Appendix A. This cost estimate includes replacement of the EPDM roof down to the existing deck along 

with replacement of the asphalt shingle roof. GRLA strongly suggests doing them at the same time to 

allow for proper termination and transition between the two systems. 

Also included the preliminary cost estimate is the replacement of the windows and clapboard siding. 

The existing weather barrier is a patch work of incomplete and poorly terminated systems that needs to 

be address correctly. To do this the windows will need to come out so the rough openings in the walls can 

be flashed correctly then new windows that will match the life expectancy of the rest of the wall assembly 

can be installed. Once this is complete then a higher-grade wood clapboard than what is currently 

installed can be used to give the building its historic look that it is due. 

7 Next Steps 

We hope this report suits your needs at this time.  We welcome the opportunity to meet with you in 

person to review the findings of this report, discuss the options presented, address questions and discuss 

next steps after your review of this report.  

GRLA would be happy to produce a set of construction documents, assist with contractor bidding and 

perform construction administration and observation as an additional service and can provide a proposal 

for these services if requested.   

Respectfully, 

GORMAN RICHARDSON LEWIS ARCHITECTS, INC. 

  

 

 

 
Nima Mansour 

BES Project Manager, Building Envelope Sciences 

 
Robert J. Gutmann, CIS 

Assistant Project Manager, Building Envelope Sciences  

 

 

Christopher J. Paszko, P.E.  

Director of Building Envelope Sciences 
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Appendix A

Job Name:       82 Munroe St. - Exploratory date 9/26/2019

Location:          82 Munroe St. Somerville, MA Job # 2019025.01

Name Qty Units Unit Price Sub Total

Asphalt Shingles 6,630        Sq Ft 12.00$            79,560.00$         

EPDM 2,000        Sq Ft 35.00$            70,000.00$         

Window - Double Hung 22 Each 1,000.00$       22,000.00$         

Window - Picture 42 Each 1,500.00$       63,000.00$         

Window - 'Dormer' 9 Each 1,250.00$       11,250.00$         

Wood Clapboard Siding 13040 Sq Ft 30.00$            391,200.00$       

Front Porch railing 50 L Ft 25.00$            1,250.00$           

Front Porch deck 230 Sq Ft 11.00$            2,530.00$           

Subtotal 640,790.00$       

General conditions & 

Mobilization (10%) 64,079.00$         

Overhead & Profit (12%) 76,894.80$         

Bonds & Insurance (3%) 19,223.70$         

Subtotal 800,987.50$       

Contingency (10%) 80,098.75$         

Total 881,086.25$       
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     TERMS AND CONDITIONS OFF PROPOSAL  

Proposal Submitted:                  

The Elizabeth Peabody 

House 

Phone:  

(617)-623-5510 Ex102 

Date:  

12/26/19 

Mailing Address:  

275/277 Broadway   

 

Salesman:  

Jose Morales 

 

jose@moralesgeneralcontracting.com 

Job Contact Person: 

Jose Morales 

(978) 893-9037 

City, State Zip Code:   

Somerville, MA 02145    

Email: 

kroldan@teph.org 

Job Location:  

275/277 Broadway  

Somerville, MA 02145 

                          Construction Supervisor License:   068283   

MA HIC Registration Number: 185914    
Installation: 

● Frame a 48”x48” for roof top access.   

● Remove rubber and Install a roof Hatches 48”x48”. 

● Rubber roof fully adhered around the Hatched. 

● Flash all 4 corners properly. 

. 

 

Our Proposal Includes the Following: 

● Clean and legally remove all outside job-related debris. The job site will be kept orderly and safe 

and a final complete clean-up will be done at the completion of the job.   

● We may require space for a dumper or dump truck. The placement area will be agreed upon before 

delivery.   

● Provide standard shingle manufacturer’s warranty.   

● Maintain required levels of workers compensation and general liability insurance.    

● **This contract varies depending on the different types of work may not apply some rules or 

conditions to yours.  

Contract Requirements:  

● We will require electrical power in close proximity to the work site.  

● The building owner or agent will procure any necessary permission from the abutters before the 

start of the roofing project for personnel to enter their property to perform the contract work as 

specified above.  
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● Morales General Contracting INC. will require a staging area for vehicles and materials in close 

proximity to the building.   

● Morales General Contracting INC. is not responsible for the lifting or relocating of A/C units. A 

qualified HVAC technician must be on site for the disconnecting of any units.  

Unit Pricing for Unforeseen Conditions:   

● Additional fascia replacement will be $20.00 per linear foot.  

● Any cost for permits for on street dumpsters would be additional to the contract.   

Additional Work (Cost Plus)  

● Although it is always preferable to have a change order in place (with a fixed price) for additional 

work, it is not always possible or practical to do so. Should additional work be authorized by the 

owner, and a detailed change order with a fixed price is not required, then the work shall proceed 

under the following pricing guidelines. The cost of labor will be billed at $90.00 per man hour 

portal to portal, $0.555 per mile to cover the cost of transportation, and the actual cost of materials 

with sales tax (as applicable). To that total shall be added a 15% markup to cover overhead and 

profit.   

        

UNDER NO CIRCUMSTANCES SHALL ANY ADDITIONAL WORK TAKE PLACE        

WITHOUT THE OWNER'S AUTHORIZATION  

Contract Notes:   

● This proposal is subject to change unless acceptance is made within 30 days of the date of issue.   

● Subject to manufacturer’s price increases as they occur.   

Required Permits:   

● Our proposal covers the cost of any required permits and will be secured by the contractor as the 

customer’s agent.   

     (Owners who secure their own permits will be excluded from the Guaranty Fund provisions of MGL chapter 142A.) 

Contract Acceptance - Upon signing, this document becomes a binding contract under law. Unless 

otherwise noted within this document, the contract shall not imply that any lien or other security interest 

has been placed on the residence. Review the following cautions and notices carefully before signing the 

contract.   

                                                                                                                                     

 Estimated Start Date:_____________________ Estimated Completion  

Date:_________________  

The Start Dates Given Are Weather Dependent and Will Be Decided Upon Acceptance Of The 

Proposal.  
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We propose to furnish materials and labor, complete in accordance with above specifications, for the 

sum of: 

 Eight thousand dollars  00/100 (8,000.00) 

Payment terms are to be as follows:                                                                                      

*1/2 Deposit                                             $4,000.00                                                               

*1/4 at Start                                             $ 2,000.00                                                     

* Balance upon completion                    $ 2,000.00                                                        

*Total Payments                                      $8,000.00                                                     

DO NOT SIGN THIS PROPOSAL IF THERE ARE ANY BLANK SPACES  

                Contractors authorized signature: _______________________________  

Date:_____________________________________ 

ACCEPTANCE OF PROPOSAL-The above prices, specifications, conditions and 

additional terms are satisfactory and are hereby accepted. You are authorized to do the 

work as specified. Payment will be made as outlined above.   

Date of Acceptance:_________________                              

Signature:______________________  

                                                                                                  

Signature:______________________ 

          

                          CONTRACT ARBITRATION  

The contractor and the customer hereby mutually agree in advance that in the event the 

contractor has a dispute concerning this contract, the contractor may submit the dispute to a 

private arbitration firm which has been approved by the Secretary of the Executive Office of 
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Consumer Affairs and Business Regulation and the consumer shall be required to submit to such 

arbitration as provided in Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 14A.  

          _________________________                                    ___________________________  

                 Customers Signature                                                    Contractors Signature  

 NOTICE: The signatures of the parties above apply only to the agreement of the parties to 

alternative dispute resolution initiated by the contractor. The customer may initiate alternative 

dispute resolution even where this section is not separately signed by the parties.  

ADDITIONAL CONTRACT CONDITIONS Proposal Contingencies  
● All agreements are contingent upon strikes, floods, accidents, fires, and other delays beyond the 

control of the roofing contractor. Morales General Contracting INC. maintains required levels of 

Workers Compensation and General Liability Insurance.  

● It is agreed that all payments will be made when due. Warranties will be void if full payment is not 

received. It is further agreed that the customer will pay all costs of collections incurred by Morales 

General Contracting INC. including but not limited to attorney fees, any cost associated with 

recording liens, and any other associated charges. It is also agreed that any late payments will 

accrue finance charges at a rate of 1.5% per month or the maximum legal rate.  

● All guarantees and warranties on products and services are with the original owner unless 

otherwise specified.   

● Any alteration or deviation from the plans and specifications involving extra costs will be agreed 

upon in verbal or written format prior to performance of additional work.  

● All materials to be as specified (or equal to or superior in performance).   

● All work to be conducted in a workmanlike manner.   

● This proposal MAY NOT be used for any legal or lawsuit cases unless approved by Morales 

General Contracting INC. in advance and any costs approved in advance.   

● Although the execution of this contract does not initiate the filing of a lien, Morales General 

Contracting INC. reserves the right to file liens for non-payment as allowed by law.   
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Structural Concerns   
● Contractor is not responsible for structural soundness and shall have no liability whatsoever for the 

supporting structure to support men, materials, equipment, ice, snow, or water.   

This clause shall apply regardless of the timing between the occurrence and the performance of the 

work.  

● Contractor is not responsible for interior damages resulting from structural deficiencies as outlined 

above.   

Exclusions   
● Contractor’s scope of work shall not include the detection, abatement, encapsulation or removal of 

asbestos or similar hazardous substances. The contractor has the right to discontinue work if and 

when hazardous materials are discovered. Contractors shall be  entitled to receive compensation 

for changes in the scope of work or lengthy delays encountered as a result of hazardous materials 

as detailed above.   

● Bonds, snow removal, painting and cleaning of dust and or particles in attic after roof removal, 

asbestos and lead paint abatement, acts of nature, winter conditions and snow shoveling.   

Other Items for Your Information   
● Please cover all materials in the attic with plastic. Even small repair work can dislodge years of 

dust and dirt in the cleanest of attics. We can perform this work for a small additional fee and 

remove it when the work is complete. Please notify the office before the start date if you would 

like to take advantage of this service.   

● Start dates may vary depending on the weather Morales General Contracting INC. will call 24 to 

48 hours in advance of the start of operations.   

● Remember your pets. Morales General Contracting INC. recommends your pets to be temporarily 

moved to avoid them from being traumatized by the noises associated with construction.   

● Clean- up of the job site will consist of raking and running a “magnet” to pick up nails. Keep in 

mind that it is possible to miss something, so be careful to watch out for nails or sharp pieces of 

wood after we are finished.   

● In some communities all property taxes must be paid in full or the permit may be denied.   

Other Warranty Information   
● All warranties will be issued after payment has been received in full.  

● All warranties, and or guarantees, will be null and void if any work such as snow removal and ice 

removal, satellite dish or antenna installation, electrical heat tape, guide wires, gutter work, or any 

work requiring roof traffic or any construction that takes place on the roof in any way. Any work 

on the roof should only be done after consulting with Morales General Contracting INC. to make sure 

the work will not void the warranty or guaranty.   
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● The warranties mentioned above shall have no effect on the owner’s rights under the provisions of MGL c. 

142A.  

Customer’s Rights   
Morales General Contracting INC. is a registered Home Improvement Contractor with the Commonwealth 

of Massachusetts. Should you need to make any inquiries about Morales General Contracting INC. (or any 

other contractor or subcontractor) relating to a registration, they should be directed to:   

   

    

Office of Consumer Affairs and Business Regulation   

Ten Park Plaza, Suite 5170   

Boston, MA 02116  

Phone: (617)-973-8700  

Accelerated Payments  
A contractor may not demand payments in advance of the dates specified on the payment schedule 

in cases where the customer deems him/herself to be financially insecure. However, in instances 

where a contractor deems him/herself to be financially insecure, the contractor may require that 

the balance of funds not yet due be placed in a joint escrow account as a prerequisite to continuing 

the contracted work. Withdrawal of funds from said account would require the signatures of both 

parties.   

Cancellations   
Under sections, MGL c 93 s 48; MGL c 140D s 10 or MGL c 255D s 14 as may be applicable, you 

may cancel this agreement if it has been signed at a place other than the contractor’s normal place 

of business, provided you notify the contractor in writing at his/her main office or branch office by 

ordinary mail posted, by telegram sent or by delivery, not later than midnight of the third business 

day following the signing of the agreement. See the “Notice of Cancellation Form” as well as the 

“Waiver of Right to Cancel Form” below for additional information.   
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