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Minutes of the Mayor’s Special Advisory Committee on Neighborhood-

Based Resiliency 

 
July 26, 2016—795 Mass Ave, City Hall, Ackerman Room: 6:30 P.M. 

 
Members present: Suni Dillard; Gary Dmytryk; Craig Kelley, Chair; Ethridge King, Vice 

Chair; Sam Seidel; Tony Spears; Steve Wineman 

 

Committee staff: Wilford Durbin, Executive Assistant to the Committee 

 

City Staff/Public: Owen O’Riordan, Commissioner of DPW; Kathy Watkins, City Engineer 

 

 
Mr. Kelley called the meeting to order and introduced Owen O’Riordan, Commissioner of the 

Department of Public Works, and Kathy Watkins, Assistant Commissioner for Engineering, and 

asked the members to briefly introduce themselves. 

 

Mr. O’Riordan began by saying that the work that has been done thus far to prepare Cambridge 

for climate change results from a collaborative effort across various City departments, especially 

Public Safety, Department of Public Health, Community Development and the Water 

Department, as their infrastructure frequently requires inclusion on a long term planning scale. 

 

He said that he was not going to repeat Mr. Bolduc’s presentation at the June meeting, but instead 

would move forward on presenting a preparedness plan to show the City’s thinking on emergency 

planning and how various departments fit into that planning.  

 

Mr. Kelley commented that he wanted the City to stress public outreach on their preparedness 

plans, such as with the Climate Change Vulnerability Assessment (CCVA) and other work done 

by the City. 

 

Mr. O’Riordan stated that as we begin to think about resiliency now, it should be much more 

community-based as opposed to the previous work which has been science-based, and he 

underscored the need to include neighborhood discussions. In terms of climate change 

phenomena, he continued, heat and rain fall will become much more problematic on a smaller 

timescale. The probability of problematic rain fall is much higher for the City, whereas sea level 

rise and storm surge predictors see major problems only after 2050, especially in the Alewife 

watershed.  Heat waves and indoor air quality issues are much more current concerns, particularly 

for isolated populations like residents with special needs, children, and the elderly. 

 

Mr. Kelley asked why indoor air quality was of concern, and how heat affected air quality. 

 

Mr. O’Riordan answered that for elderly and other at risk population in particular, the lack of 

mobility means less access to fresh air and inability to move to cooler areas during the day. 

 

Ms. Watkins added that heat is directly tied to air quality issues.  

 

Mr. Seidel asked whether heat having a compounding effect on air quality is a building materials 

issue or behavioral? 
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Mr. O’Riordan replied that both contribute. For low-income individuals, air conditioning and 

filtering is not widespread and where present, it is often not as efficient as it is in higher-income 

homes. The vulnerability of these communities is observable, he said, as extended heat waves are 

proven killers in other cities such as Chicago. 

 

These same populations are often effected by power outages caused by storms or heat, he 

continued. The suspension of MBTA services last winter disproportionally impacted residents in 

some income brackets more than others. In that instance, the day to day economic loss would be a 

major contributor to a reduction in the economic welfare in a community, rather than the 

destruction itself. Vulnerabilities, from energy to transit to flooding, increase over time. A big 

rainfall flood in 1996 shut down Kenmore Square for 6 months. Aging regional systems are also 

more susceptible to damage or failure as time goes on. 

 

Resiliency is looked at at three levels: 

Building Scale- homes, housing complexes, work spaces, etc. 

Community Level- social cohesion, systems, shelter & cooling facilities, etc. 

Regional Level- Watershed flood management, dam management & reconstruction (our 

dams will be too small by 207) 

 

Mr. O’Riordan outlined several categories for attention in drafting a resiliency plan including: 1) 

building scale; 2) regional scale; 3) the neighborhood scale; 4) offices; 5) municipal facilities; 6) 

critical service facilities; and finally 7) social cohesion systems.  

 

If we think about Hurricane Katrina, he said, we see that social cohesion completely broke down. 

And while food and water are important, access to emergency or cooling services are critical to 

the response of similar events. 

 

Mr. O’Riordan explained that in terms of vulnerabilities at the building scale, we identify 

structures that are subject to flooding. Age and construction type of building are also relevant. 

The older the building, the greater the potential for weather-related impact. Many of Cambridge’s 

older homes still burn oil to heat their home, and thus the fuel-type residents use must also be 

taken into account. In addition to disruptions in oil supply that snowstorms may cause, oil 

shortages or economic upheaval can threaten access. Air Conditioning is another factor, 

especially relevant if people are told to “Shelter in Place.” As another example of high priority 

infrastructure, he continued, we are very dependent on the internet now, and the City is 

considering what happens when that goes down. A major challenge for City staff is anticipating 

and understanding how the same event impacts communities differently and how people with 

disabilities such as mobility impairment may face special challenges. 

 

Mr. Seidel asked whether the City graded buildings on susceptibility to various climate 

eventualities. 

 

Mr. O’Riordan answered that such a grading would not be a responsibility of DPW, but that 

perhaps other departments had something equivalent. 

 

Ms. Watkins added that newly constructed buildings and systems are indeed evaluated: can they 

generate power, keep community cool, pool resources to serve the majority of people, etc. 

 

Mr. O’Riordan said that these criteria exist for municipal buildings, which are judged by the same 

standards. Certain other building codes apply uniformly to homeowners, large buildings, and city 

buildings.  
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Mr. O’Riordan continued by saying that at the community scale, there is a long history of certain 

neighborhoods being impacted by flooding and that strains the capacity of specific parts of our 

drainage systems. Certain areas in our cities are more susceptible to heat island effects as well, 

such as the Concord Ave area south of Alewife where there are no trees, and where the ground is 

in excess of 80 percent impervious to rain water. Complications around tree monoculture also 

contribute to heat island effect. And lack of shelters is a factor. 

 

Mr. Kelley said that in terms of heat island effects, he thoughts of it as mainly impacting residents 

that simply can’t cool down. But the areas surrounding Alewife is commercial, and so he asked 

what the specific impact is if not to residents. 

 

Mr. O’Riordan observed that this area continues to become more residential.  

 

Mr. Kelley said that he never thought about heat’s impact on workplaces.  

 

Mr. Wineman asked whether heat island effects were more localized or if they migrated. He 

noted that one side of the Alewife area is mostly residential. He asked the extent that heat islands 

effect adjoining areas.   

 

Mr. O’Riordan said that while he was not sure, he though it likely that there is an impact. 

 

Ms. Dillard interjected that there are studies that definitely show an impact that radiates away 

from heat island areas. 

 

Mr. O’Riordan stated that the heat island effect is especially observed around the MIT area, 

which has very few trees. 

 

Mr. Dmytryk asked how hot such areas might get. 

 

Mr. O’Riordan answered that heat projection for these areas are available on the Community 

Development Department website and in the CCVA.  

 

He returned to his theme and addressed the community scale of events. At this level, he said, we 

are mainly talking about isolated communities with no access to other support systems within the 

City. 

 

Mr. O’Riordan continued that the management of the Alewife watershed, 2 square miles of which 

lay in Cambridge, is of major concern to the City. Cambridge has regulations on runoff and 

development, but that does not apply in our neighboring communities. Of further worry, he went 

on, is that much of the dam infrastructure that protect our communities will be ineffectual after 

2050. The dams that protect Cambridge will continue to provide such protection from storm surge 

events (seaward side) until approximately 2045-2050 at the Amelia Earhart Dam on the Mystic, 

when it will be flanked during the 1% surge event (overtopped by 2055-2060 by the 1% surge 

event), and specific to the Charles River Dam 2055-2060 when it would be flanked by a 1% surge 

event, and 2065 when it would be both flanked and overtopped by a surge event. And there are no 

state standards for flood management outside of a flood plain and Cambridge’s rules about 

retaining water on property are fairly unique. 
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Mr. Wineman asked what was the Committee and residents generally to do with the time frames 

mentioned in these studies, because they have repeatedly proven to be optimistic. The Committee 

is looking at a time frame much sooner than 2050.   

 

Mr. O’Riordan responded that we may indeed be overly-optimistic, but the City is using the most 

up-to-date scientific data available to build its models and will revisit the data regularly. What we 

are planning for in this regard includes the proximate, because long-term models may indeed 

prove to be inaccurate.  

 

DPW takes responsibility for preparedness at the building scale, he said, and has undertaken to 

build resiliency plan across all municipal buildings looking at flood protection, standby power 

generation, how to island the most critical facilities, reducing the energy demand of our buildings, 

and making them more efficient. Our Water Department is of chief concern, and must be ready to 

withstand all foreseeable events. Plus the City needs to provide resources to shelters and cooling 

centers. 

 

Ms. Watkins stated that on the domestic-building-scale, Mr. O’Riordan’s presentation contains 

images regarding the Port area, which is much more susceptible to flooding even before increases 

in precipitation from climate change. The City is actively trying to engage the community around 

the question of how to help people make improvements to their home and mitigate flood hazards. 

CDD is starting to put together brochures that outline various climate-based improvements and 

are starting a pilot program to start flood vulnerability audits in Area IV to help homeowners take 

steps to make improvements to their homes by identifying vulnerabilities. In flood-prone areas, 

for example, homeowners can move home infrastructure to higher locations, improve windows, 

etc. The City is exploring how a grant/loan program might help this program. 

 

Mr. Seidel asked whether newly constructed homes would undergo the same review. 

 

Ms. Watkins replied that such a program is about existing homes and not new structures, which 

will have their own building codes to ensure resilient construction.  

 

Mr. Wineman qualified what he was about to say as perhaps a policy consideration, but noted the 

various boundaries between city officials and residents. There may be homeowners for whom a 

loan is accessible, but as landlords that don’t live in a house do not take advantage of 

improvement programs. In such situations, he said, it is not hard to image a lot of folks not 

benefiting from the resiliency audits if they can’t get their investment back in rental or sales 

prices. There were probably also a lot of people who get audits but don’t follow through with 

recommended repairs. 

 

Ms. Watkins mentioned that new programs were in development to help low-income residents 

stay in their homes and make capital improvements. Home Rehab, Inc. may be one partner in 

helping people access money and workers to get flood safety projects done. 

 

Mr. O’Riordan said that while progress seemed slow, when he started emergency systems were 

engaged every time it rained. After a time, evaluations showed that the level of protection built 

into the City’s drainage system was for 2-year-event-storms, which is incredible by today’s 

standards. Cambridge is a relatively flat city, he continued, contained on much of its border by 

dammed rivers that diminished the capacity of water to be shed away. After 1996, the City started 

a program to address the flooding problems in the system. DPW put in 2.5 million gallons worth 

of storage beneath streets, or the equivalent of a 10-year-event-storm. Doing so, DPW dug down 

20-30ft to create huge reservoir tanks to store runoff. In 2010, however, the City experienced 4 
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inches of rain in just 1 hour, and these maximum level of mitigation efforts were not enough. The 

City can continue to augment our existing systems, but we are still vulnerable to extreme storms 

which are no longer extraordinary.   

 

DPW is about to embark on a major project at the intersection of Cherry, Maple, and School 

Streets to create extra runoff capacity, but even these measures will not prevent flooding during 

the new 25-year-storm of 2030, which he addressed to Mr. Wineman’s concern about optimistic 

models of future conditions. It’s not enough, he said.  

 

So what is the municipal responsibility? he asked, the City has standards to project infrastructure 

but not really homes. Other than state wetlands law, the only flood regulations the City has 

require onsite storage for new construction, with pumps to empty out the storage subsequent to 

the storm event which means that new construction should actually improve storm water 

management issues. 

 

For single family homes that includes capacity for them to absorb through dry wells, run off 

areas, rain gardens, and porous driveways.  

 

Ms. Watkins cited the City’s commitment to making sure that new buildings are better than 

existing structures.  

 

Mr. O’Riordan returned to the prospect of 2070’s 100-year-storm-event, which will overwhelm 

existing capacities, and in which some residents can anticipate salt water intrusion. We have to 

figure out how to protect Fresh Pond. Be it flooding or heat islands, he went on, developing parks 

to capture water and address other issues is a priority. They are all connected. 

 

He shared that the City is about to build a green wall on the patio at the Senior Center as an 

experiment.  

 

Mr. Seidel stated that he saw green walls in SF, and thought they could have multiple benefits to 

the city.  

 

Mr. Wineman asked how green roofs fit into the City’s plans. 

 

Mr. O’Riordan said that proposals to allow the inclusion of green roofs had been adopted 10 

years ago, but there are not many that have been constructed. In Alewife, for example, the water-

table is between 2-4 feet below ground level, but new projects continue to store water 

underground because it is cheaper.  

 

He added that the City is beginning to work with existing community organizations to better 

integrate themselves and to use their endemic resources to get information out and be more 

cognizant of vulnerable populations. 

 

Mr. Kelley asked if DPW is the lead department on this. 

 

Mr. O’Riordan responded that it’s not quite yet figured out. In terms of flooding, DPW is leading. 

Organizing shelters to be staffed, resourced and appropriately located is multi-departmental, and 

the City Manager’s office coordinates, as it does with community information systems. 

 

Returning to his presentation, he highlighted that at the regional scale, a pressing issue is that a 

fourth pump at the Amelia Earhart Dam needs to be installed to help flood reduction and 
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mitigation by both increasing the capacity and providing redundancy. The cost might be about 

$20 million and DCR is waiting for funding  

 

Mr. O’Riordan said the Mystic River can convey only so much water, and the three existing 

pumps can put that amount of water into harbor, but a new one is needed. This should be one of 

the highest priorities in improving infrastructure.  

 

Mr. Kelley asked why this isn’t a bigger priority and why the public doesn’t hear about a 

necessary fourth pump. It seems more important than the railroad crossing at Alewife. 

 

Mr. O’Riordan replied that it is the state’s responsibility. 

 

Ms. Watkins stated that her department spends a lot of time talking about the regional scale, and 

that the current Envision Cambridge process and regional planning is on concurrent tracks.  

 

Mr. Kelley restated that we are not really talking about this anywhere. He said he recently 

attended an Envision Cambridge discussion on Alewife and that flooding was never address. He 

asked whether people are told about the flood vulnerability of these areas. The water does not 

care who pays for the pumps, it just responds to if they are there and working or not. 

 

Ms. Watkins said that the City is talking to developers about preparing for projected flooding and 

for the 100-year-storm of 2030 and eventually the stronger 100-year-storm of 2070. They asked 

that developers build to ensure their structure can withstand 2030 levels events, with the ability to 

recover from the 2070 levels event by building sacrificial lower level amenities. Property owners 

and residents can look to communal amenities in the aftermath of 2070’s 100-year-storm event.  

 

Mr. O’Riordan said that while the City should discuss protecting people from the 100-year-storm 

event, the 10- or 20-year-storm is going to directly impact residents in the Port, and must be 

addressed.  

 

Mr. Seidel suggested that ensuring the planners and participates of the Envision Cambridge had 

adequate information could be a product of this Committee’s work, as could processing this 

information with neighborhood groups. 

 

Mr. Wineman added that widespread access to information may be a goal. He said there are 

doubtless other examples of information of which residents are not well acquainted, but that is 

well known in the City conversations.  

 

A member asked Mr. O’Riordan to identify other vulnerable infrastructures. 

 

He answered that power substations near Alewife are very vulnerable. Recognizing this, the City 

has had several conversations with Eversource as to what strategies can be enacted to protect that 

facility, and these are ongoing.  

 

Mr. Seidel suggested that the Committee might either be helpful to act as a bridge for 

disseminating climate related information to neighborhood groups or work with the City and 

advise what information should be available.  

 

Mr. O’Riordan turned the conversation toward heat’s increasing impact on Cambridge’s 19,000 

trees, 13,000 of which are street trees, and 4,500 of which are found in parks and schools. He said 

Cambridge is currently 30 percent covered by tree canopy, and an additional 35 percent has the 
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potential to be covered. Cambridgeport has the greatest density, he noted, while Alewife contains 

the lowest density. MIT is another area of low density. When we think about climate change and 

trees, he added, there are a number of trees at risk for diseases associated with temperature 

increases. The Emerald Ash borer also poses a threat to the City’s 1,000 ash trees, which have all 

been treated at the expense of about $100,000 a year.  

 

Beyond that, he said, heavy snow events such as those experienced during the winter of 2014 

cause some damage as some trees are more susceptible to snow or ice, just as large wind events 

effect some species more than others. Sustained flooding could also kill certain trees. If a storm 

surge were to push salty or brackish water into Alewife, then one would expect many trees to be 

harmed.  

 

Mr. Kelley asked if salt used on streets could cause stress as well. 

 

Mr. O’Riordan thought is possible, yes, but couldn’t quantify. 

 

He went on to say that all new trees are being watered on a contractual basis by the firm that 

plants the trees, for the first two years but the general public needs to know to water trees in front 

of their buildings as well. 

 

Mr. Kelley turned the conversation to broader resiliency issues, and asked what DPW’s role 

would be in a first-responder type event.  

 

Mr. O’Riordan answered that DPW is not typically thought of as a first responder. The 

department’s role is preparing, responding, and recovering from certain events. Simulations need 

to be run to prepare, and the department does that. He said that there is an extraordinary effort 

being made among the departments around coordination. The key points to preparedness are 

looking at Facilities, Equipment, and Training: What areas do we sandbag, prepare for flooding, 

do we get high-water trucks and train to use them, etc. 

 

He stated that in terms of rainfall events, weather forecasting is becoming much more accurate 

and the City can prepare accordingly. DPW also has intelligent systems to monitor how water is 

entering the system, when to turn on pumps, etc. The many tanks embedded under the City’s 

streets are passive systems, and don’t require energy to store water during an event, only 

afterwards to empty them. There is backup power for these systems. 

 

Mr. O’Riordan said that managing evacuation events and systems is also something the DPW is 

considering but they already have procedures for snow, wind and storms that they coordinate with 

Public Safety. From a climate change context, he added, the DPW’s main priority would be 

debris management. How do you get rid of trash, damaged home materials, etc.? How do we 

begin to use public notification systems and manage food and fuel supplies? Have we a role to 

supply these to the people? These are all questions which he said DPW has for itself, and which 

are still being discussed. 

 

Wrapping up, Mr. Kelley asked the City Staff whether the current number of Committee 

members present was sufficient enough to feel like their time was being effectively used. 

 

Mr. O’Riordan relied that the group was ideal. 
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Mr. Seidel noted that the talk opened with science but it’s important that the Committee needs to 

move toward a community discussion. How to make information usable to people and maybe 

even confront them with options and issues.  

 

Mr. Kelley concluded the DPW portion of the meeting and thanked both Mr. O’Riordan and Ms. 

Watkin’s for their time and input.  

 

The Committee took a 5 minute break. 

 

Mr. Kelley moved to accept the June minutes upon returning.  

 

The minutes were accepted with unanimous approval.  

 

Mr. Kelley stated that for future meetings, seven members is probably as low as the Committee 

should go for any meeting, and asked whether that made sense to those present. He asked how 

many would not be able to attend the August meeting. 

 

He continued that regarding upcoming presentations, the Committee had previously agreed on 

presentations from Public Safety and Public Health. He said the Committee had about seven 

meetings left during which they could invite presenters, or the members could spend more time 

evaluating what we’ve learned thus far it they wished. The Committee has also expressed interest 

in learning about food systems. 

 

Mr. Seidel asked whether the Committee should invite the Utile team behind the Envision 

Cambridge process to present, or whether members could visit their office.  

 

Mr. Kelley said it might be a good idea, and reiterated his recent conversation at the Resiliency 

table for Envision Alewife in which no one said anything about the Earhart Dam needing an extra 

pump.  

 

Mr. Seidel said that as an interim project, the Committee can make sure Envision is aware of our 

work and priorities. 

 

Mr. Kelley redirected the group to consider who they’d like to hear present. A service provider 

was previous identified as a potential speaker. 

 

Mr. Seidel asked about the subsequent months, and what Mr. Kelley meant when he said the 

Committee had seven spots to fill. He questioned whether two meetings is enough to realistically 

draft our final project? 

 

Mr. Kelley said that the Committee could do less. 

 

Mr. Seidel offered that a field trip somewhere was still of interest. 

 

Mr. Wineman asked whether a discussion of food systems was still possible, as previously 

discussed.  

 

Mr. Kelley directed Mr. Durbin to work with Ms. Holloway on confirming an expert in food 

systems. 
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Mr. Kelley turned the conversation to the graphic illustrator that captured the June meeting. He 

noted the handout in everyone’s packet that contained a copy of her drawing, and said the thought 

was that she could come to fall public meetings. He asked for the Committee’s reactions. 

 

Ms. Dillard asked what the point of these graphic illustrations was. 

 

Mr. Kelley responded that having more people identify with the message was always a challenge. 

As Ms. Kennedy demonstrated during the last meeting, the idea is to turn the discussion it into a 

document that is more capable of communicating with residents than standardized notes.  

 

Mr. Wineman said that while the illustrations were interesting and helpful during the meeting, a 

month later they didn’t mean anything to him.  

 

Mr. Kelley said the Committee did not need to pursue the illustrations further. He turned instead 

to ask how the view of the committee had evolved since first meeting. Did members have new 

thoughts regarding the challenges and opportunities that Cambridge faced? 

 

Mr. Spears said he better understood what issues effect which neighborhoods, and that different 

neighborhoods have different issues. He hoped that would continue, as most discussions have 

been on a city-wide scope, but they haven’t looked at neighborhoods and their specific challenges 

quite as much. 

 

Ms. Dillard said that a lot of the Committee’s discussions have looked at environmental 

resiliency, but there hasn’t been much thought about social issues and stresses. Perhaps there is a 

connectivity issue regarding these two concerns, she said.  

 

Mr. Seidel agreed that the neighborhood aspect is still missing. The Committee is doing well at 

getting an official view of resiliency, but haven’t backed that down to what happens if a tree falls 

on his street, or flooding on his corner. What happens at the neighborhood level? 

 

Mr. King recalled the earlier discussion about making improvements to all buildings in 

Cambridge, and asked how people monetize such improvements. He noted that the DPW’s 

brochure on making improvements to the house were helpful, but asked how do we get people to 

follow these guidelines. Making such improvements costs a lot of money, but whether it will 

create value to the house is not understood. How do we monetize the preparedness of domestic 

infrastructures? How do we incentivize people to make necessary preparations? 

 

Mr. Spears wondered what happens if the City is not mitigating things? 

 

Mr. King asked how one sells the sort of public investment to the public to address long range 

risks? 

 

Mr. Kelley agreed that we have difficulty visualizing major events, so it’s important to remember 

examples and get people to put value on preparedness. 

 

Mr. Dmytryk recapped an email he sent to Councillor Kelley’s office today regarding police trust 

issues. He qualified that while he don’t know a lot about the issue, the unease between minority 

communities and police is an issue, he thought, and if police presences is required to address most 

first-responder events then the trust issue may become a problem.  
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Mr. Spears said that problems are not ubiquitous. In the Midwest, police officers mostly come 

from suburbs and are thrust into urban areas where they are ill-prepared to engage with people 

and navigate the social environment. That is not always the case in Cambridge, where police 

come from our community.  

 

Mr. Kelley asked the Committee whether they saw any opportunities for further discussion or 

projects for the group. 

 

Mr. Seidel said he was struck by the indoor air quality problem, and stated it would be interesting 

to see if the Fire Department rates all buildings for such. He wondered what results you might 

generate if you took all building types and overlay a map with heat islands to make projections 

about the specific stresses those areas will face. By looking at what the stresses might be and 

recognizing that community cohesion can vary, one could come up with a plan and mechanisms 

to address them.  

 

Ms. Dillard said that indoor air quality (IAQ) has a lot to do with traffic, whether HVAC systems 

are up-to-date, and if air exchange is good.  

 

Mr. King noted that new buildings are tight to be efficient but that can lead to IAQ and mold 

issues. 

 

Mr. Kelley said the Committee could ask Public Health people to specifically address that issue 

when they present. 

 

Mr. Wineman returned to the topic of challenges and opportunities, and asked to share two 

anecdotes. At the last meeting, he said one of the specific topics that came up were solar charges 

for cell phones, so he went to Radio Shack to ask about them. He mentioned that he was involved 

in a resiliency committee, and guy at desk just opened up regarding flooding, climate change, and 

continued talking for 10-15 minutes, even though Radio Shack did not sell the chargers. Mr. 

Wineman stated that the clerk thanked him for his attention to this problem. Speaking to the 

challenge side of enacting policies, then, he said he looked online and found that the Microcenter 

seemed to have them. Earlier that day, however, when he went to ask, the salesmen said they 

didn’t have them. Upon review, in fact, the computer reported they did have one in stock, and so 

he was sent around to further salesclerks. He concluded by saying that he could have gone home 

and ordered online, but brought up the experience to demonstrate the disconnect that can occur 

when the city makes a recommendation with no sense on the ground about how something will 

work or be accessible. We make a simple recommendation—get a solar charger—but there is no 

follow through in making that easy to use, purchase or otherwise access. 

 

Mr. Wineman continued that when the Committee arrives at the point of making its 

recommendation in May and June of next year, they need to be very acute to the granular needs 

of the community and our recommendations. Perhaps the city can stockpile certain service 

products, such as solar chargers, but there are many other examples, he said. 

 

Mr. Kelley asked the Committee what other gaps they could fill, whether communications issues, 

infrastructure investment issues, etc.  

 

Mr. Dmytryk said that all the black roofs in Cambridge are also a problem, and perhaps the group 

could think about ways to incentivize the installation of white (or non-black) roofs.  

 

Mr. Kelley said perhaps there is something his Council office can do.  
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He continued that Mr. King’s point on how to make sure resiliency improvements included in 

home values is relevant. In the discussion to get drainage from the roof into the sewer system, for 

example, an attempt was made to allow further FAR and height adjustments.  

 

Mr. Seidel said that large scale batteries should also be addressed as a gap to explore where 

generators may not be appropriate. 

 

Mr. Kelley asked what field trips the Committee might find helpful. He said he really wanted to 

go on a dam field trip, and perhaps the Committee could visit both dams that protect the 

Cambridge community. He said that his office will facilitate a discussion on the issue, and it 

would likely be a Saturday event. 

 

He also included the MEMA bunker out in Framingham to get idea of where we fit into regional 

equation, and asked for others. 

 

Members thought that the two current options were a good start. 

 

Mr. Kelley asked whether the Committee would like to appoint a Vice Chair in the event of his 

absence.   

 

Mr. Seidel nominated Mr. King to be Vice Chair.  

 

Mr. Seidel also stated he wanted to start whatever final document the Committee would create 

now, so that we are not struggling to produce something at the end.  

 

Mr. Kelley responded that his thought was to condense minutes and highlight topics thus far 

discussed, which we would open up to comment via Slack. 

 

Mr. Seidel said he’d like to see a Goggle doc that the Committee can begin writing and drafting.  

 

Mr. Durbin stated the Committee could think about small projects that would be included in the 

final presentation. By initiating short-term goals the committee could began drafting the final 

project, and members could figure out how the group works. Obtainable goals are important. 

 

Mr. Kelley moved to adjourn the meeting.  

 

Mr. Durbin reminded the chair that a motion is on the table to elect Mr. King as Vice Chair, and 

asked if there was a second. 

 

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. 

 

Mr. King was selected as Vice Chair by a unanimous vote.  

 

Mr. Kelley adjourned the meeting and thanked everyone for their time. He reminded the group 

that the next regular meeting would be held on August 30. 


