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

Resiliency 
April 26, 2016—795 Massachusetts Avenue, City Hall, Ackerman Room—6:30 P.M. 

 

Members present: Craig Kelley, Chair; Emily Harrison; Marc Aidinoff; Sam Seidel; Suni 

Dillard; Gary Dmytryk; Steven Wineman; Sonia Andujar; Julia 

Holloway; and Sean Rogers 

 

Staff present:  Wilford Durbin, Executive Assistant to the Committee 

 

Public present:  None 

 

 
Committee Chair Kelley called the meeting to order at 6:36 and thanked everyone for coming, 

and for their continued interest in resiliency planning, particularly on a local level. He invited the 

members to introduce themselves. 

 

Ms. Andujar stated that she is a longtime community organizer and housing activist, and is now 

retired. She has experience working to develop youth radio and television productions. She has 

resided in Cambridge for over 25 years.  

 

Ms. Holloway is a lifelong Cambridge resident who is interested in neighborhood creation, what 

it means to be resilient, and how we might imagine resiliency in the community in a similar way 

to how we discuss a resilient body. She had never set foot in City Hall previously, and 

appreciated the opportunity to participate. 

 

Mr. Durbin introduced himself as a transplant to the area from rural Ohio. 

 

Mr. Aidinoff just moved back to Cambridge after working in other cities including, Washington, 

D.C., where worked on a range of issues in office of the Vice President. He has worked on 

infrastructure investment, gun violence prevention, and helping constituencies to look at 

resiliency in different ways. As a Ph.D. student at MIT, he is interested in how institutions make 

decisions. 

 

Ms. Harrison has been a resident of Cambridge for the past 10 years, and is working toward 

finishing her Ph.D. in the History of Science at Harvard. She also received a Master’s degree in 

Public Health from Harvard. She is interested in community resiliency on a global level, and 

connecting people across social and demographic contexts. She reminded the group to ask what is 

particular about specific communities. She lived in NYC for 5 and ½ years, and helped to 

organize communities in the East Village. 

 

Mr. Seidel is an urban planner by training, and former Cambridge City Councillor. 

 

Ms. Dillard is an architect by training, and has experience designing mobile home parks and 

temporary homes for persons displaced by disasters. 

 

Mr. Dmytryk is a North Cambridge resident with an interest in cultural anthropology. His 

previous experiences include working with refugees, human rights organizations, and tech 

companies. He is a member of Cambridge Commission for Persons with Disabilities. 
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Mr. Spears runs his family’s funeral home in the Cambridgeport neighborhood, and has 

experience in public media. 

 

Mr. Wineman is a native of Cambridgeport, and helped to form the neighborhood group 

Greenport to address climate change at local level about 10 years ago. He is a writer and retired 

mental health professional.  

 

Mr. Kelley thanked everyone for their interest and service to the Committee, but noted that the 

group was not as diverse as could be hoped, citing that filling up a committee is more difficult 

than anticipated. He invited the group to acknowledge gaps in representation frankly so that they 

may be addressed and intentionally included in relevant conversations. 

 

He hope that by the end of the meeting the Committee would have an idea of its structure, 

including selecting a Vice Chair in the event he is unable to attend, and consider how it might 

think of Mr. Durbin’s role for the group. He reviewed the goals of the agenda with the members, 

and stated that while the Committee is not a public body in the larger sense, he hoped to be open 

when possible. In particular, he invited the group think broadly about who they would like to 

invite to address the members in a 30 to 40 minutes format. He considered the mission of the 

Committee to learn from other places, but was not interested in telling other places what to do. 

Mr. Kelley cautioned that there may be some tenderness if the Committee’s findings are critical 

of other organizations or offices, but that there is a natural hole between people and the various 

agencies and the organizations that support them. He wanted to address those holes. He 

concluded by saying that he wanted members to strain their thoughts academically, and by doing 

so making our city stronger by bringing new ideas to the City. 

 

Mr. Durbin led the Committee in a brief ice-breaker. 

 

Mr. Roger entered and asked forgiveness for being tardy. He introduced himself as an expert in 

climatology, and that his previous work included the first urban heat island study of Dublin, 

Ireland. He is currently involved in technology security, and is interested in the effects of heat on 

community.  

 

Mr. Kelley briefly reviewed open meeting law considerations. He outlined that Mr. Durbin would 

take minutes, and send them out to members. He asked that edits to minutes be made in track 

changes if possible, then all edits would be collected and compiled. Mr. Durbin would then send 

out final minutes for approval at the next meeting.  

 

Mr. Seidel moved to accept the March minutes, and they were adopted by the vote of the 

Committee.  

 

Mr. Kelley asked that if a member could not attend that they please read the minutes ahead of 

time. If they came across topics which the group might want to explore, members should feel 

comfortable to introduce them to the group, such as heat resistant trees. He stated that experts 

tend to overestimate how much their data trickles down, and the Committee should try to 

introduce information that a lay person could engage. He stated that at the end of the meeting he 

will open the One Note file he has set up to discuss how the group can communicate with each 

other, and said that the group should be super porous. The Committee has a Facebook page, 

Twitter account, and that he and Mr. Durbin are working with the city to see what an appropriate 

webpage would look like. He said the Committee has a budget to invite speakers, have field trips 

to dams for example, but if they have ideas about who we might invite or where we might go to 

learn more about resiliency in Cambridge they are invited to relay them to the group. 
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Ms. Holloway said it would be interesting to rotate meeting locations in different neighborhoods 

throughout the city to engage more people. It might also allow members to better gauge the needs 

and feel of the connected communities.  

 

Mr. Kelley replied that the Committee could definitely look at other locations, they just need to 

meet in public spaces.  

 

Mr. Rogers stated that the Committee should try to read up on the wealth of research in climate 

and resiliency out there to help its work. He said there is a lot of good research being produced by 

universities on even the Master’s thesis level around cities tracking tree growth, shade, etc., that 

make up very interesting reading. Other research on materials construction, architecture, and how 

certain materials absorb heat differentially might also be useful. 

 

Mr. Kelley encourage the group to share their various expertise—whether it include building 

construction, end of life services, or a knowledge of a particular community.   

 

Mr. Kelley asked the Committee to brainstorm around the meaning of resiliency, what are its 

principles.  

 

Mr. Rogers stated that resiliency means different things to different people depending on where 

they live, what stage of life they were in, and their lifestyle. If a person lived in a flood zone, for 

example, they might just think about water and rank resiliency to flooding higher than other 

considerations. 

 

Mr. Seidel thought the group should take a boat trip on the Charles to gain a different perspective 

on the city. 

 

Ms. Harrison defined resiliency as the ability to return to an original form, and the ability to 

regain function, at least as good as it was before.  

 

Mr. Dmytryk expanded on that idea to say that in psychological theories, resiliency means both 

the ability to recover, but also to achieve a better state.  

 

Ms. Holloway read selections from a Strozzi Institute document (Attachment A) on somatics and 

trauma, and invited the group to explore how the studies related to the body might be applicable 

on a municipal level. 

 

Mr. Wineman pointed to an important distinction between definitions of resilience as preparation, 

as capacity and ability to deal with disruptive events, and resiliency as ability to recover from 

events. It’s both physical and emotional. In the preparatory stage of resiliency, building 

redundancy into our structures and public spaces is a key component. A related concept is 

brittleness: A food system that relies on CA, on food systems that are thousands of miles away, 

that’s brittle as opposed to a food system which has multiple local sources.  

 

Ms. Andujar said that such conversations were very abstract for her, and that she needed to 

connect it to human beings, to focus on safety and dignity. She said the Committee should remain 

focused on community, and ask are we really a community? When talking about resilient 

neighborhoods, does that include older neighborhoods? Regarding neighborhood resiliency, what 

are the communities we are talking about? Who are the residents? 
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Ms. Dillard said that both the abstract and community were connected, if one community is 

coping well next to one that isn’t, then boundaries can be obstructive to building resiliency. 

Buildings, foods, finances, are all connected, and so it seems weird to construct arbitrary 

boundaries.  

 

The Committee brainstormed principles and questions of resiliency for their continued work, they 

were: 

 

 Concrete/discrete events vs. long term systemic events 

 Equitable response  

 Developing a narrative to help communities cope and understand preparatory measures, 

and ongoing events 

 Placing resiliency in the contexts of human scope, infrastructure, and training 

 Providing meaningful content in communications that can flow from officials to the 

public, through the “grapevine” if necessary 

 Awareness of the likelihood to overestimate/underestimate preparedness and the impact 

of events 

 

Ms. Harrison added that another word to consider is imagination, as an important topic to explore 

for the Committee. As a theme, imagination shows up in studies frequently, communities often 

underestimate their ability to recover from events, but when a catastrophe occurs, communities 

often find the resources to build back.  

 

Mr. Seidel asked the group to consider how people define bad events. If one is used to low 

frequency of events, then even something minor can seem magnified as a big event. So when 

does one get to the level of a traumatic event. He hoped the city would consider resiliency as 

procedural, systemic and connected to training and the ability to react to events via a plan so that 

people and officials respond automatically during impact events. 

 

Mr. Rogers asked what connections the group should categorize between different groups in 

communities, and explained that different events can stress different connections and 

communities, but also pull people together along similar lines. A disaster could be heat wave or a 

storm, but it will activate different people in a community to separate responses. Who are the 

connectors? Who in his area is connected to them? What happens in a disaster? 

 

Mr. Wineman thought that it would be helpful for the Committee to come up with scenarios to 

address. He said the real question is if it’s over 100F for 9 straight days, who is going to be 

impacted? How is city going to respond, how are neighborhoods going to respond? 

 

Mr. Kelley asked the Committee to each give an example of an impact event that they could work 

to address. 

 

Ms. Holloway asked if the Committee could talk about mass shootings, and said that she thought 

they should. 

 

Mr. Kelley responded that as a City, we are spending a lot of money on school building redesign 

to increase security, so he thought it was an appropriate topic. 

 

Ms. Dillard affirmed Mr. Kelley’s observation, and related that her architect firm was often asked 

to re-address security issues when a building is being redesigned. 
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Ms. Andujar noted that if you overdesign for things you can hurt others. Information is key. 

 

The Committee members went around and each gave an impact event, or communal trauma that 

they were concerned about, and which the group might address. 

 

 Water Supply: Contamination of the water supply, as happened in Flint, or a rationing of 

potable water 

 Shootings: Whether in Cambridge or outside, what are the family connections? 

 Communicable diseases/viruses: mosquito borne diseases like zika, dengue, yellow fever, 

or chikungunya travel in unique ways, and may effect populations differently based on 

their jobs, recreational activities, and prolonged exposure to the outdoors. Ebola provided 

a different sort of scare last year. 

 Infrastructure decay: potholes, snow removal, bridges 

 Miscellaneous evenst: tree falling over 

 Power outage/Electricity supply: Who will be effected? How? 

 Flooding: Mystic watershed, what happens during the 100 year flood? 

 Crime 

 Food shortages: Drought? Most stores only have a three day cushion of supplies and 

possibly less for specialty diets. 

 Heat waves: How do citizens remain hydrated? 2016 is already breaking heat records, 

though the local variability of weather may help people to ignore the longer term trend of 

dangerous heat in their local area. 

 Cold snaps 

 Opioid Use/Suicides 

 Income inequality 

 

Mr. Spears said that traumatic events might transcend both neighborhood and even city 

boundaries, and gave the example of a local shooting. Even though the shooting occurred across 

the Charles, the repercussions of that event were felt in Cambridge, and in the community to 

which the victim belonged.  

 

Mr. Seidel said that there is a point in which one is over designing for one event, and not 

addressing something else. 

 

Mr. Spears said that during impact events, people need a central place to get information. CCTV 

could have an alert, he said, or the City could get the information out through the website. A 

stress increaser is that information often lags way behind an event. Need a place for people to find 

information quickly.  

 

Ms. Andujar asked about the citizens who may not have constant access to internet, or what 

happens when the electricity is out? 

 

Mr. Aidinoff stated that it was worth pursuing the question about how different traumas have 

distinct impacts and bring forth different communities. Different events bring people together. 

Groups communicate within themselves. Parents come together at schools, dog walkers come 

together at parks. Universities are good at protecting the people on the inside of their gates, but 

how does that protection affect the people just on the other side. 

 

Mr. Rogers said that communications is typically the easiest part of the equation. Actually 

dealing with the “event” in the community is going to be hard. Discovering what links exist 
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within the community, and gauging how strong they are—whether schools or churches have 

stronger ties—is important to developing a response. 

 

Ms. Holloway thought that the Committee should challenge itself to make information as 

accessible as possible, and also to ask itself who defines the necessary information. Who are the 

gate keepers of information? Be aware, and careful of the narrative we are falling into. 

 

Ms. Andujar added that the universities also act as gate keepers of information for their 

population. Speaking of the MIT community, Cambridge is in large part a transient community 

with large percentage of students and commuters. That changes the way information permeates a 

neighborhood and the value that certain data points are given.  

 

Mr. Rogers said that the group should also consider the timeframe of events. What are the most 

destructive events on the short term, long term? What are we trying to be resilient to? 

 

Mr. Wineman noted that we can only go so far with abstractions. We need some scenarios like a 

heat wave. Who will respond? How will the City respond? 

 

Ms. Harrison stated that it was really important to address the needs of each community, to talk 

across their different response needs, to reach an equitable response. 

 

Mr. Aidinoff encouraged the Committee to consider the way trauma can remain past certain 

events, and how because of media coverage everyone can play witness to a traumatic event for an 

indefinite amount of time. How can resiliency respond to these events which are harder to 

address? He asked what the schedule was for addressing certain events, the five day, week, and 

year transition to addressing those problems. He asked how we can identify or create known 

scenarios to address unknown problems, to use what we know to inform what we do when we 

don’t know. What’s the narrative? 

 

Mr. Seidel said that in a school shooting scenario, there will be parents seeking information, and 

different people releasing information, but the information flow as an event is happening is not 

managed. The community’s likelihood to overestimate and event an underestimate an event is not 

well understood. Also, we act in a system and understanding our various “roles” in that system is 

important—who is supposed to, and will do what and when? 

 

Mr. Spears affirmed that how information is spread is also important, with Twitter alerts, people 

in other states can get information before local officials.  He said that this lateral spread happens 

all the time. A victim of a shooting might live in one place, but their family is in the city, their co-

workers. They might have moved out of Cambridge, but the affect is still felt in Cambridge.  

 

Mr. Kelley asked the Committee to shift gears, and to think upon all the events that had been 

addressed, and to come up with ways to frame the ongoing discussion of how should Cambridge 

address resiliency? 

 

The Committee gave the following observations: 

 

What are resilient aspects of the neighborhood? 

 Resiliency should be nested in several layers, starting with the neighborhood level, 

moving up to the community level, and finally considering the citywide level. Includes 

support networks of churches, ethnic communities and even far-reaching networks such 

as Go Fund Me. 
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 A strong local government is imperative to formulating a cohesive response, everyone 

should know who to call, where to get certain information during impact events. This 

includes mutual aid, support and structures between governments. 

 City structures, both real and personal, should be adaptable and network based, formed 

along communal lines, creating a culture of “Checking-in: Do you need anything” 

between neighbors 

 Infrastructure systems should be “hearty,” and shock-resistant 

 During all types of events and with various impact potentials, there needs to be 

intentional outreach from the City. People need to feel that they are well informed. 

 Multidirectional communication between government and neighborhood groups 

 Communities should have an inventory of resources which neighbors can access, 

including transients. People need to know about these resiliency resources and also how 

to access them. 

 Being able to use the street whenever you want and be fine, feeling safe from all threats 

in your community. 

 The end result should be vibrancy, the goal is to have healthy growth after an impact 

event rather than mere survival 

 

 

Mr. Wineman thought that certain people gifted with leadership skills or initiative could have an 

outsized impact in communities, and it may be worthwhile identifying such people. After the 

Monson tornado, he recalled that there were just a couple of people that coordinated blankets and 

other concrete resources that were needed.  

 

Ms. Harrison said that the Committee should concentrate on developing an inventory of resources 

that Cambridge has that other communities may not. 

 

Mr. Kelley asked the Committee to identify industries and sectors of interest to invite speakers 

from for the next four meetings. He explained that his vision of what an outside speaker might 

provide to the group, such as the Cambridge Public Health Director for example, is to explain 

how they address resiliency, which might mean social worker contractors for a traumatic events. 

The group would listen for a while, and then ask questions of the expert.  

 

Mr. Aidinoff hoped that it was the Committee’s goal to produce something that is maximally 

useful to the City and community, and said that perhaps the group should go out and look at what 

other peer cities are doing in terms of resiliency and how they formulate recommendations so that 

they are most helpful.  

 

Mr. Kelley agrees, but said finding cities with examples comparable to Cambridge will be 

difficult, but that the Committee should be looking. 

 

Mr. Aidinoff asked what document the Committee would produce at the end of the year. 

 

Mr. Kelley responded that the Committee will give the Mayor a report at the conclusion of the 

process, it will have an appendix in it, may have a bunch of links, which the Committee can 

present to the City Council. The report will have good recommendations for city investments, and 

maybe things the City is not hitting on the mark. The Committee is asked to cover a very broad 

range of activities, but he said that if all we’ve done is talk, then we will not have been very 

helpful to the city. 
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Ms. Harrison returned to the groups of people the Committee might invite to talk, and said that a 

representative from all neighborhoods would be beneficial. 

 

Mr. Spears recommended Deputy Jack Albert as a potential person to bring in, and a 

representative of Eversource. 

 

Mr. Kelley suggested the drafters of Cambridge’s Climate Change Vulnerability Assessment to 

speak.  

 

The Committee agreed that it would invite a representative from CDD to speak at the next 

meeting. 

 

Mr. Seidel stated his concern that if the Committee invited CCVA people in, then they run the 

risk of framing the problem in terms of what the City already knows, and not moving the 

conversation forward.  

 

The Committee agreed that a representative of Cambridge’s Public Health Department would be 

invited to the June meeting, and someone able to talk about the food supply to its July meeting. 

An expert on Cambridge’s water supply was suggested as a potential speaker for the August 

meeting. 

 

Mr. Seidel said that the Committee should seek its niche in places that are not already covered. 

There was general consensus that the Committee’s work should not include redoing work that has 

already been done. 

 

Mr. Wineman said that he hoped to get an assessment from the CDD representatives of existing 

capacities in neighborhoods. 

 

Mr. Kelley introduced the last order of business which was to select an Executive Assistant to the 

Committee to take notes and organize meetings. Mr. Durbin was selected. 

 

Mr. Kelley closed the meeting at 8:45 p.m. and thanked Committee members for their time. 
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Attachment A 


