Waterfield Project
Suggested Path Forward
Prepared by Paul Manganaro, Water Task Force Member
October 4, 2021

Narrative:
I respectfully submit the following report as a member of the Waterfield Task Force to the Winchester
Select Board. I have come to my conclusions after listening to all views on the major issues concerning
the original Waterfield Project, since the 2021 Spring Town Meeting. I was very active in the Spring
Town Meeting discussion and the June 2021 special election that followed and was brought forth by
Winchester residents. I have included in my attachments a copy of the Question presented to all registered
Winchester voters during the special election and the results of the vote. (PM Att. 1.) I have also attended
every Waterfield Task Force meeting where there were many productive and welcomed discussions and
reviews of the facts and issues regarding the next steps forward for the Waterfield Project.
I would like to start with a point that should not be overlooked or taken lightly regarding this project. The
one major issue that was very evident to me during this entire process is that the passion behind the issues
was a direct result of two major factors; the first was a major lack of faith and trust in the Town’s
leadership and it’s handling of the steps taken moving this project forward. I regard our leadership as our
Town Meeting members, Town Manager and Select Board. The other is the fact that this project has
divided our community into two camps. You were either a NO or YES vote. I heard it loud and clear from
both sides as I spoke with individuals throughout the campaign. To me this opportunity to renegotiate is a
chance to bring our community together. I cannot remember a time that we have had a chance to do so in
a long time.
A good deal in any aspect of life is when all concerns and needs are addressed. Rarely, can every need be
met fully but when an issue like the Waterfield Project comes forth in which all corners of our community
are affected by the final decisions, we must provide compromises that respect all the concerns.
I believe my piece below titled “Suggested Path Forward” addresses the compromise that is needed and is
in the best interest of ALL of WINCHESTER. As you will see I am suggesting we keep the original RFP
with a small change to the parking focus and I am adding a major concern of the NO voters to it.
I feel this is in the best interest of the Town and will unite the community.
I would like to thank each Select Board member for your service to the Town. I realize the sacrifice it
takes and the tremendous effect your decisions have on the Town.
Sincerely,
Paul Manganaro
Waterfield Task Force Member.
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A.

Town Prepares and Issues a Revised RFP to all previous pre-qualified bidders.

B.

Revised RFP Adds Minimum Threshold Criteria (for all proposers)
1.

2.
3.
4.
5.
C.

39 year Initial Lease, with two renewable 30 year extensions. (total 99 years).
[Extensions require mutual agreement.]. This puts the town in a safer and stronger
position compared to the proposed one time 99 year lease that does not include a 99 year
financial analysis.
Provide a minimum of 50 public parking spaces. This is a compromise to what is
proposed in the deal and what the Town has to offer its residents as is.
Include number of private spaces required for residents by state or local law.
At least 40 residential units, at least 25% of which are affordable units.
[Qualify for one year, one time safe harbor from Ch. 40B.].
A revised RFP also eliminates any chance of a future lawsuit involving the Town that
was suggested in a letter (PM Att. 2) the Task Force and Select Board received.

Revised RFP Adds Two New Evaluation Criteria
5.
Price – High Importance – 15X Amount of Revenue the developer will pay the Town
over first 39 years.
6.
Parking - High Importance – 10x. The proposed 2x weight on the original RFP parking
section should be increased. The desire and needs of the downtown businesses and their
customers must be addressed.

D.

Rest of Evaluation Criteria Stays the Same
7.

E.

Balance of Evaluation Criteria – Total 25x Same as Original (PM Att. 3)

Revised Total for Evaluation Criteria
8.

The new Total of the Evaluation Criteria would be 50x.
a.
15x for Price
b.
10x for Additional Parking
c.
25x for the evaluation criteria set forth in the original RFP.
d.
Total 50x

Original RFP Evaluation Criteria Attached (PM Att. 3)

PM Att. 1

PM Att. 2

PM Att. 2

PM Att. 2

PM Att. 2

PM Att. 3
Developer Selection Criteria

All proposals submitted by the due date will be evaluated for conformance with the below stated minimum criteria. Those
proposals that meet the minimum criteria will then be evaluated by the comparative criteria described below. Proposers may be
invited for an interview and will be evaluated by the Select Board. The Select Board reserves the right to select the proposal that
best meets the needs of the community, and that may not be the proposal that achieves the highest score.
MINIMUM THRESHOLD CRITERIA
1.

Developer must provide all information described in the Required Response Submission Content.

2.

Developer must have a minimum of 5 years of experience in development of affordable housing.

3.

Development proposal must include at least 25% of housing units affordable to households earning less than 80% of the
Area Median Income.

4.

Developer must show a successful track record of at least three projects of similar scope and scale as the proposal,
including having completed projects of similar size, total cost, and affordability levels within the past ten years.

5.

Developer must demonstrate financial capacity to cover at least two times the total pre-development budget.

COMPARATIVE EVALUATION CRITERIA
Projects meeting the minimum criteria will then be judged on the following additional comparative evaluation criteria, which will
be considered according to their relative importance to the Town, as indicated in parentheses. Multipliers will be used (4X, 3X, 2X,
1X) to assign weight to the score for each criteria. Proposals will be rated by combining the results of these weighted Comparative
Evaluation Criteria scores, as determined by the Select Board.
Evaluation Criteria

Highly Advantageous (+2)

Advantageous (+1)

Not Advantageous (0)

Proposal provides additional
units, beyond the minimum
threshold criteria, that are
1. Development meets the restricted for occupancy by
Town’s affordable/mixed- households covering a mix of
income housing objectives incomes ranging from at or below
30 to 120 percent AMI, with an
for the Waterfield Lot as
emphasis on households with an
stated in this RFP.
Very High Importance - 4x AMI of less than 80 percent. Total
income-restricted units exceed
50 percent of total proposed
units. All units are rental.

Proposal provides additional units,
beyond the minimum threshold
criteria, that are restricted for
occupancy by households covering
a mix of incomes ranging from at
or below 30 to 120 percent AMI,
with an emphasis on households
with an AMI of less than 80 percent.
Total income-restricted units do
not exceed 50 percent of total
proposed units. All units are rental.

Proposal is only consistent
with the minimum threshold
criteria of this RFP (25
percent of units restricted as
affordable to households at
or below 80 percent AMI) and
proposed housing is rental or
condominiums.

2. Development concept
narrative and drawings
demonstrate thoughtful
consideration of the
Waterfield site and are
appropriate in scale and
style for Town Center and
its status as a National
Historic District.
High Importance - 3x

The design of the new
development complements the
neighboring buildings, complies
with CBD regulations (see
appendix), and reinforces the
historic character of Town Center.

The design of the new
development generally complies
with CBD regulations, but the
style or site layout does not fully
integrate with its surroundings or
reinforce historic character.

The design of the new
development does not comply
with the CBD regulations, and
is poorly-integrated with its
surroundings.

3. Site layout integrates
with the streetscape, the
design of the new MBTA
station, and existing
limitations present on the
site.
High Importance - 3x

Layout shows careful
consideration of the site
and transitions well into the
streetscape and the MBTA station.
Includes reasonable approach
to deal with the MWRA easement
and the Chamber of Commerce
building.

Layout shows adequate
consideration of the site
and transitions well into the
streetscape and the MBTA station,
but does not include a reasonable
approach to deal with the MWRA
easement and the Chamber of
Commerce building.

Layout lacks recognition of
the site limitations, and shows
minimal effort to blend with the
streetscape or the MBTA station.
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4. Proposed design
meets the sustainability
objectives for the site as
stated in this RFP.
High Importance - 3x

The proposed design fully
meets the defined sustainability
objectives for the Waterfield Lot.

The proposed design incorporates
some, but not all, of the defined
sustainability objectives for the
Waterfield Lot.

The proposed design does not
incorporate any of the defined
sustainability objectives for the
Waterfield Lot.

5. Proposal provides
sufficient parking for
building residents, and
addresses the loss of
public parking.
Medium Importance - 2x

Site design includes vehicle and
bicycle parking for residents,
and addresses the loss of public
parking.

Site design incorporates vehicle
and bicycle parking for residents,
but does not address the loss of
public parking.

Site design lacks bicycle
parking for residents and does
not address the loss of public
parking.

6. Developer exhibits a
willingness to work with
the community and Town
officials to refine the
conceptual design.
Medium Importance - 2x

Developer provides descriptions
of 2 to 3 previous instances of
working with a community to
develop land and demonstrates
how specific conflicts were
resolved with mutual satisfaction.

Developer provides at least
one example of working with
a community to develop land
and demonstrates how specific
conflicts were resolved with
mutual satisfaction.

Developer does not demonstrate
previous collaboration with
communities to develop land
or does not demonstrate how
specific conflicts were resolved
with mutual satisfaction.

7. Development project
incorporates elements
that enhance the Cultural
District or provide other
essential public amenities.
Medium Importance - 2x

Project design incorporates
public art (e.g. sculptures, murals,
rotating exhibits) and has other
public amenities, such as a
pocket park or benches.

Project design incorporates either
public art (e.g. sculptures, murals,
rotating exhibits) or has other
public amenities, such as a pocket
park or benches.

Project design does not include
either public art or other public
amenities.

8. Developer identifies
anticipated traffic
mitigation measures,
including circulation
and delivery access for
abutters, and bicycle and
pedestrian improvements.
Medium Importance - 2x

Developer provides an analysis of
changes in traffic circulation and
volume associated with the site
and demonstrates commitment
to mitigation measures including
improvements to bicycle and
pedestrian infrastructure, and
areas for delivery and drop-off to
abutters.

Developer provides an analysis
of changes in traffic circulation
and volume associated with the
site but does not demonstrate
commitment to mitigation
measures including improvements
to bicycle and pedestrian
infrastructure or areas for delivery
and drop-off to abutters.

Developer does not provide
an analysis of changes in
traffic circulation and volume
associated with the site or
provide a description of related
improvements.

9. Developer outlines the
proposed key terms of the
land disposition and lease
agreements.
Lower Importance - 1x

Developer outlines the proposed
key terms of the land disposition
and lease agreements.

Developer outlines the proposed
Developer does not outline the
key terms of the land disposition
proposed key terms of the land
OR lease agreement (but not both). disposition or lease agreements.

10. Proposal includes an
initial pre-development
timeline, which specifies
zoning, permitting, and
financing milestones.
Lower Importance - 1x

Development proposal
demonstrates high level of
understanding of the permitting
and financing process, and
provides a reasonable estimate of
the timing for each stage.

Development proposal
demonstrates adequate level of
understanding of the permitting
and financing process and
timeline.

Development proposal does not
demonstrate adequate level of
understanding of the permitting
and financing process and
timeline.

11. Development team
includes details on their
property management
approach, including
services to support lowincome residents.
Lower Importance - 1x

Provides detailed narrative of
their management proposal,
including resident services.

Provides detailed narrative on
management proposal but may
not include any resident services.

Management approach is not
detailed or is completely absent.

12. Developer specifies
how noise, traffic,
construction debris will
be mitigated during the
construction phase.
Lower Importance - 1x

Developer demonstrates high
level of commitment to and understanding of best practices to
mitigate construction impacts.

Developer demonstrates moderate
commitment to and understanding of best practices to mitigate
construction impacts.

Developer does not demonstrate
commitment to or understanding of best practices to mitigate
construction impacts.
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