Town of Brookline
Advisory Committee Minutes
March 30, 2021
To access a recording of this meeting, click on the link below:
https://brooklinema.zoomgov.com/rec/share/3ZZZFen1_GZOS6vTzB3daKw7DNvUX6a8h3JNqKJZmUexbBWIKk0uKMX01
Db14MPk
Passcode: $Zj1!z.G

Present: Carla Benka, Ben Birnbaum, Harry Bohrs, Clifford Brown, John Doggett, Dennis Doughty, Harry Friedman, DavidMarc Goldstein, Neil Gordon, Susan Granoff, Amy Hummel, Alisa Jonas, Janice Kahn, Steve Kanes, Carol Levin, Susan
Park, Carlos Ridruejo, Michael Sandman, Lee Selwyn, Alok Somani, Claire Stampfer, Paul Warren, Christine Westphal,
Neil Wishinsky, Chi Chi Wu
Absent: Pamela Lodish, Alok Somani
Also Attending: Assistant Town Administrator Justin Casanova-Davis, Jeana Franconi Finance Director/Treasurer, Chief
John Sullivan, Building Commissioner Dan Bennett, Director of Public Buildings Charlie Simmons, Brookline Firefighters
Local 950 President Paul Trahon, Brookline Firefighters Local 950 Co-chair of the Human Relations Committee Patricia
Cripe, Preservation Commission Chair Elton Elperin, Preservation Planner Valerie Birmingham, Economic Development
and Long-Term Planner Meredith Mooney, Economic Development Director Kara Brewton, Co-Chair of the Economic
Development Advisory Board Anne Meyers, Chamber of Commerce Board Member David Gladstone, Petitioner for WA
34 Paul Harris, Pedestrian Advisory Chair David Trevvett, Transportation Board Chair Chris Dempsey, Deborah Brown,
Robert Weintraub, Linda Olsen Pelke, Werner Lohe, Carol Caro, Nathan Shpritz, Mike Toffel and other members of the
public.
The meeting was called to order at 7:30 PM.
Announcements: Pursuant to this Board‘s Authority under 940 CMR 29.10 (8), all Advisory Committee Members will be
participating remotely via telephone or video conferencing due to emergency regulations regarding the Corona virus.
The Chair has reviewed the requirements of the regulations. There is a quorum physically present and all votes taken will
be recorded by roll call so all above listed Advisory Committee members will be allowed to vote.
Public Comment
7:30 pm
Sean Lynn-Jones TMM1 spoke in favor of Article 18 and highlighted the architectural and historical significance of the
area and noted that it is a very beautiful stretch of Kent Street. Letting this become part of the Lawrence LHD will
preserve the area. Almost unanimously supported by the neighborhood and Town Meeting has never denied the
request for historical designation.
Adrienne Fricke was an organizer of the petition and was able to meet all of her neighbors. Having come from a Town in
the West where there is little preservation and such buildings, I care about them deeply. I agree with everything Sean
said.
Dennis De Witt noted he lives in a local district. Spoke in favor of Article 18. Agreement with Sean. He praised Adrienne
who pulled together this small community, 2 condo projects and 3 private houses. We all anticipate that the developer
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who supports this project will probably want to do condos comparable to the current projects there. Essentially 100%
support, save for one family who opted to remain neutral.
Claire Bean assisted Adrienne. Live on Kent Street and safe to say we live where we do because we love the historic
character, architectural beauty. The Preservation Commission would have oversight for development in our
neighborhood and it balances duel goals of increased affordable housing and preservation.
Carol Hillman TMM Precinct 1 spoke on support of WA 18 and her comments are included in those compiled at the end
of these minutes.
Andrew Lowenstein noted that he and his family appreciate the care and attention that has been given to this issue.
Committed to do whatever we can do to preserve cohesive nature of this community.
Public Meeting
7:45 pm
Review, discussion and possible vote on Warrant Article 18: Amend the Town's Preservation
Commission and Historic Districts Bylaw to extend the Lawrence Local Historic District (Preservation
Commission)
John Doggett provided the report for the Capital Subcommittee review, discussion and vote on Article 18 the full
account of which is included at the end of these minutes.
Preservation Commission Chair Elton Elperin reiterated value of adding these 7 properties and importance of preserving
the streetscape. He clarified the Commission’s approach to development. They assist in ways to moderate the effect of
development on the character of neighborhoods and support development when we can with additions and new
development, as well. We see the need for affordable housing and don’t wish to be seen as an impediment. The extent
of the addition – why not its own new district? There is a mix of architectural styles that are similar to the existing
district so felt natural to extend rather than create a new district and believe it is a very good fit.
Questions, Comments, Discussion
Comment: Own an historic home and it is protected by an historic designation. We are investing in this work of art.
Some groups in Town don’t value preservation and believe we can build our ways out of high housing costs. Voting
favorable action supports our neighbors and let’s others know that we value our history and wish to preserve it.
Comment: What we have looked for in the past, is consent of those who are going to be regulated. We have had a high
percentage of those who are willing to take on the burden of dealing with the Preservation Commission. For those who
will be subject to it, thank you. It is a lovely area and glad we will preserve its character. We may need more housing but
we shouldn’t be doing it by tearing down beautiful neighborhoods. We also need to do more and comprehensive
planning to control and funnel our growth.
Comment: Add my support and commend the neighbors to realize the importance of the preservation of the character
of their neighborhoods and all other unique neighborhoods in Brookline. Not an attack on increasing housing in
Brookline but it means we value the unique character of each neighborhood.
Comment and Question: Going to break up the love fest. Skeptical and it is because of the affordability. I don’t see how
this doesn’t prevent denser housing going here especially because it is close to public transportation. I heard these were
slated for demolition but now owners are supportive of this? Have they proposed a development? A: Preservation
Commissioner Elperin replied that they have not seen a proposal from those owners but hope they are considering
making them multi-unit buildings and add additions to increase density on the site. As controls on density, the
Preservation Commission wants to find ways to increase density but this is not a place where we want towers. Other
areas that are way below density for what is appropriate and there are other opportunities.

2

Comment: When we travel to South Korea we always stay in an historic home which has been designated a preserved
area. It is beautiful to experience a part of history that isn’t there anymore because it is so built up and modern,
otherwise. So I support this. I think it will be sad if these historical buildings are demolished and something else is built
to make areas more dense. I think preservation is very important.
Comment: Respond to skepticism – not a perfect fit but St. Aiden’s was a sweet spot of preserving an historic structure
(JFK went to the church) and adaptive reuse as market rate housing and building affordable units on the grounds and we
did this in partnership with the Archdiocese. When we look at historic preservation we can get to a win-win.
Comment: Support this but doing it full in the knowledge that it restricts housing and we have to be honest about that.
This is almost adjacent to Longwood Towers. This is a fairly small area and I think the loss is not severe enough to the
point of not supporting it because the residents want it. There was a movement toward more dense building in the 20s
through the 50s but they were in scale and keeping with the character of the neighborhood. Boylston Street density is
too big for the neighborhood. Don’t pretend this doesn’t limit the amount of housing.
Comment: Differently zoned districts with all different characteristics. We use zoning to lay out our development
patterns. There are 300 new units going up in this area. But older interesting architecture is the warp and weft of our
community and we don’t want to tear the fabric. Whether we live there or not, we can still enjoy. “Architecture is a
conversation between generations,” and it is important to continue that conversation but not by removing voices of the
past.
Comment: Don’t conflate discussion about preservation with zoning they are related but very different.
A MOTION was made and seconded for favorable action on WA 18. By a VOTE 24-1-1 the Advisory Committee
recommends favorable action on Article 18
8:00 pm

Review, discussion and possible vote on Fire Department FY22 CIP

Carla Benka, Chair of the Capital Subcommittee gave a report, which is available at the end of these minutes. Not being
asked to appropriate money this evening but we may be at some future point. The physical and health environment at
the stations is concerning. There was a study done and from that came recommendations on how to make the buildings
environmentally sound including getting rid of anything that would have absorbed these carcinogens. Recommend
setting up a committee of seven to look at one project with 5 phases. The Capital Subcommittee supports going forward
with the changes as outlined in the report. At this point we are just seeking a sign of support from the Advisory
Committee for this project.
Chief Sullivan noted these are much needed renovations and reconstruction of Station 5 is good money. He offered his
thanks to the subcommittee for support guiding him through this process with the Town.
Q: In favor using that appropriation, but what is the next step and finance plan? A: Concept study may cost between
$50-100K which is less than half of that appropriate fund. We are looking at a debt-exclusion as this is a $40M+
enterprise.
Comment: I never vote for these things but I listened to the Chief and I am supportive not only of spending money to do
work at non Babcock Street Fire Stations and I am in favor of tearing down Babcock to rebuild.
Comment: We have to do our homework right now to understand what this debt-exclusion number will be. We need to
do the study.
The Advisory Committee fully supports this.
8:20 pm

Review, discussion and possible vote on Warrant Article 29: Amend Article 8.10 of the Town’s General
Bylaws to permit the use of sidewalks and outdoor premises for year-round outdoor restaurant seating.
(Planning and Community Development Department)
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8:40 pm

Review, discussion and possible vote on WA 30: Amend the Town’s Zoning Bylaws to authorize yearround outdoor restaurant seating. (Planning and Community Development Department)

Alisa Jonas gave the report for the Public Safety subcommittee on their deliberations on Articles 29 and 30 and the
report is included at the end of these minutes.
The passage of Warrant Articles 29 and 30 would allow for expanded outdoor dining, both in terms of the time period
for which the annual Food Vendor’s License could be granted and the allowable outdoor areas to be used for that
purpose.
Warrant Article 29 proposes amending the General By-Laws Article 8.10 - Food Vendor Licenses, Section 8.10.8 - Use of
Sidewalks and Outdoor Premises to:


Enable restaurants to use adjacent portions of the street and/or a third party’s property for outdoor seating,
which expands on the already permissible use of adjacent sidewalk space;



Provide authority to the Select Board to grant annual licenses for year-round outdoor dining, whereas the
current By-law limits the license to not more than 6 months of the year;



Add the Health and Fire Departments to the departments from which the Select Board shall seeks advice
regarding license requests, and also replaces the Planning Board with the Planning and Community
Development Department so that the process can be more stream-lined.

The Zoning By-Laws Article IV - Use Regulations, Section 4.04 – Limitation of Area of Accessory restricts uses outside a
building’s rear yard and unbuilt lot areas to not more than 25% of those areas. Warrant Article 30 proposes amending
the Zoning By-Law to remove a restaurant’s outdoor seating from that restriction. It also proposes amending Section
4.07 – Table of Use Regulations subsection 38.C to reflect the expansion of the allowable time period for outdoor dining
from seasonal to year-round.
To help keep restaurants afloat, both the State and the Town implemented temporary emergency regulations to allow
for more outdoor dining. The measures taken included waiving fees, allowing outdoor dining to continue throughout the
year, expanding the outdoor space that could be used for that purpose, and streamlining the application process.
Issues addressed included lost revenue from parking meters, noise disturbance for adjacent neighbors, difficulties
walking on sidewalks by the elderly and disabled, impact on other retailers, propane use, etc.
The subcommittee agreed outdoor dining is overall a beneficial addition to the Town’s commercial area, enabling
restaurants to generate more income, provide a draw to commercial areas by both residents and non-residents, which
will positively increase demand for retail generally, and add some vibrancy to the Town’s commercial areas that has
been lacking.
The subcommittee fully supported this motion though its motion recommends a slightly revised Warrant Article 29 that
(1) adds the word “proper” before “notice” in the first line of Section 8.10.8 to emphasize that the type of notice
provided to the public must be in accordance with the provisions for notice required of the Select Board, and (2) adds
the word “its” before “designee” to correct a scrivener’s error; and a revised Warrant Article 30 that adds “s and in
business and industrial districts, and as provided in §§ 5.44, 5.53, 5.63, and 5.72” to Section 4.04 – 3 following the words
“and M-2.5 District” because those words are part of the provision but were inadvertently cut off in the drafting of the
warrant article. By a vote of 5-0-0, the Public Safety Subcommittee recommended favorable action on Warrant Article
29 with one minor amendment to address a Scribner’s error and another to provide clarity
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Meredith Mooney, from Planning and Community Development thanked the subcommittee and Advisory Committee for
careful consideration of these articles. She offered two quick points of clarification to the report regarding the program
costs and estimated revenue:
•

The $8,640 is the parking revenue loss per participating restaurant (not the total year)

•
Also the estimated $13,000 in additional meals tax revenue is just for the remainder of 2021 (not an annual
projection)
Questions, Comments and Discussion
Comment: The subcommittee report made a reference to the Town's 100% green energy program as the only way
electricity would be better than propane, from an environmental point of view. One can get 100% green electricity from
electric suppliers other than the Town's program, and the one I have, which is 100% wind power, is about 38% cheaper
than the town's 100% green program.
Q: People will be vaccinated by the summer and hopefully by fall people will be comfortable going into restaurants so
why would anyone want to eat on the sidewalks in November, December, January? A: This gives the Select Board the
opportunity to offer this as part of the license. They provide more flexibility to determine what outdoor dining will look
like in the town post-COVID. The road to recovery will be long – there will continue to be a preference and demand for
outdoor dining. It will also help them recover lost revenue.
Comment: This is an enabling warrant article and if it is cold in the winter, and restaurants don’t want to do this, they
won’t.
Comment: Love idea of outdoor dining and appreciates that it contributes to the community’s vibrancy. I would like to
reinforce the equity of this measure. Make sure Asian restaurants in town to take advantage of this and ensure there is
outreach to them. This should be a benefit to all the restaurants in Town.
Comment: Think we should be careful about privatizing public domain for private uses. Great use of the streets but
would encourage we maintain transparency through these structures to maintain the safety on the streets especially at
night when not in use – when restaurants close. Encourage good design in these structures. Good examples of park-lets
on how to make them look more than just Jersey Barriers and two by fours. It is important that we scrutinize these
designs.
Q: Concerned about this – didn’t talk about bicycles at all and was anyone represented in the hearings? Sidewalk dining
is not a problem but going into streets, barriers protect diners but is it a danger to people on bikes? A: We didn’t reach
out to bicyclists directly – the park-lets are in parking spaces not in bike lanes. Seems safer than parked cars where doors
can open and harm bikers but point taken.
Q: Potential expansion – these articles will enable us to have a permanent outside dining but is there a plan for
developing guidelines? A: One of the challenges is that people want to get into fee structure and design guidelines – the
Select Board adopted an updated set of guidelines to support seamless transition of temporary arrangement to more
permanent arrangement and set up expectations for restaurant owners. If approved, discussion of longer term outdoor
dining and permanent dining guidelines and achieve those goals. All structures in Washington Square are not in
compliance with current guidelines but they have been notified and have time to make the changes. Height
requirements support better sight lines.
Q: Distancing standards, 20 square feet per seat or will this be updated? How will allowing alcohol consumption on the
public way be handled? A: The reason we were able to accommodate restaurants was because of linkage to State
actions which relaxed extension of premises for alcohol consumption. The new process of integrating this is an annual
license process at both State and local level. For temporary outdoor program is distance between tables, and once no
longer restrictions you have to allow for ADA requirements.
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Janice will share temporary guidelines.(see end of these minutes)
Comment: Janice noted that the subcommittee heard no opposition to this initiative. Regarding the equity issue some
restaurants are already situated for outdoor dining success based on location and space. Others who may have wanted
outdoor dining they were prohibited to do this because of debt and other issues. As a Town we should consider how to
support our restaurants with this. We responded as best as we could as quickly as we could and guidelines have already
been adjusted based on the experience we have had thus far.
Comment: I think that outdoor dining is a public amenity and benefits all of us. Many private restaurants run on public
land. I do agree we should have better design. Encourage everyone not to give up on wide sidewalks. Some restaurants
like Barcelona and Tate can take advantage of them. I would love it if we made the Town public friendly.
Comment: Madrid and Rome charge large fees for sidewalk use for their outdoor dining.
A MOTION was made and seconded for favorable action on Article 29 with one minor amendment to address a
Scrivner’s error and another to provide clarity with two revisions as indicated in the subcommittee report. By a VOTE of
25-0-1 the Advisory Committee recommends favorable action on Article 29.
A MOTION was made and seconded for favorable action on WA 30 with one minor amendment to address a scrivener’s
error and another to provide clarity with two revisions as indicated in the subcommittee report. By a VOTE of 25-0-1 the
Advisory Committee recommends favorable action on Article 30.
9:00 pm

Review, discussion, and possible vote on Warrant Article 31: Speed Limit Regulations (Transportation
Board)

David-Marc Goldstein offered a brief summary of the Public Safety Subcommittee review of WA 31.
Chris Dempsey offered a presentation on the Article that is included in these minutes.
Questions, Comments and Discussion
Comment: In connection with the subcommittee’s review of WA31, and relating directly to additional speed reduction
measures, I inquired as to the enforcement impacts of the speed limit reductions voted by TM several years ago. Absent
a representative of the Brookline PD at the hearing, I reached out to the Department. Here’s what Lt Paul Campbell said:
"I do a bias based policing report every year, but that is something that is more of a global look department wide. I don’t
do the specific kind of review that would be relevant to what Neil is requesting, namely stops connected with the
reduced speed limit and then a breakdown of the demographics now as compared with prior years. I can tell you that I
have not received any complaints on this, and that overall citation percentages demographically have been flat for many
years. The racial breakdown of traffic stops hasn’t varied more than 2 or 3 percent in any year for quite a while now."
A MOTION was made and seconded for favorable action on WA 31. By a VOTE 26-0-0 Advisory Committee recommends
favorable action on Article 31.
9:15 pm

Review, discussion and possible vote on WA 34: Resolution pertaining to the adoption of a voluntary
Payment in Addition to Tax (“PIATT”) Program. (Harris et. al)

Harry Bohrs’ offered a summary of the article and summary of the subcommittee action, the full report of which is
attached to these minutes. WA 34 is both a proclamation of principle and a proposal for the creation of a Payment In
Addition To Tax (PIATT) program for private property owners who already pay real-estate taxes, though may be in a
position to contribute more. This would be a Town financial vehicle akin to PILOTs for non-profit organizations.
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The Article is a Resolution in that Town Meeting can only ask that the Select Board establish a PIATT (or in this case ask
that that they establish a committee to examine instituting such a financial vehicle). Town Meeting cannot direct the
Board to do so.
The subcommittee recommended Favorable Action on an amended motion under WA 34 as shown in the subcommittee
report.
Paul Harris, petitioner noted that this is for Brookline residents who have over $10M net worth.
Questions, Comments, Discussion
Comment and Question: Saying the Property Tax is not a progressive tax is not a correct representation because of the
residential exemption and becoming more progressive. Would the donor be able to make a designation, i.e. to the Fire
Department? A: In order for it to be tax deductible it would have to do to something charitable and into certain
categories not necessarily specific groups. We don’t know the proposed structure yet.
Q: Nobody currently pays more than they have to. Library Trustees take trust funds and School Dept takes donations
from parents. Can someone who wants to donate money put strings on it or will it go into a general fund? A: Currently if
we receive a gift, which we often do, if someone decides to donate a portion of a bequest to something specific, i.e.
Veteran’s Services, we honor that and the department is responsible for how to dispense those funds. Perhaps with this
article, donors may be prohibited from putting restrictions on this.
Comment: $10M donation limit seems arbitrary.
Petitioner Comment: The important point is being structured as if it is a wealth tax `a la Elizabeth Warren. This is at the
local level and voluntary. 1 % of net worth above $10M dollars is the suggestion. Set up once people can be identified
who would be participants and interested in contributing. Make sure there is not donor overreach but provide general
categories.
Q: One time gift or annual? A: Annual and based only on net worth above $10M.
Comment: What is the purpose of this given that people can contribute to the Town now; Schools receive donations, if
you want a park named after you, you can give money – you can give money to the food pantry… don’t see the purpose
of setting up this committee and staff time – while well intentioned everything it is looking for can be done now.
Comment: On tax deductibility, perhaps the hook or difference is that the donor can potentially claim tax deduction for
charitable contribution. Has this been reviewed by tax counsel, CPA and what will the programs that are contributed to
meet the tax deduction?
Petitioner Comment: Reviewed by Town Counsel and spoke with people who are tax attorneys to get assurances that
this will all work.
Jeanna Franconi noted that if it is for the good of the public, the deductible, but if we pinpoint where you want to direct
the funds we hit issues of public access.
Q: Any input from heads of non-profits as regards this article? A: Yes have had meetings with Brookline Community
Foundation and we have been working together and addressing any issues. Mechanism – donor advised accounts and
donors could put money into a BCF advised account and get the deduction. And then the Town could take funds out
whenever they wanted to.
Comment: We can speculate a number of ways to do this.
Q: What if someone wanted to do a one-time gift? Could you also set up a scholarship opportunity? A: The situation in
which that would occur is a gift in someone’s estate. Many in favor of the wealth tax concept and begin to pay an annual
7

tax based on your wealth. The money has to be used for public purposes to be tax deductible so we would want
allocations to different parts of the Town and not get too specific.
A MOTION was made and seconded for favorable action on WA 34 with the subcommittee’s language.
An AMENDMENT was made and seconded to remove “above $10 million” (why limit to $10M above).
By a VOTE of 9-7-10 abstentions, the AMENDMENT passes.
By a VOTE of 16-2-8 the Advisory Committee recommends favorable action on the Article with the Subcommittee
language and the Advisory Committee Amendment.
Comment: Works to put pressure on those who have that extreme wealth and asking them to step up so will vote
against the amendment. We should still reach out to the community overall.
Comment: Someone with $2M in net worth could do this as well so no need to set an arbitrary limit an exclude those
with anyone with lower income, only helps to move up the change.
By a VOTE of 16-2-8 the Advisory Committee recommends favorable action on the Article with the Subcommittee
language and the Advisory Committee Amendment.
9:30 pm

Other Business

There being no other business, a MOTION was made, seconded and by unanimous vote, the meeting adjourned at 10:15
PM.
Documents presented













Admin and Finance Subcommittee Report on WA 34
Capital Subcommittee Report on Fire Dept CIP for FY22
Capital Subcommittee Report on WA 18
Final Study Report on LHD Extension
Presentation on LHD Extension
WA 18 Public Comments Updated
WA 18 Public Comments Received Post Deadline
Public Safety Subcommittee Report on WA 31
Planning Department Report on WA 30
Public Comment on WA 29 and 30
Public Safety Subcommittee DRAFT Report WA 29 and 30
Memo from Pedestrian Advisory Committee to the Transportation Board

Documents presented may be found here https://www.brooklinema.gov/Calendar.aspx?EID=9860
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VOTES
# Votes Yes
# Votes No
# Votes Abstain

Attendance
0

Recommend favorable
action on WA 18
(Lawrence Historical
District)

Vote Description:
Enter P for Present
Carla Benka
Ben Birnbaum
Harry Bohrs
Cliff Brown
John Doggett
Dennis Doughty
Harry Friedman
David-Marc Goldstein
Neil Gordon
Susan Granoff
Amy Hummel
Alisa Jonas
Janice Kahn
Steve Kanes
Carol Levin
Pam Lodish
Susan Park
David Pollak
Carlos Ridruejo
Lee Selwyn
Kim Smith
Alok Somani
Claire Stampfer
Paul Warren
Christine Westphal
Neil Wishinsky
Chi Chi Wu
Mike Sandman

Vote 1
24
1
1

Enter Y, N or A
Y
Y
Y
A
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
N

Vote 2
0
0
0

Vote 3
25
0
1

Recommend favorable
action on WA 29, as
revised, to amend
Article 8.10 of the
Town’s General Bylaws
to permit the use of
sidewalks and outdoor
Report on the Fire Dept. premises for year-round
CIP (no motion - no
outdoor restaurant
vote)
seating
Enter Y, N or A

Vote 4
25
0
1

Recommend favorable
action on WA 30, as
revised, to amend the
Town’s Zoning Bylaws
to authorize year-round
outdoor restaurant
seating

Vote 5
26
0
0

Recommend favorable
action on WA 31 to
Authorize the SB to
petition the legislature
for local control of
speed limit regulations

Vote 6
9
7
10

Vote 7
16
2
8

Recommend favorable
action on WA 34 as
amended by the A&F
subcomitteee and teh
AC, a resolution
pertaining to the
adoption of a voluntary
Amend to delete "above Payment in Addition to
$10 million"
Tax (“PIATT”) Program

Enter Y, N or A
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Enter Y, N or A
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Enter Y, N or A
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Enter Y, N or A
A
N
A
Y
Y
N
A
Y
Y
A
N
A
A
A
A

Enter Y, N or A
A
Y
Y
A
A
Y
A
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
A
N
A

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
A
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
A
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
A
A
Y
Y
Y
N
N
N
N

Y
Y
A
N
Y
A
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
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BROOKLINE ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Capital Subcommittee

Report on Warrant Article 18
Amend the Town’s Preservation Commission and Historic Districts By‐law to extend the
Lawrence Local Historic District (Preservation Commission)
The Capital Subcommittee held a public hearing on Monday, March 22nd, 2021 to review
Warrant Article 18. In attendance were Carla Benka, Carol Levin, John Doggett, Harry
Freidman, Amy Hummel and Pam Lodish, for the Subcommittee; Elton Elperin, Chair,
Preservation Commission; Valerie Birmingham, Preservation Planner, and members of the
public, Adrienne Fricke, Claire Bean, Dennis DeWitt and Eric Coles.
Warrant Article 18 proposes to amend Article 5.6.3 (f) of the Town’s General Bylaws entitled
Preservation Commission & Historic Districts By‐Law, adding 7 properties on Kent Street to the
existing Lawrence Historic District (LHD) as shown in the map below, with the extension marked
with a dotted line:

.

RECOMMENDATION
By a vote of 6‐0‐0, the Capital Subcommittee recommends favorable action on Article 18.
BACKGROUND

The Chair of the Preservation Commission presented details of the proposed extension to the
LHD, including photographs and history of the district as well as detailing the Commission’s
approval process.
The Commission had received in December of 2020 a petition by a group of neighbors who live
on Kent Street requesting their neighborhood be added to the LHD which had been established
in 2011. Specifically, two properties included in this proposed addition, the historically
significant buildings at 116 Colchester and 295 Kent, had been subjects of a request for
demolition in August 2020. The Commission worked as the study committee and retained a
consultant, Shantia Anderhaggen, to work with the neighbors and preservation planners.
A preliminary study report (attached) was prepared describing the historical, cultural and
architectural significance of Kent and Colchester streets and proposed adding 7 properties to
the LHD. The variety of buildings in the proposed extension date between ca 1870 and ca 1935
and include Second Empire, Colonial Revival, Victorian and Tudor Revival styles.
The Commission voted in December 2020 to accept the report and submit it to the
Massachusetts Historical Commission and the Brookline Planning Board as required by State
law. A public hearing was held by the Commission on March 1st 2021. The Commission voted to
accept the study report as final.
At the March meeting the Commission proposed to submit a warrant article to Town Meeting
and noted any change to an LHD requires a 2/3 majority vote of Town Meeting.
DISCUSSION
The Subcommittee had some questions on the approval process of the LHD extension. One
resident who had spearheaded the petition drive, noted that a significant number of residents
favored the extension and no one in the neighborhood opposed it. The Commissioner noted
93% of the neighbors, including the owner of the properties proposed for demolition, were in
favor, one was neutral, and none were in opposition.
The Subcommittee noted receiving an email from a Town Meeting member from Precinct 1
that supported the extension of the district.
One member of the public spoke in opposition to the proposed LHD extension as they
considered an LHD a potential impediment to the building of affordable housing. In response
there were several comments that an LHD was primarily concerned with the look and style and
not the inside of the buildings. It was pointed out that the regulations do not exclude internal
reuse and that large single‐family houses have been frequently converted to multifamily and so
the potential building of affordable units was not eliminated by an Historic District designation.
Another member of the public, speaking in reference to the owner of the properties on Kent
and Colchester Streets that had been proposed for demolition, noted that they had undertaken

at least one adaptive reuse project with an architecturally significant structure, and that
appeared to be why the owner was not opposing the extension of the District.
VOTE
The Subcommittee voted 6‐0‐0 to recommend Favorable Action to the full Advisory Committee.

Lisa Portscher
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Dennis De Witt <djdewitt@rcn.com>
Tuesday, March 30, 2021 12:05 PM
Mike Sandman; Carla Benka; Lisa Portscher
Adrienne Fricke; Claire Bean; sean lynn-jones; eelperin@gmail.com
Overwhelming Public comment about 295 Kent and 116 Colchester.
comment letters against demolitionfor preservation.docx

Chair Sandman and members of the Advisory Committee
Attached is a compilation of the letters to the Preservation Commission supporting demolition delay and preservation of
295 Kent and 116 Colchester.
Note that the first letter includes all 15 TMMs from pct 1 where these two buildings are located.
Most letters envision eventual conversion of these buildings to multi‐unit condos.
So too do the proponents of the extension of the Lawrence LHD.
The Chair and members of the Preservation Commission have also clearly stated that there is nothing about being in an
LHD that would prevent their conversion to multi‐unit condos if the zoning allows.
LHDs do not regulate use.
Please distribute this note and these letters to the Committee for this evening’s meeting.
Thank you.
Dennis De Witt
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Letters supporting preservation of 295 Kent & 116 Colchester
As present and former Precinct 1 Town Meeting members, we oppose granting this demolition permit. We urge
the Commission to impose an 18-month demolition delay.
The buildings at 295 Kent and 116 Colchester are attractive and historic, featuring design, materials, and scale
that are appropriate for their surroundings and enhance their neighborhood. These structures contribute to the
character and beauty of the streetscapes in the Longwood National Register historic district.
Many Precinct 1 residents and neighbors have contacted one or more of us to say that they strongly oppose the
demolition of the buildings at 295 Kent and 116 Colchester.
An 18-month demolition delay would provide time for discussions with the owner of 295 Kent and 116
Colchester so that all options for preservation of these structures could be considered. We stand ready to work
with the Preservation Commission, abutters and other members of the public, and the developer in such
discussions.
We hope the Preservation Commission will impose an 18-month demolition delay.
Sincerely yours,
Ana Albuquerque
Deborah Brown
Cathleen Cavell
Susan Helms
Daley Elijah Ercolino
James Franco
Neil Gordon
Carol Hillman
Sean Lynn-Jones
Alexandra Metral
Bettina Neuefeind
Robert Schram
Kate Silbaugh
Charles Terrell
Paul Warren
Town Meeting Members, Precinct 1
Richard Garver
Helen Herman
Former Town Meeting Members, Precinct 1

I am writing to you to encourage the preservation of the historic properties in Brookline in particular the one on Kent St. by
th
imposing a 18 month stay of demolition. These are part of the beauty and character of Brookline, which we need to
preserve.
I hope you take this in consideration in your decision.
Best,
Ana Albuquerque TMM P1
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Letters supporting preservation of 295 Kent & 116 Colchester

We understand that the owner of 295 Kent Street and 116 Colchester Street has applied for a
permit for full demolition of the buildings on these properties.
We are alarmed by the proposed demolition of these houses which are iconic to our
neighborhood and we strongly oppose their demolition
We Precinct 3 residents along with other abutting neighbors oppose granting this demolition
permit and we urge the Commission to impose an 18‐month demolition delay.
These buildings are attractive and historic, featuring design, materials, and scale that are
appropriate for their surroundings and enhance their neighborhood. They contribute to the
character and beauty of the streetscapes in the Longwood National Register historic district
and abutting areas. The Kent Street house dates to 1872 and the Colchester property was built
in 1919. As such they should be saved.
An 18‐month demolition delay would provide time for discussions with the owner of 295 Kent
and 116 Colchester so that all options for preservation of these structures could be
considered. We stand ready to work with the Preservation Commission, abutters and other
members of the public, and the developer in such discussions.
We urge the Preservation Commission to impose an 18‐month demolition delay.
Sincerely yours, Precinct 3 Neighbors and Abutters
Faith & Greg de Bourgknecht, Elizabeth Kennedy, Annie Dobroth & Megan Dobroth, Nancy
Turnbull Rosalie and John Hermos, Godfrey & Nathalie Hitlebrandt, Larry Lapson, Brian
Shaughnessy, Tania Erlij, Kathleen Scanlon, Irwin and Barbara Price, Josh & Michael Wiener,
The Longwood Neighborhood Association, Kate Becker, Karl Kelsey, Mary & Mac Dewart,
Holly & Keith Carson, Cheryl Donohue, Paul L. Nguyen & Sophia Koo, Alex and Stephanie,
Borns‐Wei,l Rebecca Stone, Susan Berger, Maureen and Paul Sheils, Alexander and Aaron
Feuerstein, Jean & Dick Woy, Isabel Yoder, Myron & Mae Tupa, Gina Nontantum, Wallis &
Dan Raemer, Karl Kelsey, Karen Shiffman, Tania Erlij, Amy Luster, Joan Yesner, Jane
Gilman & Don Leka, Gary Jones, Frances & Michael Olfe, Harry Bohrs, Heather Falcone and
Steven Cherny, Sam Solish, Anne Pfaff, Jenny Lavigne and Bernard LaCasse, Pat Vonnegut and
Michael Teel, Judy and Hugh McCullough, Laura Walters, Joanne Liautaud and Ted
MacLean, Dorothea Hass, Mara Ellsworth
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Letters supporting preservation of 295 Kent & 116 Colchester

I am an architect who has lived in Brookline for over thirty years. The proposed demolition of
historic properties, 116 Colchester and 295 Kent, will cause irrevocable damage to the character
of our neighborhood. I am wholeheartedly against it.
Sincerely,
Mara Ellsworth
93 Perry Street
My husband Tyler and I live at 11 Hawes St. We have heard about the plans to demolish
historic buildings and wanted to share our opposition to this. We know the town plans to meet
tonight in this topic. Please enact the 18 month stay. Thank you for understanding and
sharing our concerns with the group. >
Sincerely,
Kiki and Tyler
Kiki Cunningham‐Bussel MD/PhD

We are long time residents and condo owners at 56 Marshal St in Brookline about 1 block away from the corner of
Colchester and Kent streets. We would like a to support an 18 month delay in any demolition at 116 Colchester and 295
Kent streets in an attempt to protect the existing properties for future consideration.
Thank you, Maureen Sheils

As a resident of Brookline who lives on Longwood Avenue, I’m writing to urge the Commission to grant an 18month demolition delay on the properties at 295 Kent and 116 Colchester. These buildings are beautiful features
of the neighborhood and of significant historic value. At the very least this proposed demolition needs to be
studied so that all options for preservation are explored before the structures are altered or removed. Once gone,
they cannot be retrieved, so it makes eminent sense to pursue the process thoroughly.
I strongly urge the Commission to grant the 18 month stay of demolition to provide for the necessary
discussions and consideration.
With sincere thanks for your service,
Gina Hahn
201 Longwood Avenue
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Letters supporting preservation of 295 Kent & 116 Colchester
My wife and I are residents of 70 Sewall Avenue and have lived in the greater Kent/St. Paul neighborhood for more than
40 years. We are distressed to learn that the owners of 116 Colchester and 295 Kent Street propose to demolish those
two buildings. While those structures were part of Wheelock College, they were notable components of the historic
character of the neighborhood, and it would be terrible to see them replaced by a potentially much larger structure. We
urge the Preservation Commission to institute an 18‐month demolition delay to permit negotiations with the developer.
I would also note that the mature trees along both street frontages are also important contributors to the gracious
quality of the property, and their protection and preservation should be part of the negotiations.
Best regards,
Roger and Cindy Goldstein
70 Sewall Avenue, #4 Brookline

As a resident of Brookline who lives on Longwood Avenue, I’m writing to urge the Commission to grant an 18month demolition delay on the properties at 295 Kent and 116 Colchester. These buildings are beautiful features
of the neighborhood and of significant historic value. At the very least this proposed demolition needs to be
studied so that all options for preservation are explored before the structures are altered or removed. Once gone,
they cannot be retrieved, so it makes eminent sense to pursue the process thoroughly.
I strongly urge the Commission to grant the 18 month stay of demolition to provide for the necessary
discussions and consideration.
With sincere thanks for your service,
Gina Hahn
201 Longwood Avenue

I write to urge the Preservation Commission to issue an 18 month demolition delay at their upcoming hearing
concerning a demolition request for 295 Kent and 116 Colchester. These two historic structures add beauty,
historical references and a pleasing human scale to the Longwood neighborhood. The Longwood area has a
significant history as part of the land development strategy of David Sears, including the granting to the Town
of the historic squares (Longwood Mall, Mason Square, Winthrop Square and Kynvet Square). An 18-month
demolition delay will afford the maximum amount of time for the Town and abutters to negotiate with the land
owner to retain the historic structures as much as possible and to devise a compromise re-development strategy
that is as compatible to the historic neighborhood as possible.
I have been part of similar preservation efforts at 70 Sewall and on Green St., both of which resulted in
structures that allowed for significant additional square footage of living space while retaining the existing
structures and most importantly for the neighborhood, retained the street scape and human scale for the public.
For the sake of neighborhood character and retention of truly unique and elegant historic structures, I urge the
preservation commission to issue an 18 month demolition delay.
Sincerely
Linda Olson Pehlke, TMM Pct. 2
48 Browne St.
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Letters supporting preservation of 295 Kent & 116 Colchester

The above-cited structures are both historic and iconic not only to our neighborhood, but well beyond. Scores of people
walk through this area daily on their way from Beacon Street to the Longwood Medical Area, to nearby Lawrence School
or for the straight forward pleasure of walking in this neighborhood. Many people walk through past these houses
purposely to enter the Longwood Mall, the center of the Longwood Historic District area where they can enjoy the
proximity of history, architecture and nature. These structures are part of the fabric of a wide neighborhood.
Further, the 116 Colchester and 295 Kent Street homes are part of the Longwood Historic District that was developed in
the mid-19th century and they lie adjacent to an existing Local Historic District. Destroying them will destroy the
character of this area. I urge the Commission to impose the maximum possible delay in their demolition.
I also note that bringing a matter of this importance to the public at a time when many families are out of town, and during
a critical election year, disadvantages citizens who would otherwise be able to participate in this decision.
Jane Gilman
Town Meeting Member Precinct 3

I am writing concerning the proposed demolition of the buildings at 116 Colchester Street and 295
Kent Street.
I live on Sewall Avenue, just steps from these two historic and grand properties. I pass by these
homes either walking or driving nearly every single day, and it would be devastating to the
neighborhood to have them destroyed in place of a new development.
While I support progress and development in general, I urge you to please implement an 18-month
demolition delay in this case. Losing these two properties would be terrible, and the neighbors should
have an opportunity to have input about the new proposed plans.
Many thanks for your consideration,
Josh Weiner
154 Sewall Ave.
I would like to add my voice to the growing number of neighbors regarding the proposed changes to the property
located on the corner of Colchester and Kent streets.
Obviously, my concern relates to the preservation of the historic nature of the neighborhood. All too often developers,
in their zeal to maximize their bottom line, ignore the very nature of the structures they build. Given the pleasing
esthetic character of the homes and dwellings abutting this piece of land, the erection of a structure outside of the
bounds of the “typical” would diminish the essence of our neighborhood.
Thank you for your consideration.
Barry Briss
20 Chapel St
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Letters supporting preservation of 295 Kent & 116 Colchester
We are writing in reference to the demolition applications for 116 Colchester Street and 295 Kent Street. We
live at 334 Kent Street, on which we did major renovations before moving in a year ago.
One of the things that most attracted us to the area is the visual character of the streets in this neighborhood, and
we were pleased to work with the Preservation Commission in planning our project. Though we entirely
replaced the interior of the house, we made sure -- in collaboration with the Preservation Commission -- that the
exterior visible from the street was visually unchanged, and the changes we did make to the rear exterior were
very carefully considered and vetted. I appreciated the care and careful scrutiny of the Preservation Commission
to even small details of our proposal.
Yet our house is far less historically interesting and significant -- and frankly, less beautiful -- than either of the
two houses now being proposed for demolition. The buildings at 116 Colchester and 295 Kent are not only
historically important, but also are extremely visible and prominent, contributing substantially to the look of the
street and of this National Register district. It would be highly detrimental to the history of the area and to its
character to lose either of these buildings.
We write in strong support of the imposition of an 18 month demolition delay for both of these properties.
Sincerely,
Brian and Sarah Epstein

We are writing to the Historic Preservation Committee in support of a 18‐month delay in the demolition of 295 Kent
Street and 116 Colchester Street buildings. We live directly across the street from both buildings and are therefore very
concerned about the owner’s plans for these two properties. We believe a 18‐month delay will enable us, our neighbors,
and other interested parties the time necessary to engage with the owner to understand more fully his plans for these
properties and what impact they may have on our neighborhood.
Thank you.
Lisa and Rex Thors
310 Kent Street

I’m writing to officially voice my opposition to the demolition of the former Wheelock properties on Kent and
on Colchester St. I am an abutter of the Single family home on Kent. It is a lovely old home with only shared
bushes separating our historic condominium mansion from the house.Tearing it down would send a terrible
message to developers that Brookline doesn’t care about historic, beautiful homes. This neighborhood does not
need more multiple dwellings, nor the loss of open space
Please help delay this atrocity so we can find a way to preserve the best of Brookline.
Sincerely yours,
Carol Hillman TMM Pct 1
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Letters supporting preservation of 295 Kent & 116 Colchester
I am the longest serving town meeting member from Precinct One, first elected in 1974
[!] and apart from 11 years as the Town's Associate Town Counsel, I have been proud to
serve most of the years since then. Like all of my delegation, I look upon demolition of
these two houses as undesirable for the streetscape, the historic neighborhood and the
Town as a whole.
Ours is a fragile residential neighborhood, cheek to cheek with much denser and taller
buildings on Beacon Street and nearby in the Fenway. These two buildings cover a lot of
ground and provide a gateway on Kent and Colchester to the entire Longwood area and
the Longwood Mall. One of my proudest acts in Town Counsel's Office was drafting the
trust to preserve Longwood's glorious beeches by inviting contributions to the Town to
be earmarked for their upkeep.
Please extend the demolition delay as long as possible, to provide the best chance for
negotiating a better solution with the developer.
Thank you,
Cathleen Cavell TMM Pct. 1
27 Monmouth Court

I ask that the preservation board support an 18 month demolition delay on the properties at 295 Kent Street and
116 Colchester Street.
Kent Street from Beacon to Aspinwall Street has had a long history of development. But with only two pre 1970
exceptions, all the large houses on Kent have been successfully divided into Condominiums or multiple use
facilities without the demolition of existing structures.
Some examples: 300 Kent, 289 Kent, 287 Kent,259 Kent and 241 Kent.
The only notable exception to the above between Beacon Street and Aspinwall Avenue is development that took
place before 1970: a 1930's apartment (now condo) building 169-205 Kent St. and 217 Kent Street.
I am not against the development of the properties into Condominiums but I believe that it is possible to convert
them without destroying the character of the neighborhood.
Thank you.
Ellen Golde
7 Chatham St
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Letters supporting preservation of 295 Kent & 116 Colchester

Please add my name to the list of neighborhood residents who are opposed to granting this
demolition permit. I urge the Commission to impose an 18-month demolition delay.
These buildings are attractive and historic, featuring design, materials, and scale that are
appropriate for their surroundings and enhance their neighborhood. They contribute to the
character and beauty of the streetscapes in the Longwood National Register historic district and
abutting areas. The Kent Street house dates to 1872 and the Colchester property was built in
1919. As such they should be saved.
An 18-month demolition delay would provide time for discussions with the owner of 295 Kent
and 116 Colchester so that all options for preservation of these structures could be considered.
We stand ready to work with the Preservation Commission, abutters and other members of the
public, and the developer in such discussions.
Thank you very much for your consideration.
Miriam Halperin-Maya

Please take the steps to commence an 18 month delay to consider the development of these
properties. It is critical that the Commission consider the character of these buildings, their
significance, and how they contribute to the surrounding streetscape in a National Register
District. As a lifelong resident of Brookline, I have appreciated seeing these structures in my
daily walks and remembering the Town’s historic heritage. Houses like these contribute to
Brookline’s character and atmosphere. Establishing a subcommittee with public meetings to
explore this situation would be appropriate in a situation like this. One of the simplest ways to
include 295 Kent and 116 Colchester in an LHD could be to add all properties on both sides of
Kent Street between Longwood and Sewall (on the west side) and Longwood and Colchester
(on the east side) to the existing Lawrence LHD on the other side of Longwood.
Thank you for your consideration.
Jennifer Gallop 4
Alton Court #2
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Letters supporting preservation of 295 Kent & 116 Colchester
I am writing to request that you delay any permit for demolition of 116 Colchester and 295 Kent St.. These
properties need more study, and I believe that ultimately they deserve preservation
A concerned resident of the neighborhood,
Alex Borns-Weil
97 Sewall Ave. #6

I am adding my name to the petition submitted by members of the Lawrence Neighborhood
Association requesting a delay in any demolition plans. As a homeowner in the Lawrence
Historic District, I am confident that neighbors in the Kent/Colchester area can support the
developer in bringing about new purposes for these historic structures while maintaining their
beauty and contribution to the streetscapes in this neighborhood.
Sincerely, Susan Gore
11 Newell Road

I am a thirty year resident of Colchester Street and live in one of the oldest homes in
Brookline. Recently I learned of the application for the demolition of the vacant
Wheelock dorm, Colchester House, and plans to demolish the former Wheelock President
Residence at 295 Kent Street. Both of these structures maintain the historical properties
and character of our Precinct 1 neighborhood and represent the integrity of a National
Register Historic District. As the Preservation Commission members are well aware,
change occurs, but not without a serious review of the impact on the neighborhood and
overall Brookline community. Therefore, I respectfully request that members of the
Preservation Commission consider a demolition delay for the properties at 116
Colchester and 295 Kent Street.
Sincerely,
Kathryn Kalan
71 Colchester Street
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Letters supporting preservation of 295 Kent & 116 Colchester

Dear Members of the Preservation Commission,
I am writing on behalf of myself, a Town Meeting Member for precinct 4, and other
members of precinct 4 who are similarly concerned, about the proposed demolition of
the historic buildings at 295 Kent Street and 116 Colchester. We ask that you impose
an 18-month demolition delay in order that all aspects of the loss of these historic
buildings be considered.
These three buildings, comprising two houses and a carriage house, are part of
Brookline's historic past.
295 Kent Street, in particular, is stunningly beautiful, with its stone outer walls,
mansard roof, original green slate tiles, and intricate ironwork on the front entrance. In
the stonework, you will see lines of white quartz, which add to its character.
The area of Longwood and Kent Streets, where these houses and carriage house are
situated, serves as an attractive entrance to Brookline from the Longwood Medical
area, and sit amidst other attractive houses, a number of which are also historic.
It is to Brookline's great benefit that this area has been primarily preserved from
development. You have only to go south down Kent Street towards my own precinct 4
to see the effects of development and the loss of historic houses that have been
replaced by housing stock that has no aesthetic value whatsoever. It is a very bleak
streetscape, as seen in my last attachment.
Tearing down beautiful old houses to create a new development of luxury housing that
benefits only the developer and the very wealthy who can afford to purchase them
makes absolutely no sense in a historic, progressive town such as Brookline.
I suggest that Brookline would benefit far greatly by retaining its historic houses and
move towards creating additional condos in these houses that maintain both the
historic exterior and interiors and allow a wider range of people to live in our town.
But the first step is a demolition delay. We ask that you please take this first step.
Thank you very much for your attention to this matter. Yours sincerely,
Virginia A. Smith TMM, precinct 4 Head of Friends of Linden Park
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Chair Sandman and members of the Advisory Committee
Attached is a compilation of the letters to the Preservation Commission supporting demolition delay and preservation of
295 Kent and 116 Colchester.
Note that the first letter includes all 15 TMMs from pct 1 where these two buildings are located.
Most letters envision eventual conversion of these buildings to multi‐unit condos.
So too do the proponents of the extension of the Lawrence LHD.
The Chair and members of the Preservation Commission have also clearly stated that there is nothing about being in an
LHD that would prevent their conversion to multi‐unit condos if the zoning allows.
LHDs do not regulate use.
Please distribute this note and these letters to the Committee for this evening’s meeting.
Thank you.
Dennis De Witt
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Letters supporting preservation of 295 Kent & 116 Colchester
As present and former Precinct 1 Town Meeting members, we oppose granting this demolition permit. We urge
the Commission to impose an 18-month demolition delay.
The buildings at 295 Kent and 116 Colchester are attractive and historic, featuring design, materials, and scale
that are appropriate for their surroundings and enhance their neighborhood. These structures contribute to the
character and beauty of the streetscapes in the Longwood National Register historic district.
Many Precinct 1 residents and neighbors have contacted one or more of us to say that they strongly oppose the
demolition of the buildings at 295 Kent and 116 Colchester.
An 18-month demolition delay would provide time for discussions with the owner of 295 Kent and 116
Colchester so that all options for preservation of these structures could be considered. We stand ready to work
with the Preservation Commission, abutters and other members of the public, and the developer in such
discussions.
We hope the Preservation Commission will impose an 18-month demolition delay.
Sincerely yours,
Ana Albuquerque
Deborah Brown
Cathleen Cavell
Susan Helms
Daley Elijah Ercolino
James Franco
Neil Gordon
Carol Hillman
Sean Lynn-Jones
Alexandra Metral
Bettina Neuefeind
Robert Schram
Kate Silbaugh
Charles Terrell
Paul Warren
Town Meeting Members, Precinct 1
Richard Garver
Helen Herman
Former Town Meeting Members, Precinct 1

I am writing to you to encourage the preservation of the historic properties in Brookline in particular the one on Kent St. by
th
imposing a 18 month stay of demolition. These are part of the beauty and character of Brookline, which we need to
preserve.
I hope you take this in consideration in your decision.
Best,
Ana Albuquerque TMM P1
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Letters supporting preservation of 295 Kent & 116 Colchester

We understand that the owner of 295 Kent Street and 116 Colchester Street has applied for a
permit for full demolition of the buildings on these properties.
We are alarmed by the proposed demolition of these houses which are iconic to our
neighborhood and we strongly oppose their demolition
We Precinct 3 residents along with other abutting neighbors oppose granting this demolition
permit and we urge the Commission to impose an 18‐month demolition delay.
These buildings are attractive and historic, featuring design, materials, and scale that are
appropriate for their surroundings and enhance their neighborhood. They contribute to the
character and beauty of the streetscapes in the Longwood National Register historic district
and abutting areas. The Kent Street house dates to 1872 and the Colchester property was built
in 1919. As such they should be saved.
An 18‐month demolition delay would provide time for discussions with the owner of 295 Kent
and 116 Colchester so that all options for preservation of these structures could be
considered. We stand ready to work with the Preservation Commission, abutters and other
members of the public, and the developer in such discussions.
We urge the Preservation Commission to impose an 18‐month demolition delay.
Sincerely yours, Precinct 3 Neighbors and Abutters
Faith & Greg de Bourgknecht, Elizabeth Kennedy, Annie Dobroth & Megan Dobroth, Nancy
Turnbull Rosalie and John Hermos, Godfrey & Nathalie Hitlebrandt, Larry Lapson, Brian
Shaughnessy, Tania Erlij, Kathleen Scanlon, Irwin and Barbara Price, Josh & Michael Wiener,
The Longwood Neighborhood Association, Kate Becker, Karl Kelsey, Mary & Mac Dewart,
Holly & Keith Carson, Cheryl Donohue, Paul L. Nguyen & Sophia Koo, Alex and Stephanie,
Borns‐Wei,l Rebecca Stone, Susan Berger, Maureen and Paul Sheils, Alexander and Aaron
Feuerstein, Jean & Dick Woy, Isabel Yoder, Myron & Mae Tupa, Gina Nontantum, Wallis &
Dan Raemer, Karl Kelsey, Karen Shiffman, Tania Erlij, Amy Luster, Joan Yesner, Jane
Gilman & Don Leka, Gary Jones, Frances & Michael Olfe, Harry Bohrs, Heather Falcone and
Steven Cherny, Sam Solish, Anne Pfaff, Jenny Lavigne and Bernard LaCasse, Pat Vonnegut and
Michael Teel, Judy and Hugh McCullough, Laura Walters, Joanne Liautaud and Ted
MacLean, Dorothea Hass, Mara Ellsworth
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I am an architect who has lived in Brookline for over thirty years. The proposed demolition of
historic properties, 116 Colchester and 295 Kent, will cause irrevocable damage to the character
of our neighborhood. I am wholeheartedly against it.
Sincerely,
Mara Ellsworth
93 Perry Street
My husband Tyler and I live at 11 Hawes St. We have heard about the plans to demolish
historic buildings and wanted to share our opposition to this. We know the town plans to meet
tonight in this topic. Please enact the 18 month stay. Thank you for understanding and
sharing our concerns with the group. >
Sincerely,
Kiki and Tyler
Kiki Cunningham‐Bussel MD/PhD

We are long time residents and condo owners at 56 Marshal St in Brookline about 1 block away from the corner of
Colchester and Kent streets. We would like a to support an 18 month delay in any demolition at 116 Colchester and 295
Kent streets in an attempt to protect the existing properties for future consideration.
Thank you, Maureen Sheils

As a resident of Brookline who lives on Longwood Avenue, I’m writing to urge the Commission to grant an 18month demolition delay on the properties at 295 Kent and 116 Colchester. These buildings are beautiful features
of the neighborhood and of significant historic value. At the very least this proposed demolition needs to be
studied so that all options for preservation are explored before the structures are altered or removed. Once gone,
they cannot be retrieved, so it makes eminent sense to pursue the process thoroughly.
I strongly urge the Commission to grant the 18 month stay of demolition to provide for the necessary
discussions and consideration.
With sincere thanks for your service,
Gina Hahn
201 Longwood Avenue
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My wife and I are residents of 70 Sewall Avenue and have lived in the greater Kent/St. Paul neighborhood for more than
40 years. We are distressed to learn that the owners of 116 Colchester and 295 Kent Street propose to demolish those
two buildings. While those structures were part of Wheelock College, they were notable components of the historic
character of the neighborhood, and it would be terrible to see them replaced by a potentially much larger structure. We
urge the Preservation Commission to institute an 18‐month demolition delay to permit negotiations with the developer.
I would also note that the mature trees along both street frontages are also important contributors to the gracious
quality of the property, and their protection and preservation should be part of the negotiations.
Best regards,
Roger and Cindy Goldstein
70 Sewall Avenue, #4 Brookline

As a resident of Brookline who lives on Longwood Avenue, I’m writing to urge the Commission to grant an 18month demolition delay on the properties at 295 Kent and 116 Colchester. These buildings are beautiful features
of the neighborhood and of significant historic value. At the very least this proposed demolition needs to be
studied so that all options for preservation are explored before the structures are altered or removed. Once gone,
they cannot be retrieved, so it makes eminent sense to pursue the process thoroughly.
I strongly urge the Commission to grant the 18 month stay of demolition to provide for the necessary
discussions and consideration.
With sincere thanks for your service,
Gina Hahn
201 Longwood Avenue

I write to urge the Preservation Commission to issue an 18 month demolition delay at their upcoming hearing
concerning a demolition request for 295 Kent and 116 Colchester. These two historic structures add beauty,
historical references and a pleasing human scale to the Longwood neighborhood. The Longwood area has a
significant history as part of the land development strategy of David Sears, including the granting to the Town
of the historic squares (Longwood Mall, Mason Square, Winthrop Square and Kynvet Square). An 18-month
demolition delay will afford the maximum amount of time for the Town and abutters to negotiate with the land
owner to retain the historic structures as much as possible and to devise a compromise re-development strategy
that is as compatible to the historic neighborhood as possible.
I have been part of similar preservation efforts at 70 Sewall and on Green St., both of which resulted in
structures that allowed for significant additional square footage of living space while retaining the existing
structures and most importantly for the neighborhood, retained the street scape and human scale for the public.
For the sake of neighborhood character and retention of truly unique and elegant historic structures, I urge the
preservation commission to issue an 18 month demolition delay.
Sincerely
Linda Olson Pehlke, TMM Pct. 2
48 Browne St.
4
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The above-cited structures are both historic and iconic not only to our neighborhood, but well beyond. Scores of people
walk through this area daily on their way from Beacon Street to the Longwood Medical Area, to nearby Lawrence School
or for the straight forward pleasure of walking in this neighborhood. Many people walk through past these houses
purposely to enter the Longwood Mall, the center of the Longwood Historic District area where they can enjoy the
proximity of history, architecture and nature. These structures are part of the fabric of a wide neighborhood.
Further, the 116 Colchester and 295 Kent Street homes are part of the Longwood Historic District that was developed in
the mid-19th century and they lie adjacent to an existing Local Historic District. Destroying them will destroy the
character of this area. I urge the Commission to impose the maximum possible delay in their demolition.
I also note that bringing a matter of this importance to the public at a time when many families are out of town, and during
a critical election year, disadvantages citizens who would otherwise be able to participate in this decision.
Jane Gilman
Town Meeting Member Precinct 3

I am writing concerning the proposed demolition of the buildings at 116 Colchester Street and 295
Kent Street.
I live on Sewall Avenue, just steps from these two historic and grand properties. I pass by these
homes either walking or driving nearly every single day, and it would be devastating to the
neighborhood to have them destroyed in place of a new development.
While I support progress and development in general, I urge you to please implement an 18-month
demolition delay in this case. Losing these two properties would be terrible, and the neighbors should
have an opportunity to have input about the new proposed plans.
Many thanks for your consideration,
Josh Weiner
154 Sewall Ave.
I would like to add my voice to the growing number of neighbors regarding the proposed changes to the property
located on the corner of Colchester and Kent streets.
Obviously, my concern relates to the preservation of the historic nature of the neighborhood. All too often developers,
in their zeal to maximize their bottom line, ignore the very nature of the structures they build. Given the pleasing
esthetic character of the homes and dwellings abutting this piece of land, the erection of a structure outside of the
bounds of the “typical” would diminish the essence of our neighborhood.
Thank you for your consideration.
Barry Briss
20 Chapel St
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Letters supporting preservation of 295 Kent & 116 Colchester
We are writing in reference to the demolition applications for 116 Colchester Street and 295 Kent Street. We
live at 334 Kent Street, on which we did major renovations before moving in a year ago.
One of the things that most attracted us to the area is the visual character of the streets in this neighborhood, and
we were pleased to work with the Preservation Commission in planning our project. Though we entirely
replaced the interior of the house, we made sure -- in collaboration with the Preservation Commission -- that the
exterior visible from the street was visually unchanged, and the changes we did make to the rear exterior were
very carefully considered and vetted. I appreciated the care and careful scrutiny of the Preservation Commission
to even small details of our proposal.
Yet our house is far less historically interesting and significant -- and frankly, less beautiful -- than either of the
two houses now being proposed for demolition. The buildings at 116 Colchester and 295 Kent are not only
historically important, but also are extremely visible and prominent, contributing substantially to the look of the
street and of this National Register district. It would be highly detrimental to the history of the area and to its
character to lose either of these buildings.
We write in strong support of the imposition of an 18 month demolition delay for both of these properties.
Sincerely,
Brian and Sarah Epstein

We are writing to the Historic Preservation Committee in support of a 18‐month delay in the demolition of 295 Kent
Street and 116 Colchester Street buildings. We live directly across the street from both buildings and are therefore very
concerned about the owner’s plans for these two properties. We believe a 18‐month delay will enable us, our neighbors,
and other interested parties the time necessary to engage with the owner to understand more fully his plans for these
properties and what impact they may have on our neighborhood.
Thank you.
Lisa and Rex Thors
310 Kent Street

I’m writing to officially voice my opposition to the demolition of the former Wheelock properties on Kent and
on Colchester St. I am an abutter of the Single family home on Kent. It is a lovely old home with only shared
bushes separating our historic condominium mansion from the house.Tearing it down would send a terrible
message to developers that Brookline doesn’t care about historic, beautiful homes. This neighborhood does not
need more multiple dwellings, nor the loss of open space
Please help delay this atrocity so we can find a way to preserve the best of Brookline.
Sincerely yours,
Carol Hillman TMM Pct 1
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Letters supporting preservation of 295 Kent & 116 Colchester
I am the longest serving town meeting member from Precinct One, first elected in 1974
[!] and apart from 11 years as the Town's Associate Town Counsel, I have been proud to
serve most of the years since then. Like all of my delegation, I look upon demolition of
these two houses as undesirable for the streetscape, the historic neighborhood and the
Town as a whole.
Ours is a fragile residential neighborhood, cheek to cheek with much denser and taller
buildings on Beacon Street and nearby in the Fenway. These two buildings cover a lot of
ground and provide a gateway on Kent and Colchester to the entire Longwood area and
the Longwood Mall. One of my proudest acts in Town Counsel's Office was drafting the
trust to preserve Longwood's glorious beeches by inviting contributions to the Town to
be earmarked for their upkeep.
Please extend the demolition delay as long as possible, to provide the best chance for
negotiating a better solution with the developer.
Thank you,
Cathleen Cavell TMM Pct. 1
27 Monmouth Court

I ask that the preservation board support an 18 month demolition delay on the properties at 295 Kent Street and
116 Colchester Street.
Kent Street from Beacon to Aspinwall Street has had a long history of development. But with only two pre 1970
exceptions, all the large houses on Kent have been successfully divided into Condominiums or multiple use
facilities without the demolition of existing structures.
Some examples: 300 Kent, 289 Kent, 287 Kent,259 Kent and 241 Kent.
The only notable exception to the above between Beacon Street and Aspinwall Avenue is development that took
place before 1970: a 1930's apartment (now condo) building 169-205 Kent St. and 217 Kent Street.
I am not against the development of the properties into Condominiums but I believe that it is possible to convert
them without destroying the character of the neighborhood.
Thank you.
Ellen Golde
7 Chatham St
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Letters supporting preservation of 295 Kent & 116 Colchester

Please add my name to the list of neighborhood residents who are opposed to granting this
demolition permit. I urge the Commission to impose an 18-month demolition delay.
These buildings are attractive and historic, featuring design, materials, and scale that are
appropriate for their surroundings and enhance their neighborhood. They contribute to the
character and beauty of the streetscapes in the Longwood National Register historic district and
abutting areas. The Kent Street house dates to 1872 and the Colchester property was built in
1919. As such they should be saved.
An 18-month demolition delay would provide time for discussions with the owner of 295 Kent
and 116 Colchester so that all options for preservation of these structures could be considered.
We stand ready to work with the Preservation Commission, abutters and other members of the
public, and the developer in such discussions.
Thank you very much for your consideration.
Miriam Halperin-Maya

Please take the steps to commence an 18 month delay to consider the development of these
properties. It is critical that the Commission consider the character of these buildings, their
significance, and how they contribute to the surrounding streetscape in a National Register
District. As a lifelong resident of Brookline, I have appreciated seeing these structures in my
daily walks and remembering the Town’s historic heritage. Houses like these contribute to
Brookline’s character and atmosphere. Establishing a subcommittee with public meetings to
explore this situation would be appropriate in a situation like this. One of the simplest ways to
include 295 Kent and 116 Colchester in an LHD could be to add all properties on both sides of
Kent Street between Longwood and Sewall (on the west side) and Longwood and Colchester
(on the east side) to the existing Lawrence LHD on the other side of Longwood.
Thank you for your consideration.
Jennifer Gallop 4
Alton Court #2
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Letters supporting preservation of 295 Kent & 116 Colchester
I am writing to request that you delay any permit for demolition of 116 Colchester and 295 Kent St.. These
properties need more study, and I believe that ultimately they deserve preservation
A concerned resident of the neighborhood,
Alex Borns-Weil
97 Sewall Ave. #6

I am adding my name to the petition submitted by members of the Lawrence Neighborhood
Association requesting a delay in any demolition plans. As a homeowner in the Lawrence
Historic District, I am confident that neighbors in the Kent/Colchester area can support the
developer in bringing about new purposes for these historic structures while maintaining their
beauty and contribution to the streetscapes in this neighborhood.
Sincerely, Susan Gore
11 Newell Road

I am a thirty year resident of Colchester Street and live in one of the oldest homes in
Brookline. Recently I learned of the application for the demolition of the vacant
Wheelock dorm, Colchester House, and plans to demolish the former Wheelock President
Residence at 295 Kent Street. Both of these structures maintain the historical properties
and character of our Precinct 1 neighborhood and represent the integrity of a National
Register Historic District. As the Preservation Commission members are well aware,
change occurs, but not without a serious review of the impact on the neighborhood and
overall Brookline community. Therefore, I respectfully request that members of the
Preservation Commission consider a demolition delay for the properties at 116
Colchester and 295 Kent Street.
Sincerely,
Kathryn Kalan
71 Colchester Street
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Letters supporting preservation of 295 Kent & 116 Colchester

Dear Members of the Preservation Commission,
I am writing on behalf of myself, a Town Meeting Member for precinct 4, and other
members of precinct 4 who are similarly concerned, about the proposed demolition of
the historic buildings at 295 Kent Street and 116 Colchester. We ask that you impose
an 18-month demolition delay in order that all aspects of the loss of these historic
buildings be considered.
These three buildings, comprising two houses and a carriage house, are part of
Brookline's historic past.
295 Kent Street, in particular, is stunningly beautiful, with its stone outer walls,
mansard roof, original green slate tiles, and intricate ironwork on the front entrance. In
the stonework, you will see lines of white quartz, which add to its character.
The area of Longwood and Kent Streets, where these houses and carriage house are
situated, serves as an attractive entrance to Brookline from the Longwood Medical
area, and sit amidst other attractive houses, a number of which are also historic.
It is to Brookline's great benefit that this area has been primarily preserved from
development. You have only to go south down Kent Street towards my own precinct 4
to see the effects of development and the loss of historic houses that have been
replaced by housing stock that has no aesthetic value whatsoever. It is a very bleak
streetscape, as seen in my last attachment.
Tearing down beautiful old houses to create a new development of luxury housing that
benefits only the developer and the very wealthy who can afford to purchase them
makes absolutely no sense in a historic, progressive town such as Brookline.
I suggest that Brookline would benefit far greatly by retaining its historic houses and
move towards creating additional condos in these houses that maintain both the
historic exterior and interiors and allow a wider range of people to live in our town.
But the first step is a demolition delay. We ask that you please take this first step.
Thank you very much for your attention to this matter. Yours sincerely,
Virginia A. Smith TMM, precinct 4 Head of Friends of Linden Park
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Lisa Portscher
Subject:

FW: 295 Kent Street and 126 Colchester St

From: Lynda Roseman [mailto:lyndaroseman@rcn.com]
Sent: Monday, March 29, 2021 9:16 PM
To: Lisa Portscher
Subject: 295 Kent Street and 126 Colchester St
To the Preservation Commission:
Please add my name to the list of people opposed to the demolition of these two beautiful properties. Once we destroy
our architectural history, it’s gone forever.
Respectfully,
Lynda Roseman
Town Meeting Member
Precinct 14
49 Ackers Ave
Sent from my iPhone
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Lisa Portscher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Adrienne Fricke <adrienne.fricke@gmail.com>
Tuesday, March 30, 2021 10:36 AM
Lisa Portscher
Warrant Article 18

As a resident of Precinct 3, I am writing in support of Warrant Article 18.
I live in one of the two historic structures that have been converted to multifamily housing within the proposed
extension, and in fact 11 of the 15 owners in the proposed extension contained in WA 18 are condo residents.
Multi-family conversion of large historic buildings meets two important goals: providing more housing while
preserving the cultural heritage of Brookline.
An LHD does not preserve the buildings in amber. Instead, it ensures that any new construction within the LHD
is consonant with the visual character of the neighborhood as seen from the street. Nothing prevents the
developer (or future developers) from creatively using the existing buildings, and the full extent of the lot, to
provide multiple housing units.
While there is no sign that the developer was or is planning a 40B housing development, should he decide to do
so, an LHD cannot under the law prevent this, and therefore it is not necessary to vote against WA 18.
To argue against Warrant Article 18 in the vague hopes that the developer can be induced to build more or
different housing would restrict the rights of the abutter-owners while failing to achieve the narrowly tailored
solution--expansion of affordable housing--sought by those opposing WA 18. In fact, WA 18 allows for more
housing options for families while preserving the beauty of our block.
Adrienne Fricke
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Lisa Portscher
Subject:

WA 18 LHD Extension Support

From: Padwa, Bonnie [mailto:Bonnie.Padwa@childrens.harvard.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, March 30, 2021 11:06 AM
To: Lisa Portscher
Subject: LHD Extension

As a resident of Precinct 3, I am writing in support of Warrant Article 18.
I live in one of the two historic structures that have been converted to multifamily housing within the proposed
extension. Eleven of the 15 owners in the proposed extension contained in WA 18 are condo residents. Multifamily conversion of large historic buildings meets two important goals: providing more housing while
preserving the cultural heritage of Brookline.
The purpose of our forming an LHD is to ensure that any new construction within the LHD is consonant with
the visual character of the neighborhood as seen from the street. Nothing prevents the developer (or future
developers) from creatively using the existing buildings, and the full extent of the lot, to provide multiple
housing units, including low income housing.
Thank you,
Bonnie L. Padwa, DMD, MD
Leonard B. Kaban, DMD, MD Chair in Oral and Maxillofacial Surgery
Professor of Oral and Maxillofacial Surgery
Oral Surgeon‐in‐Chief | Boston Children’s Hospital
Department of Plastic & Oral Surgery
300 Longwood Ave, Hunnewell 1
Boston, MA 02115
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Lisa Portscher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Daniel Stair <danstair@gmail.com>
Tuesday, March 30, 2021 11:53 AM
Lisa Portscher
Written remarks on Warrant Article 18 for tonight's meeting

Dear Lisa,
As a resident of Precinct 3, I am writing in support of Warrant Article 18, the proposed local historic district
extension. We live in a wonderful neighborhood full of beautiful historic buildings, and have seen that it is very
possible to add units and adapt without needing to tear down structures which really deserve to be preserved.
Multi-family conversions provide a viable alternative which has been very successful in multiple historic
buildings in the immediate vicinity.
Regards,
Dan
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Lisa Portscher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

James Franco <jamesfranco02446@gmail.com>
Monday, March 29, 2021 7:16 PM
Lisa Portscher
Advisory Committee Meeting Agenda, Tuesday March 30, 2021 - WA 18

I write in support of Warrant Article 18 which seeks to Amend the Town's Preservation Commission and Historic Districts
By‐law to extend the Lawrence Local District along Kent Street to Colchester Street so that specific addresses identified
in the Warrant Article will become part of the Lawrence Historic District.
Warrant Article 18 will save specific buildings that deserve preservation. The proposed extension is also important
because it knits together what is naturally an extension of the Lawrence LHD so that anyone driving or walking along
Kent Street can enjoy the natural transition from the Powell Street Cottage Farm dwellings to the end of the Lawrence
Historical District. It would be a shame if someday the continuity of the streetscape was interrupted with construction
that does not fit with what exists on either side of this block.
Thank you.
James Franco
TMM, Pct 1

1

To Members of the Advisory Committee,
We write in favor of extending the District, as per Warrant Article 18. A
vote of Favorable Action is critical to preserve attractive and historic
structures, featuring design, materials, and scale that are appropriate for
their surroundings and enhance the larger neighborhood. They contribute to
the character and beauty of the streetscapes in the Longwood National
Register historic district and abutting areas. As such they should be
preserved.
The proposed demolition of two of the properties to replace them with
substantial multifamily housing removes green space, critical to mitigating
the climate crisis and destroys the character of the streetscape. We live
one block from these properties and can attest that the residents of the
abutting precinct are in overwhelming support of extending the Lawrence Local
Historic District.
Respectfully submitted,
Jane Gilman
Don Leka
140 Sewall Avenue
Precinct 3 Town Meeting Members

Lisa Portscher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Lynn Holden <lynnh@rcn.com>
Tuesday, March 30, 2021 10:06 AM
Lisa Portscher
in support of the delay of demolition

Dear Members of the Preservation Commission,
My husband Louie Zand and I are longtime residents of the Lawrence School neighborhood and
have always greatly appreciated the beautiful, historic building at 295 Kent Street.
It is an exceptional building that adds much character and aesthetic appeal to the area and, in
our opinion, should not be demolished without extensive discussion and evaluation of the
matter. To destroy it simply in order to benefit a developer would truly represent a major loss
to the neighborhood for no good reason. We are unconvinced that this development would
produce more affordable housing that would benefit the town.
We feel it is critical to preserve the relatively few examples of historic architecture we have left
to enhance the beauty of the town; it is one of the things that makes Brookline a desirable place
in which to live.
We therefore support the stay of demolition so more careful examination of the facts and
opportunities for discussion can be provided.
Sincerely,
Louis Zand and Lynn Holden
61 Toxteth Street
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Lisa Portscher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Linda Pehlke <lindaolsonpehlke@gmail.com>
Tuesday, March 30, 2021 9:51 AM
Lisa Portscher
Support for WA 18

Hello Lisa: Please circulate these comments to the Full Advisory Committee prior to tonight’s meeting and
vote on WA 18.
I strongly support the expansion of the Lawrence Local Historic District. This proposal is well supported by the
property owners and neighborhood. Brookline is struggling to manage its growth and
development. Neighborhoods are being left to fill the planning void by organizing and proposing historic
district protections in an effort to retain our significant historic structures and maintain a built environment that
feels appropriately scaled. Redevelopment presents real estate developers with opportunities for significant
profit. The threat is real.
There are better ways to plan and zone for the outcomes we want, which I believe cannot be started soon
enough. But in the meantime, retaining important historic structures helps us retain our connection to the past,
helps us celebrate significant and irreplaceable architecture, and helps maintain the appropriate and consistent
scale of our built environment. Another important reason to retain and possibly work towards adaptive re-use is
the climate issue of embodied carbon. The construction of buildings is a carbon intensive endeavor. Carbon is
embodied in the materials (mining, milling, transporting, creating), the construction process, etc. Many older
buildings were constructed to last and re-use is a much more ecological practice than is demolition and
reconstruction.
Please vote favorable action on WA 18.
Thank you, Linda Olson Pehlke, TMM Pct. 2

Linda Olson Pehlke, MUP, TMM Pct. 2
617.232.1965 - home
617.584.9512 - mobile
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Lisa Portscher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

rachel silverman <rachelannathome@yahoo.com>
Tuesday, March 30, 2021 10:14 AM
Lisa Portscher
Re: Building in Lawrence Neighborhood-

Good MorningI just heard there is a meeting to consider building in the Lawrence Neighborhood.
This process is being considered during a pandemic when we have all forgotten what traffic is like during more normal
times. I live at 203 Longwood. The Kent St Longwood intersection is gridlock during all commute hours. Adding more
residents and cars to this corner is going to create more back up, less safety for our students going to school and chaos
for patients making their way to Longwood Medical area.
It also makes me sad that Brookline is thinking of throwing history out the window with the loss of these lovely buildings.
Perhaps I misunderstood the plan, because the idea of tearing down 2 historical buildings and adding big new buildings to
this neighborhood is so far from serving the commitment the town should feel to the people, children and community you
are serving.
Thank you for considering these thoughts and reflectionsRachel Silverman
203 Longwood
Brookline
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Lisa Portscher
Subject:

FW: Support for Article 18

From: Carla Benka [mailto:rcvben@earthlink.net]
Sent: Monday, March 22, 2021 9:48 AM
To: Sean Lynn-Jones
Cc: Carla Benka; Lisa Portscher
Subject: Re: Support for Article 18

Dear Sean,
Thank you for your email. I will forward it to other members of the Capital Subcommittee and I know that Lisa
will include it in AC packets in advance of the Committee’s April 1st meeting during which the full Committee
will take up the article.
Best,
Carla
On Mar 22, 2021, at 9:21 AM, Lynn-Jones, Sean M. <sean_lynn-jones@hks.harvard.edu> wrote:

Carla Benka
Chair, Capital Subcommittee
Brookline Advisory Committee
Dear Carla,
I am writing to urge the Advisory Committee’s Capital Subcommittee and the full
Advisory Committee to recommend Favorable Action on Article 18, which would
extend the existing Lawrence Local Historic District (LHD). I probably will not be
able to attend the subcommittee’s March 22 public hearing on Article 18, so I am
submitting written comments.
There are four reasons why I strongly support Favorable Action on Article 18.
First, the area to be added to the Lawrence LHD clearly meets the statutory and
customary criteria for inclusion in an LHD. I will not repeat the findings of the
study report, which discusses the architectural and historical significance of the
buildings in some detail. The entire area lies within the existing Longwood
National Register district. Joining the Lawrence LHD is supported by an
overwhelming majority of the residents of the area.
Second, extension of the Lawrence LHD would preserve an important part of
Brookline’s visual built landscape. The area along Kent Street that would be added
1

to the Lawrence LHD is a heavily traveled and highly visible roadway, used daily
by many vehicles, cyclists, and pedestrians. Several structures in the area,
including 295, 287, and 300 Kent Street, are widely regarded as iconic landmark
buildings that are seen, enjoyed, and admired by many passersby.
Third, the residents of the area to be added to the Lawrence LHD have done an
extraordinary amount of work under difficult pandemic-related circumstances.
They have discussed the implications of joining an LHD, engaged in internal polls,
and made possible the study report. They are agreeing to impose limits on what
they can do to their properties so that important historical and architectural
resources can be preserved for the benefit of all. Town Meeting should honor their
dedication and commitment by enthusiastically voting to extend the Lawrence
LHD.
Finally, the extension of the Lawrence LHD would leave open the possibility of
various uses of the structures in the area to be added to the LHD. The current
zoning, for example, apparently allows single-family houses to be converted to
two-family dwellings. Some former single-family buildings in the area already
have been converted to multi-unit condominium buildings. Some lots might be
subdividable. Extending the LHD would have the very important effect of
preserving the exterior character of the buildings in the area, but the extension
would not prevent Brookline from pursuing flexible options for future use,
consistent with the town’s needs and goals.
Please share these comments with the Capital Subcommittee and, when the time
comes, the full Advisory Committee.
Best wishes,
Sean M. Lynn-Jones
Town Meeting Member
Precinct 1
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Lisa Portscher
Subject:

WA 18 Support W Raemer

From: Wallis Raemer [mailto:wallis.raemer@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 30, 2021 10:58 AM
To: Lisa Portscher
Subject: Lawrence Historic District extension vote
To the Preservation Commission:
Please vote to extend the Lawrence local historic district to include 295 Kent St and 126 Colchester St.
Thank you.
Wallis and Dan Raemer
77 Toxteth St.
Brookline
Sent from my iPhone
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Lisa Portscher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Susan Gore <Susan.Gore@umb.edu>
Tuesday, March 30, 2021 1:20 PM
Lisa Portscher
extension of the Lawrence local historic district

Hello Ms. Portscher and committee.
As a Precinct 3 resident on Newell Road, I’d like to comment on the Brookline for Everyone membership’s opposition to
the extension of the district on Kent Street. I disagree that we are not achieving diversity and housing growth in this
neighborhood and that such goals would purportedly be achieved with a demotion of these properties.
Preservation of historic structures is not inconsistent with adding housing units to our stock, as is evident from the St.
Aidan’s church development which came about after community input in the development process, and which included
affordable rental housing units.
In addition, this group’s letter referencing the ease of demolition stays inhibiting housing growth and provision for low
income housing, fails to note a number of 40B program projects underway in this very neighborhood, including a high
rise along Kent St. just 2 blocks away from the properties in question, which will include affordable rental units. There is
a another project underway on Longwood Avenue, a high rise replacing a Victorian guest house, and 2 additional
projects nearby on Harvard and Stearns Road. All of these projects will increase housing stock.
That real estate development in Brookline fails to accelerate the growth of needed low cost housing, eliminate cars, and
diversity our population is not the fault of this small change in the Lawrence district. What’s going on in the town in
terms of the price of housing is a longer discussion I hope we will have.
Thank you for accepting input.
Susan Gore
11 Newell Road.
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Lisa Portscher
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Barry Briss <orthochief@comcast.net>
Tuesday, March 30, 2021 1:35 PM
Lisa Portscher
correction

Dear Ms Portscher
Please accept my apologies. Would you kindly ignore my original draft of comments for this evening's meeting
and please replace it with this slightly edited version.
"As natives and lifelong residents of Boston and now Brookline, we have witnessed the destruction of
historically and architecturally significant structures and neighborhoods, such as the Scollay Square and West
End areas, to make way for so-called urban renewal. The new developments proved to be a detriment to the
beauty of our city. We now are faced with a similar choice in Brookline - the destruction of two beautiful and
historic structures in favor of an ill-conceived redevelopment project. We are opposed."
Again I apologize for being a pain in the neck.
Barry
Ann and Barry Briss
20 Chapel St. B1003
Brookline, Mass. 02446
orthochief@comcast.net
(617 232-1421
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Comments for AC March 30, 2021
As a resident and also a TMM from Pct. 1 I am writing in support of Warrant article
18. Preserving Brookline's historic neighborhoods should be an important goal of our
government, all the while establishing a plan for affordable housing. To support the extension of
the LHD to preserve two beautiful (one needs loving restoration) homes is not to oppose
affordable housing. But the latter needs to be part of a long-range plan for Brookline, not just
helter skelter building. What is more, it is highly unlikely that the developer who wants to
demolish these houses will build "affordable" housing. More likely multi-level, multi-million
dollar condominiums to recoup his/her investment.
The opponents of this warrant do not live in the precinct and apparently do not understand the
value of preservation in their headlong rush to oppose this warrant. They also falsely state that
those of us who live in this area pay low taxes. That is WRONG. And with each override we
pay more. Saving these houses will add to the tax rolls, not subtract. And they can house at least
6 condominiums within the walls without destroying the buildings.
I urge you to vote your support for extending the LHD to the new boundaries. And to push for a
comprehensive plan for affordable housing and zoning in Brookline that would preserve
neighborhoods and historic homes while providing shelter for those in need.
By the way, I'm not sure I agree that a family of 4 making almost $150,000 per year is whom we
should be building affordable housing for. There are many needy families in Brookline who
don't come near that level of earning and who could not qualify for the rents cited by the
opponents as "affordable".
Thanks for your consideration,
Carol Hillman
TMM Pct. 1

WA 18 Public Comments Received after the Deadline
From: Charles Ashdown [mailto:cashdown@ultrafinepowder.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 30, 2021 2:04 PM
To: Lisa Portscher
Subject: WA 18
I am writing in support of WA 18 as an inhabitant of Precinct 3.
Charlie Ashdown
287 Kent St Unit 5

From: Caitlin Kantrowitz Rollins [mailto:caitlin.rollins@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 30, 2021 3:10 PM
To: Lisa Portscher
Subject: LHD Extension comments
Hello,
We own 287 Kent St, Apt. 4, directly next to one of two potential demolition sites. Our neighborhood has asked
for the current Lawrence LHD to be extended to include our block, in light of the possible demolition of these
two architecturally significant historic buildings. Were these buildings (or others on our block) allowed to be
destroyed or substantially altered in publicly visible ways, it would irreversibly change the character of our
neighborhood. Long before we moved here, we walked regularly from our prior apartment on Babcock street,
past the homes on Kent street, to the hospitals and it always brought us a sense of peace and history to see the
beautiful stately homes with large lawns and beautiful landscaping. This section of Kent street is unique and
contributes greatly to the feel of the neighborhood. Now that I live here, I cherish looking out my windows or
taking a walk and seeing the beautiful historic homes. We have heard from friends all around Brookline who
enjoy walking here about their support. However, I believe that the fact that all of our neighbors who have
voiced an opinion support the extension (14 of 15 with one formal abstention) is most telling. My understanding
is that there has been concern that being part of an LHC would somehow alter the potential for affordable
housing. This was initially a concern of mine as well. However after further researching the topic, it is clear to me
that whether to have affordable housing units is an entirely separate issue from whether or not to preserve
these historic buildings. As our own home attests, it is quite possible to preserve the beautiful character of
historic buildings while also creating multiple units which could include affordable housing. We most strongly
urge our representatives not to override the wishes of our local neighborhood and to support our request to join
the LHD for both our own enjoyment and that of the larger Brookline community.
Sincerely,
Caitlin Rollins & David Paredes
287 Kent St. Apt. 4
From: Leah Bass [mailto:leahkbass@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 30, 2021 6:07 PM
To: Lisa Portscher
Subject:

Am writing to support the Preservation Committee decision to incorporate both the 295 Kent St. and 116
Colchester properties into the historic Lawrence Historical District. Surely these buildings can be adapted to
meet the concerns of the Brookline for Everybody group without destroying these buildings. Leah Bass
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WA 18 Public Comments Received after the Deadline

From: ronald.b.wilkinson@gmail.com [mailto:ronald.b.wilkinson@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 30, 2021 3:23 PM
To: jske514@aol.com; Chi Wu; Mike Sandman; Lisa Portscher
Cc: Almas Dossa
Subject: Opinion about issue before the Advisory Committee
Janice, Chi Chi, and Mike,
I did not get this together in time for the by‐noon submission deadline for comments for the Advisory
Committee meeting, so I am also including you who I know are on the Advisory Committee in hopes it can be
generally circulated.
With regard to the proposal to demolish the properties at 295 Kent St. and 116 Colchester St. in order to build a
large multiunit dwelling, my opinion is the following:
I agree with the reasons stated in the comment of Aug. 25, 2020 submitted by the group “Brookline for
Everyone” that the location is an excellent one for affordable, public transport oriented apartments that would
make Brookline more accessible to people who have been priced out and who would be valued additions to the
breadth of our community. As a longtime homeowning resident of the neighborhood, I understand the concern
for building something that would be completely out of character with the surroundings. However, the abutting
properties of the location are Longwood Towers and the elegant small unit condominiums at 285 Kent Street,
both of which have nice aesthetically pleasing brick architectures. I believe that a large multiunit dwelling can
be constructed at the designated location with an architectural façade that would blend with and complement
the styles of the abutting properties. With that stipulation very much in mind, I favor the building of a suitably
large multiunit dwelling at Kent and Colchester Streets.
Ronald B. Wilkinson
Francis Street homeowner, precinct 7
From: Larry Lapson [mailto:llapson@rcn.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 30, 2021 4:02 PM
To: Lisa Portscher
Subject: Stay of demolition of Kent St. & Colchester St. Properties
In the absence of a town plan for the appropriate population density on
a street by street basis, a stay of demolition permit is the only way to
slow down uncontrolled building driven by a very hot market. Let's slow
down and take the time to plan.
Larry Lapson Stearns Rd. Pct. 3
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WA 18 Public Comments Received after the Deadline

From: Alan Leviton [mailto:alanleviton@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 30, 2021 4:50 PM
To: Lisa Portscher; Mike Sandman
Subject: Lawrence Local Historic District
I am sending this on behalf of the Trustees of the Longwood Towers Condominium Trust. We heard only a few
hours ago about opposition to extending the Lawrence LHD and a proposal for possible significant zoning
changes to accommodate what could be a very large building abutting Longwood Towers. Whether or not
people agree with the Preservation Commission’s proposal, it has been part of the public discussion for many
months now. A change of this magnitude could have a severe adverse effect on the owners of 241 units at
Longwood Towers. It’s hard to imagine a change such as this could be made so suddenly and without providing
sufficient advance notice to abutters. We urge the Advisory Committee to support the Preservation
Commission’s Warrant Article to extend the LHD.
Alan Leviton
Unit Owner and Trustee
Longwood Towers Condominium Trust

From: Cheryl Donohue [mailto:9952cfd@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 30, 2021 4:54 PM
To: Lisa Portscher
Cc: Michael
Subject: Lawrence Historic District Extension
We are residents of Longwood Towers and have been for about 9 years (previous to that we lived in another
area of Brookline for many years).
We support the historic district extension to 295 Kent Street and 116 Colchester and OPPOSE the demolition and
construction of newer buildings on these sites. These homes are outwardly beautiful and are historic
and complement this historic neighborhood. Demolition of these types of buildings to construct apartment
buildings will no doubt be a detriment to the beauty and historic atmosphere of the neighborhood. The style
and character of these buildings, which attract many to this area in the first place, and which would help
maintain and increase property values and attract other preservation minded people to the community should
be preserved. These buildings add so much to the neighborhood and are one of many reasons that people are
attracted to Brookline; they are not attracted by unsigthly high‐rise buildings (please don’t allow Brookline to
become a Brighton!). Please preserve our beloved neighborhood. Please take a good look and walk around the
neighborhood and see for yourselves that an apartment building on these sites would be an abomination.
Thank you.
Cheryl Donohue
Michael Slater

3

WA 18 Public Comments Received after the Deadline
20 Chapel Street, B807
Brookline, MA
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FIRE STATION RENOVATIONS
Advisory Committee Capital Subcommittee
March 30, 2021
The Capital Subcommittee of the Advisory Committee held a public hearing
on March 4th at 5:00 p.m. to discuss a proposal for the renovation of four fire
stations and the possible replacement of Station 5 (Babcock Street). Such
renovations are intended to extend the useful life of the existing stations for
approximately 20-30 years. Attending the hearing were Subcommittee
members John Doggett, Harry Friedman, Amy Hummel, Carol Levin, Pam
Lodish, and Carla Benka. Also in attendance were Chief John Sullivan,
Building Commissioner Dan Bennett, Director of Public Buildings Charlie
Simmons, Deputy Town Administrator Melissa Goff, Brookline Firefighters
Local 950 President Paul Trahon, Brookline Firefighters Local 950 Co-chair
of the Human Relations Committee Patricia Cripe, Advisory Committee
member Cliff Brown, and Fred Levitan and other members of the public.
At the end of the hearing, the Subcommittee determined that it did not have
sufficient information to vote and moved to continue its discussion to March
12th at 10:45 a.m., at which time it voted as set forth below.
Background
There are five fire stations in Brookline: Station 1 (Washington Street and
Route 9); Station 4 (Route 9 and Reservoir Road); Station 5 (Babcock
Street); Station 6 (Hammond Street); and Station 7 (Washington Square).
Together they house five Engines, two Ladders, one “Quint”, one (unstaffed)
light rescue, and two ambulances, owned and operated by Fallon
Ambulance. Each station provides living, cooking, and sleeping quarters as
well as administrative office space. Depending on the station, there can be
between 4-5 personnel with or without 2-3 paramedics, to 9-11 personnel
occupying a station at any given time.
In 2013, a study with schematic designs was undertaken by CBI Consulting,
Inc. CBI focused on the conditions of four fire stations (Station 5 on
Babcock Street was not part of the study) and what would be needed to
maintain the integrity of the floors and buildings themselves to
accommodate newer, larger fire equipment. The work outlined in the CBI
report included flooring, shoring, beams, columns, and structural work. It
also included recommendations for the HVAC systems, generators, lighting,
and life safety as well as mechanical, electrical, plumbing (MEP) systems.

The report broke the work into three categories: (1) structural, (2) life safety
systems, and (3) MEP. The recommended approach was to fund all required
structural work in the first year ($625,000 was approved in FY12), then fund
life safety systems by stations as prioritized by the Fire Chief (FY13 –
FY15), and then undertake the MEP work (starting in FY17).
As the MEP work began, additional funding was requested for the industrial
cleaning of the firehouses and reconfiguration of their spaces to mitigate
potential environmental hazards in the stations. It should be noted that this
type of project has been and continues to be implemented in Boston,
Newton, Cambridge, Auburn, and other communities to address the growing
concern with cancer-related illnesses in the fire service.
The existence of carcinogens – both gas and particulates – throughout fire
stations has been recognized for a number of years. While it was known that
exposure to particulate matter is a result of exposure to fires and that fire
fighting gear worn during a fire carries particulate matter back to the
firehouse, subsequently contaminating living quarters, research conducted
within recent years has focused on the air quality within firehouses.
Acknowledging the studies that looked at chemical exposure on the
fireground, a research associate at the Harvard T.H. Chan School of Public
Health decided to look at air quality in three older Boston firehouses and a
newly constructed firehouse in Arlington. Based on her research, she
concluded that “the building layout and design had the potential to influence
exposure at the firehouse, despite every single one of the firehouses in the
study having some form of diesel capture system to collect fire truck
exhaust.” Peak times of fine particulate matter from diesel exhausts were
found in the living quarters of the older fire houses when the truck left and
returned from a call, while in the new firehouse there was not “an abundance
of fine particulate matter in the living quarters.”1
As one Brookline firefighter said, “At least personal protection equipment
provides me with protection when I’m fighting a fire but nothing protects me
once I’m back at the station.”

1

“Researcher looking for link between firehouses and high incidences of cancer among
firefighters” Craig Semon, [Worcester] Telegram and Gazette, November 28, 2018.

Existing funds in a special appropriations account were used to engage the
engineering firm of Garcia, Galuska, & DeSousa (GG&D) to produce a
study that included an environmental zoning analysis, review of various
code requirements and potential code issues impacting future renovations of
the fire stations, a hazmat survey, existing conditions report on fire safety,
plumbing, water, natural gas, and compressed air systems, and cost
estimates. Cost estimates for Fire Stations #1 and #5 were used as a basis for
determining cost estimates for the other three stations.
The report recommended implementing environmental zone updates which
included painting all walls and ceilings; replacing all acoustic/porous ceiling
tiles; and replacing all soft furniture, including window treatments, beds,
mattresses, and fabric partitions. It also recommended installing gasketed
doors; HVAC modifications; relocation of equipment; and installation of eye
wash stations and sinks. Finally, it proposed specific cleaning procedures to
be used throughout all firehouses for all non-porous surfaces and ductwork.
Heavy emphasis was placed on the installation of enhanced HVAC
equipment to create pressurized controls between working and living spaces
and to create zones along with the implementation of enhanced policy and
procedural decontamination standards and habits. Specifically, negative and
positive pressure differences between the zones would limit the flow of
contaminants between the garage or contaminated working areas of the
stations, a pass-through zone of neutral or reduced contamination and the
contamination-free living quarters. As proposed, there would be need to be
some changes to the physical structure of some stations to create the needed
flow from zone to zone.
Total cost for the project as of April 2019 was estimated at $7,129,297.
Following on the heels of this first report, GG&D was engaged again, this
time to address the long overlooked and long overdue need to integrate and
accommodate female firefighters (in Brookline, the first female firefighter
was hired in 1998) in fire houses that were designed during eras when the
profession included only men. Although some well-intentioned changes
have been made in the past few years to address these needs, there has been
insufficient funding to implement the types of changes necessary to make
the spaces for male and female firefighters equitable.

GG&D was asked to propose changes to the interior layout of all stations
that specifically addressed privacy equity in bathroom and changing
facilities for the current number of female firefighters, with the further
request that such redesigned spaces would have the flexibility and capacity
to accommodate an anticipated growing female workforce in the future.
They were also asked to review male and female “bunks” from a logistics
standpoint.
Although lactation spaces were not directly addressed in GG&D’s second
report, representatives of the Human Relations Committee of Brookline
Firefighters Local 950 has expressed concern on a number of occasions with
the lack of acceptable accommodations at all fire stations for lactating
firefighters, noting that a dedicated, self-contained pod along the lines of
those designed by Mamava (www.mamava.com) should be considered in
any new construction.
The projected cost of renovating all of the stations, based on the second
GG&D study, increased to $21,538,540 and took into account Fossil Free
Fuel HVAC systems and electrical service upgrades.
Discussion
As noted, the Capital Subcommittee met two times to discuss the Fire
Station program, largely because the updated cost estimates for the project,
received by Chief Sullivan from GG&D just hours before the first hearing,
reflected an increase of $1,354,865 from the November 2019 estimate (for a
total cost of $22,893,405) and presented the option of replacing, rather than
renovating, Station 5, so that the projected cost for a new Station 5, plus four
renovated stations, now totaled $40,635,948.
Further discussions conducted by GG&D, Hastings Consulting Inc. (code
compliance consultants for this project), and members of the Building and
Fire Departments pertaining to the layout and construction of Station 5
concluded that although built in 1965 and therefore the “newest” of the five
stations, it does not lend itself to renovations, and that spending in excess of
$3 million dollars for renovations would still not result in a building that
would have parity with the other stations once they were upgraded. The
floor plan of Station 5 has little flexibility; the kitchen is too small; the
structure is built on slab and therefore lacks a basement, thus making HVAC
renovations more difficult; and there is no second floor on which to locate

sleeping quarters to distance them from the apparatus bay. The air quality
and lack of air movement contribute to an unhealthy environment, and
although diesel exhaust recovery systems are attached to the exhaust pipes of
all trucks, there is still residual when trucks pull out of the station and when
they return.
During the discussion of replacement vs. renovation, it was suggested that
the parking lot on Babcock Street be “swapped” with 49 Babcock Street as a
site for a new station. This would allow the existing Station 5 to remain
operational during the construction of a new facility.
Identifying a new site for Station 7 (Washington Square) was also discussed,
largely because the existing station is so old (built in 1898) and its site so
constrained. However, in the view of subcommittee members, taking a
property, particularly a developed one, by eminent domain would be
problematic not only because of the expense but also the likelihood of
delaying the start of the badly needed work. However, it was noted that an
undeveloped Washington Square site might offer an opportunity for
relocating the station.
Lastly, the Subcommittee discussed the projected population growth and
other factors that can impact public safety, to confirm that they are being
taken into consideration as plans for the fire stations are developed. The
growth in South Brookline in the near-term, due to the expansion of
Hancock Village, raises the question of whether the department as currently
structured will have the capability to serve the southern portion of the town.
In response, Chief Sullivan stated that adding a ladder truck in South
Brookline should be considered, and his recommendation would be to locate
it at Station 4, at the corner of Reservoir Road and Route 9. The Chief noted
his agreement with the 2019 IAFF analysis that found that housing a ladder
truck at the centralized location of Station 4 would increase the department’s
6-minute ladder response capabilities in South Brookline. In addition, the
IAFF analysis found that placing another company at that location would
improve response capabilities through the town.
The IAFF’s findings dovetail nicely with the Fire Station project. If the
project moves forward, Station 4 will be first on the list to be upgraded and
at the same time it will be redeveloped into a two-company facility so that it
can serve as the “swing” station while other stations are being renovated. At
the end of the entire project, because of its redesign, it will have the capacity

to accommodate a ladder company. An additional company, to be fully
functional, translates into hiring 20 additional firefighters.2
In terms of timing, as presented, plans call for the Fire Station Renovation
Program to be completed over a course of five to seven years. Each station
would need to be vacated during the renovation, with the exception of
Station 5 if a new station were to be built on the nearby site. The apparatus
and personnel from the affected station would be temporarily reassigned.
The renovation of each station is currently estimated to take between 8-18
months, depending on the size and complexity of the project.
Given the projected project cost, a debt-exclusion ballot question would
need voter approval in order to have sufficient funding to undertake the
project.
Members of the Capital Subcommittee expressed support for the planned
renovations, the replacement of Station 5, and the exploration of “swapping”
the site of the current Station 5 with the Babcock Street parking lot. The
Subcommittee also noted that Section 3.7.2 (“Project Procedures”) of the
Town’s by-laws calls for a specific set of steps, including the review and
approval of the feasibility study, schematic design, and design development
stages by the Building Commission, and the appointment of a Committee of
Seven by the Select Board. Funds currently in the Fire Station Renovations
Special Appropriations (CIP) account are thought to be sufficient to develop
the replacement of Station Five beyond the initial concept of a three-bay,
two-story structure with living quarters and administrative space.
Recommendation
A unanimous Capital Subcommittee voted to support the renovations of
Stations 1, 4, 6, and 7 and the construction of a new Station 5 and
encouraged the submission of the GG&D Master Plan with conceptual
drawings to the Building Commission, using available CIP funds to pursue
the next immediate step(s) in the process as outlined in the Town’s by-laws.
2

It should be noted, however, that in terms of staffing, Chief Sullivan’s first priority is to
use a federal “Safer” grant to hire four Chief’s aides, to serve as incident command
technicians. Their function is to assist a chief with accountability, safety, and
communications on the fire ground, a role that is essential to the safety and wellness of
fire fighters.

Additional Information
Garcia, Galuska & DeSousa, Inc., Brookline Fire Stations
Guidelines/Master Plan, April 12, 2019
Garcia, Galuska & DeSousa, Inc., Brookline Fire Stations
Guidelines/Master Plan, November 21, 2019
Brookline Firefighters Association Local 950 and Brookline Fire
Department, Emergency Services Response Analysis and Risk Assessment
October 2019
Brookline Fire Department, Administrative Standard Operating Guideline:
Lactation Breaks
Acts of 2017, Ch. 54, An Act Establishing The Massachusetts Pregnant
Workers Fairness Act

DRAFT
BROOKLINE ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Public Safety Subcommittee
Warrant Articles 29 and 30
General By-law and Zoning By-law Amendments RE:
Expanded Outdoor Dining
The Public Safety Subcommittee held an initial public hearing on Warrant Articles 29 and 30 on
March 24, 2021at 6:00 PM and continued the hearing and deliberations on March 29, 2021 at
12:00 PM.
In attendance at the initial hearing were Meredith Mooney, Economic Development and LongTerm Planner; Kara Brewton, Economic Development Director; Anne Meyers, Co-Chair,
Economic Development Advisory Board; David Gladstone, Board member, Chamber of
Commerce; Kate Poverman,TMM-8; Jane Flanagan,TMM-15; and Subcommittee members
David-Marc Goldstein, Neil Gordon, Susan Granoff, Alisa Jonas, and Janice Kahn (Chair).
In attendance at the continuance of the hearing were Meredith Mooney; Kara Brewton; David
Gladstone, and all Subcommittee members, plus David Trevvett, Chair, Pedestrian Advisory
Committee; Talia Glass, owner of Allium Market and Brookline resident; and David Leschinsky,
owner of Eureka! and Brookline resident.
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION
The passage of Warrant Articles 29 and 30 would allow for expanded outdoor dining, both in
terms of the time period for which the annual Food Vendor’s License could be granted and the
allowable outdoor areas to be used for that purpose.
Warrant Article 29 proposes amending the General By-Laws Article 8.10 - Food Vendor
Licenses, Section 8.10.8 - Use of Sidewalks and Outdoor Premises to:
 Enable restaurants to use adjacent portions of the street and/or a third party’s property for
outdoor seating, which expands on the already permissible use of adjacent sidewalk
space;
 Provide authority to the Select Board to grant annual licenses for year-round outdoor
dining, whereas the current By-law limits the license to not more than 6 months of the
year;
 Add the Health and Fire Departments to the departments from which the Select Board
shall seeks advice regarding license requests, and also replaces the Planning Board with
the Planning and Community Development Department so that the process can be more
stream-lined.
The Zoning By-Laws Article IV - Use Regulations, Section 4.04 – Limitation of Area of
Accessory restricts uses outside a building’s rear yard and unbuilt lot areas to not more than 25%
of those areas. Warrant Article 30 proposes amending the Zoning By-Law to remove a
restaurant’s outdoor seating from that restriction. It also proposes amending Section 4.07 – Table

of Use Regulations subsection 38.C to reflect the expansion of the allowable time period for
outdoor dining from seasonal to year-round.
By a vote of 5-0-0, the Public Safety Subcommittee recommends favorable action on Warrant
Article 29 with one minor amendment to address a Scribner’s error and another to provide
clarity; and favorable action on Warrant Article 30, also with an amendment to correct a
Scribner’s error. See below for details.
DISCUSSION
Throughout the past year, the COVID-19 pandemic has ravaged many small businesses, but
restaurants were especially hard hit, given the higher risk of infection connected to indoor eating.
Revenues for restaurants are down 60%, and many have had to take on significant debt to remain
open, and it will likely take several years for most of these restaurants – those that will have
survived – to return to pre-COVID financial stability.
To help keep restaurants afloat, both the State and the Town implemented temporary emergency
regulations to allow for more outdoor dining. The measures taken included waiving fees,
allowing outdoor dining to continue throughout the year, expanding the outdoor space that could
be used for that purpose, and streamlining the application process. Other municipalities took
even more aggressive steps: Waltham closed Moody Street to traffic to allow outdoor dining
throughout the street, and Cambridge covered the restaurants’ cost of infrastructure, such as
heaters.
Many local restaurants took advantage of these regulations to expand to outdoor dining, which
has not only helped them survive, but also has had the ancillary benefit of adding more vibrancy
to the Town’s commercial areas. In light of that, the Economic Development and Long Term
Planning Division of the Planning and Community Development Department has taken the
initiative to propose changes in our by-laws to foster continuation of outdoor dining. These two
warrant articles incorporate some of those changes – allowing expansion in the number of
months per year that dining can be permitted outdoors and in the outdoor areas that can be used
for that purpose. While adjacent sidewalks can already be used for that purpose under our
current By-Laws, the proposed changes would also allow restaurants to use a portion of the
street, including up to 3 parking spaces, as well as sidewalks and private space of adjacent
businesses that provide approval for such usage.
The subcommittee discussed various of the associated issues that could stem from this expansion
in outdoor dining:
Items of Cost/Revenue:
The most obvious direct costs would be the loss of revenue from metered parking spaces.
Planning Department staff estimate that the loss would be approximately $8,640 for the year. At
the same time, Department staff projects that the additional revenue from the meals tax
generated by more customers would be approximately $13,000/year, though the Department
acknowledges that this is a very rough estimate and assumes that restaurants would not yet be at
full capacity indoors. Once that were to occur, then either the number of outdoor seats would

have to be decreased or additional bathroom accommodations would have to be provided.
Members of the subcommittee also wondered whether there would be an increased need for a
police presence to direct traffic or whether the use of streets with jersey barriers might result in
damage to the pavement that would require more frequent repairs.
To offset those costs, however, the Select Board is planning to impose fees, with $600/restaurant
being considered if the restaurant makes use of parklets, and likely somewhat lower fees if only
sidewalk space is used. Additionally, having more people attracted to the commercial areas
because of the availability of outdoor dining could result in higher usage of commercial areas
overall, which could generate higher tax revenue from higher value properties.
Other collateral concerns raised:
Other concerns included increasing difficulties walking on sidewalks by the elderly and disabled,
and risks to pedestrians of being exposed to the COVID-19 virus if they were to be forced to
walk too close to diners. Dr. Swannee Jett, Director of the Public Health Department, analyzed
the current temporary regulations and determined that the proposed distancing requirements were
sufficient to keep the public safe. Also, David Trevvett, the Chair of the Pedestrian Advisory
Committee offered his support of the warrant articles.
Another concern was the potential noise impact on neighboring residents. Meredith Mooney
responded that – at least currently – very few outdoor dining facilities are located in mixed-use
buildings. She noted a few in Brookline Village, such as Blossom Bar, but to her knowledge,
there have been no noise complaints. Additionally, opening hours can vary for outdoor and
indoor dining so that noise complaints can be addressed without shortening dining options for
indoor dining.
Impact on Neighboring Retailers:
The subcommittee questioned whether the loss of parking spaces/more crowded sidewalks was a
concern to neighboring retailers. Members of the business community at the hearing expressed
their belief that all the retailers in town are supportive of anything that can be done to help the
survival of restaurants, who they are aware are struggling. It is their belief that a thriving
restaurant scene will also help all retailers in the commercial areas.
Legislative History:
A member of the subcommittee wondered why the current By-Law limited outdoor dining to
only 6 months of the year – was there a substantive reason to not have year-round dining? The
Planning Department provided the legislative history, which showed that the current laws were
passed based on the urging of restaurant owners. These businesses wanted at least some form of
outdoor dining allowed, and at the time, there did not seem to be a need for outdoor dining
beyond 6 months of the year. Time will tell the extent to which there will be an interest in
outdoor dining much beyond the seasonal six months of warmer weather once indoor dining
once again becomes an option post-COVID.
Use of Propane Heaters:
Most restaurants with outdoor dining use propane heaters to warm diners. The subcommittee
explored whether these should be restricted in light of the Town’s efforts to reduce fossil fuel

usage. We obtained an analysis of the differential impact of CO2 of using propane compared to
electricity for such heating purposes. The analysis – surprisingly – indicated that heating with
electricity would actually result in a greater release of CO2 under current circumstances and
technology unless the restaurant were to use Brookline’s 100% green electricity program. The
analysis suggested that electricity would not be substantially better than propane until perhaps 5
years from now. The subcommittee then considered proposing a sunset clause, but upon further
deliberation rejected that option. It would not be equitable to single out restaurants for the
prohibition of propane heaters and no other entities or residents, especially at a time when
apparently alternative technology does not exist that would result in less CO2, and when the
restaurant community has just invested thousands of dollars to purchase these heaters to enable
them to remain afloat. Further, all of the FFF warrant articles filed to date include exemptions
for portable propane appliances for cooking or heating. Planning Department staff also
contacted other municipalities and learned that none of them have restricted the use of propane
heaters, and Cambridge paid for their purchase on behalf of restaurants to provide them further
support.
The subcommittee would like to urge the Town to develop a coherent Town wide approach that
addresses the use of propane for all users and purposes as part of its planning to meet our goal of
becoming fossil fuel free by 2050.
Consideration of a Sunset Clause for Expanded Outdoor Dining:
Some members of the subcommittee proposed a sunset clause for expanded outdoor dining, so
that it could be evaluated at the time of the sunset and if successful, it could be made permanent.
The majority of the subcommittee felt that legislatively, it is the same whether to have a sunset
clause and later vote to make outdoor dining permanent, or to vote to retract expanded outdoor
dining if it is not successful. For the restauranteurs, having a sunset clause would only make life
that much more difficult. Outdoor dining has been a lifeline for them, and even with outdoor
dining, usage has decreased by 60%, and it will take several years for restaurant owners to
recover from all the debt that they have incurred to become whole once again. A sunset clause
would make them think twice about whether to invest further in infrastructure to make their
outdoor dining facilities successful. Additionally, if problems are identified, the guidelines can
be modified to make cures without the need to terminate the expansion altogether. And finally, it
was believed that outdoor dining is overall a beneficial addition to the Town’s commercial area,
enabling restaurants to generate more income, provide a draw to commercial areas by both
residents and non-residents, which will positively increase demand for retail generally, and add
some vibrancy to the Town’s commercial areas that has been lacking.
The Public Safety approved the substance of both Warrant articles, though its motion
recommends a slightly revised Warrant Article 29 that (1) adds the word “proper” before
“notice” in the first line of Section 8.10.8 to emphasize that the type of notice provided to the
public must be in accordance with the provisions for notice required of the Select Board, and (2)
adds the word “its” before “designee” to correct a Scribner’s error; and a revised Warrant Article
30 that adds “s and in business and industrial districts, and as provided in §§ 5.44, 5.53, 5.63,
and 5.72” to Section 4.04 – 3 following the words “and M-2.5 District” because those words are
part of the provision but were inadvertently cut off in the drafting of the warrant article.

The recommended motion is as follows, with the Public Safety subcommittee modifications
noted in red:
ARTICLE 29
Submitted by: Planning & Community Development Department, Economic Development
Division
To see if the Town will amend the General By-laws, Section 8.10.8 - Use of Sidewalks and
Outdoor Premises, of Article 8.10 – Food Vendors License, as follows (additions are
underlined and deletions appear in stricken text):
ARTICLE 8.10 FOOD VENDOR LICENSES
SECTION 8.10.8 USE OF SIDEWALKS AND OUTDOOR PREMISES
The Select Board may, upon written application by a licensed Food Vendor, after proper notice
and hearing, grant, upon such terms and conditions as they it determines to be necessary and
desirable, that a Licensed Food Vendor the right to use the an adjacent outdoor portion area as
part of the licensed premises to accommodate outside seating for patrons. Such duly licensed
outside seating areas may include and/or a portion of a town street or sidewalk area and/or a third
party’s property with acceptable proof of third-party consent. that is contiguous to the licensed
premises for outside seating for Patrons. Prior to such a grant, the Select Board shall seek
advisory reports from the Planning Board Planning & Community Development Department,
Building Commissioner, Police Department, Fire Department, Health Department, and
Commissioner of Public Works, as the Select Board or its designee may determine. No such
grant shall be for more than six months in any license year. No such grant shall extend beyond
the term of the license. Any right granted hereunder shall be subject to revocation if the exercise
of the grant interferes with public safety and convenience.
Or act on anything relative thereto.
ARTICLE 30
Submitted by: Planning & Community Development Department, Economic Development
Division
To see if the Town will amend the Brookline Zoning By-Laws, §4.04 Limitation of Area of
Accessory Uses, §4.07 Table of Use Regulations of Article IV Use Regulations, and §6.02
Off-Street Parking Space Regulations of Article VI Vehicular Service Uses Requirements,
as follows (proposed deletions appear in stricken text):
ARTICLE IV
USE REGULATIONS

§4.04 – LIMITATION OF AREA OF ACCESSORY USES
1. No accessory use or uses within a building shall occupy more than a combined total of 25
per cent of the floor area of the principal building, other than required off- street parking.

2. No accessory use or uses not within a building shall occupy more than a combined total
of 25 per cent of the unbuilt lot area, or of the required rear yard area, other than required
off-street parking or outdoor seating for a licensed Food Vendor as defined in Article
8.10 of the Town’s General By-Laws.

3. No accessory use shall occupy part of the required front or side yards, except off- street
parking as required in M-l.0, M-l.5, M-2.0, and M-2.5 Districts and in business and
industrial districts, and as provided in §§ 5.44, 5.53, 5.63, and 5.72.
§4.07 – TABLE OF USE REGULATIONS
38C. Open-air use, other than commercial recreation facilities, seasonal outdoor seating for a
licensed Food Vendor as defined in Article 8.10 of the Town’s General By-Laws that does not
exceed six months in each calendar year, and Uses 22 to 28. inclusive, Use 38C shall include
including but not be limited to the sale of flowers, garden supplies, or agricultural produce.
ARTICLE VI
VEHICULAR SERVICE USES REQUIREMENTS
§6.02 – OFF-STREET PARKING SPACE REGULATIONS
3. Places of Public Assembly shall include Uses 9, 12 to 14 inclusive, 16, 30, and 34, as listed in
Article IV.
a. Where Places of Public Assembly are provided with benches rather than
fixed individual seats, each 1.5 linear feet of bench shall equal one seat.
b. Where no fixed seats are used, each 20 square feet of public floor area shall equal one
seat.
c. Places of worship need not provide the requirements specified in this section.
d. Bowling alleys shall provide two parking spaces for each alley.
e. For recreational or social uses primarily designed for neighborhood or Town-wide
activities and owned or operated by an agency of the Town, the Board of Appeals may by
special permit modify the requirements of this section.

f. For any place of public assembly that obtains a license for seasonal outdoor seating
subject to §8.10.8 of the Town’s General Bylaw, the additional seasonal outdoor space
shall be exempt from parking requirements.
Or act on anything relative thereto.

Lisa Portscher
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Meredith Mooney
Tuesday, March 30, 2021 10:22 AM
Lisa Portscher; Janice Kahn
Kara Brewton
FW: Town of Brookline proposals on outdoor seating and heating

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Hi Lisa and Janice,
I received this email, which I believe was intended to be written comment for the Advisory subcommittee, from
Barcelona Wine Bar last night. I know that the public hearing on WAs 29 and 30 has closed, but I’m forwarding along as
another restaurant’s input.
Best,
Meredith
Meredith L. Mooney
Economic Development & Long‐Term Planner
Department of Planning & Community Development
Town of Brookline, MA
617‐264‐6478
From: Adam Halberg <adam@barcelonawinebar.com>
Sent: Monday, March 29, 2021 5:34 PM
To: Meredith Mooney <mmooney@brooklinema.gov>
Subject: Town of Brookline proposals on outdoor seating and heating
As a member of the Brookline business community since 2012, Barcelona fully supports the efforts of the Town
committees investigating how best to extend ‐ or make permanent ‐ the option for local restaurants to extend past their
original patio spaces into larger, creative seating areas.
While the past year was uniquely challenging in so many ways, we all were also fortunate enough to test out new ways
of keeping our neighborhoods lively and communal.
Extended outdoor dining ‐ in parklets, "streateries", sidewalk cafe seating and adjacent parks and lots ‐ found success in
programs in Brookline and in cities across the country. They proved that our neighbors enjoy and seek out outdoor
dining, likely far beyond the constraints of this pandemic.
In New England, the season for comfortable outdoor dining is significantly extended by the use of temporary heating
elements ‐ extended both further into the evening hours and into more months of the year.
We recognize the concern of some neighbors about the use of propane gas to make diners comfortable ‐ and businesses
viable ‐ and the residual effect on the environment. We share the desire to move towards more fuel‐efficient heat
sources and would definitely consider alternative options.
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Unfortunately, this past year has also proven ‐ as propane and temporary heaters went scarce nationally under demand
‐ that viable technology has not caught up with spot heating yet. We, like many other restaurants across the country, did
thorough research on available alternative heat sources.
Most electric heaters do not provide sufficient ambient warmth to keep outdoor diners comfortable. The powerful
radiant heaters that could solve this problem require a much more robust electrical infrastructure than conventional
commercial retail spaces offer.
Plugging in mid‐range electric heaters blows the grid.
Hard‐wiring high‐end heaters would cost tens of thousands of dollars in additional transformers and building electricity
upgrades.
If the boards and committees considering the restriction against propane would like to see the equipment specs and
math behind these claims, we are happy to provide the research.
If the Town is considering funding the necessary infrastructure upgrades to make these heaters viable, we would
consider participating in a transition program.
Without that support, restricting the use of temporary portable heaters would significantly hurt the revenue of local
businesses that are still barely catching up from a devastating year.
It would also mute the joy returning to our patios as our neighbors return from a sad and lengthy lockdown.
Barcelona has a larger seating capacity than many other restaurants, bars and cafes in our Town ‐ and we have the
financial strength of multiple restaurants operating across the country. Restricting the use of propane heaters would
hurt our business, but it could even more aggressively damage the potential for many smaller enterprises around us.
In short, extending the use of allowed outdoor space for patio seating can accelerate the regrowth of our local,
neighborhood businesses. Adding restrictions on heat without offering the funding and infrastructure support to provide
viable alternatives will throttle the post‐pandemic recovery.
‐‐
Adam Halberg
CEO

Barcelona Wine Bar
20 Ketchum Street | Suite 101
Westport, CT 06880
adam@barcelonawinebar.com
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Town of Brookline
Massachusetts

Outdoor Dining Program Regulations and Guidelines
Effective April 1, 2021 through December 31, 2021
(Voted: 3/16/2021)
Due to the success of Brookline’s temporary expanded outdoor dining program during the COVID-19 pandemic in
2020, the Town of Brookline is taking steps that may permit the continuation of this program indefinitely.
At a minimum, the Town anticipates continuing the temporary expanded outdoor dining program as permitted
by the Governor’s COVID-19 emergency orders, which currently permit this temporary outdoor dining program
through 60 days after the end of the State of Emergency.
Additionally, the Town’s Planning & Community Development Department recently filed several warrant articles
for the May 2021 Annual Town Meeting proposing zoning and general by-law changes that would permit licensing
for permanent year-round outdoor seating. (The Town’s by-laws currently permit licensing for permanent
seasonal outdoor seating only.) If approved by Town Meeting, restaurants that are not currently licensed for
seasonal permanent outdoor seating and offer outdoor seating through the Town’s temporary COVID-era
expanded outdoor dining program would be able to apply for permanent licensing extensions of premises for
outdoor seating. Restaurants currently licensed for permanent outdoor seasonal seating would be able to apply
for year-round permanent outdoor seating.
These Outdoor Dining Program Regulations and Guidelines are issued as conditions for restaurants’ outdoor
seating. These Outdoor Dining Program Regulations and Guidelines are issued as the conditions for all outdoor
seating effective April 1, 2021 and will sunset on December 31, 2021 unless amended earlier or extended by
further vote of the Select Board. They are applicable to existing licensed seasonal outdoor seating (which may be
extended indefinitely, see above) and to temporary extensions of premises for outdoor seating pursuant to the
Governor’s COVID-19 emergency orders.
PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS:
▪

Must be a ground-floor brick-and-mortar food establishment with a common victuallers license.

▪

Must have adequate adjacent parking space or sidewalk space to comply with the outdoor dining
program’s placement, design, and accessibility criteria.

▪

Must comply with all applicable State and local law and Town policy, including, but not limited to, the
Select Board’s Amended Approval Procedure for the Temporary Extensions of Licensed Premises for
Outdoor Seating, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts Covid-19 orders and applicable sector-specific
guidelines, the Town of Brookline’s Prepared Food Regulations, the Town of Brookline’s Sales of Alcoholic
Beverages Regulations, the ABCC’s Patio Guidelines, and all laws governing access by people with
disabilities.
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▪

Contact the Licensing Clerk, Tiffany Souza, tsouza@brooklinema.gov, with any questions regarding your
eligibility.

OUTDOOR DINING DESIGN GUIDELINES:
Outdoor Seating Area Placement Guidance:
▪

Seating is generally limited to the area immediately adjacent to a business’ storefront.
o In some circumstances, outdoor seating areas can extend in front of adjacent businesses. Adjacent
property owners and tenants must provide a letter supporting this use with the application
submitted to the Select Board.

▪

Curbside seating (see Outdoor Seating Configuration B below) is generally preferred for outdoor seating
on the sidewalk, as it maintains the primary sidewalk area for pedestrians. Outdoor dining adjacent to the
building will be considered where it would not negatively impact the pedestrian route of travel.

▪

Outdoor dining areas on the sidewalk must retain:
o A 4' minimum but 5’ preferred sidewalk width that is clear of any obstructions.
o Previously approved setups may require modifications to maintain the sidewalk width.

▪

Outdoor dining areas in the parking lane must:
o Be limited to 2 usable curbside parking spaces. (Note: A 3rd parking space will be used to
accommodate a transition barrier. See Outdoor Seating Configurations C-E for reference.)
o Be installed 2 feet to the right of the edge line (as measured from the inside edge of the white
parking space markers) and not obstruct adjacent Bike/LIT or motor vehicle travel lanes.
o Accommodate the placement of 2-ft-wide jersey barriers, which will be installed by the Town.
o Meet PROWAG and MAAB accessibility requirements with either a proposed ramp or a platform
constructed to be sidewalk level.
o Maintain access to utilities and curbside drainage.
OUTDOOR SEATING CONFIGURATIONS

A) Façade Seating
Outdoor seating located on
the sidewalk immediately
adjacent to a building
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B) Curbside Seating
Outdoor seating located on
the sidewalk along the curb

C) On-Street Seating
Outdoor seating located in
parking spaces in front of a
restaurant storefront.
Cannot exceed more than
two parking spaces. Must
be fortified by concrete
jersey barriers, which the
Town will provide and
install as part of an onstreet dining occupancy
fee.
Contact Todd Kirrane,
Transportation
Administrator,
tkirrane@brooklinema.gov,
to request review of your
location and installation of
concrete jersey barriers.
D) Combination Façade &
Roadway Seating
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E) Combination Curbside &
Roadway Seating

Outdoor Seating Area Design Guidance:
▪

Walls along the sidewalk should be attractive, inviting, and maintain sightlines into and out of the outdoor
dining area.
o May consist of fences, railing or planters and should be self-supporting and easily removed from
the sidewalk or parking area.
o Height Limit: 36 inches to 42 inches. Restaurants with existing non-conforming structures may
submit a plan to bring structures into compliance by January 1, 2022, if necessary, in lieu of
immediate compliance.
o Enclosures are required if alcohol is served. (See Compliance with Liquor License Service and
Consumption Requirements in the General Outdoor Seating Requirements section below.)
o Non-moveable enclosures may be required in areas where the outdoor dining has a tendency to
expand beyond its permitted area.

▪

Walls/railings along the roadway should be attractive, inviting, and made of solid materials.
o May consist of fences, railing or planters and should be self-supporting and easily removed from
the sidewalk or parking area.
o Height Limit: 36 inches to 42 inches. Restaurants with existing non-conforming structures may
submit a plan to bring structures into compliance by January 1, 2022, if necessary, in lieu of
immediate compliance.
o Enclosures are required if alcohol is served. (See Compliance with Liquor License Service and
Consumption Requirements in the General Outdoor Seating Requirements section below.)
o Non-moveable enclosures may be required in areas where the outdoor dining has a tendency to
expand beyond its permitted area.

▪

Outdoor structures with roofs will require a permit from the Building Department and will be approved
on a case-by-case basis. Roof heights on outdoor seating structures must be a minimum of 7 ft and a
maximum of 8 ft.

▪

Outdoor tents 120 square feet or less are allowed.
o Those in excess of 120 square feet require a permit from the Building Department.

▪

Electrical wiring for outdoor seating areas must:
o Be run overhead.
o Not obstruct the pedestrian path of travel.
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o

Obtain an electrical permit for the installation of exterior/weatherproof outlets or for the
hardwiring of an electrical device per Mass Electrical Code - 527 CMR 12.00 (amended).

▪

Outdoor propane heaters require a permit from the Fire Department. (See the Outdoor Heating Elements
Safety Requirements section in the General Outdoor Seating Requirements below.)

▪

No promotional signage or logos shall be allowed on any outdoor dining elements (umbrellas, enclosures,
etc.). (See the Signage and Advertising Restrictions section in the General Outdoor Seating Requirements
below.)
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Accessible Seating Requirements:
Restaurants must ensure that outdoor seating areas remain accessible to the public in accordance with the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements. This may be accomplished with temporary ramps, access at
ground level at the rear of the outdoor seating area, or with an elevated platform flush with the sidewalk.
Restaurant owners must submit a seating plan that will meet PROWAG and MAAB accessibility compliance to
those using wheelchairs and then demonstrate that they have achieved and sustained compliance if the plan is
approved.
Outdoor dining must be accessible and meet PROWAG and Massachusetts Architectural Access Board’s
regulations (available at https://www.mass.gov/doc/521-cmr-1700-restaurants/download):
521 CMR 17.00: RESTAURANTS
17.2 SEATING
At least 5% but not less than one, of the tables shall be
accessible, be on an accessible route, and in compliance with
the following:
17.2.2 A 36 inch (36" = 914mm) access aisle shall be provided
between all accessible tables. No seating shall overlap the
access aisle. See Fig. 17a.
17.2.3 Clear floor space as defined in 521 CMR 5.00:
DEFINITIONS shall be provided at each seating space. Such
clear floor space shall not overlap knee space by more than 19
inches (19" = 483mm). See Fig. 17a.
17.2.4 Knee Clearances: If seating for people in wheelchairs is
provided at tables or counters, knee spaces at least 27 inches
(27" = 686mm) high, 30 inches (30" = 762mm) wide, and 19
inches (19" = 483mm) deep shall be provided. See Fig. 17b.
17.2.5 Height of Tables or Counters: The tops of accessible tables
and counters shall be from 28 inches to 34 inches (28" to 34" =
711mm to 864mm) above the finish floor or ground. See Fig 17b.
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GENERAL OUTDOOR SEATING REQUIREMENTS: Violation of these requirements will result in steps to revoke your
outdoor seating permit.
Adequate Maintenance
of the Public Right of
Way

A minimum of 48” but 60” preferred of sidewalk clearance must be maintained
to always ensure ADA accessibility and a clear pedestrian path.
Outdoor dining areas cannot obstruct other street furniture, lamp posts,
mailboxes, plantings, signage, etc. unless permitted.

Assembly and
Disassembly

Signage and Advertising
Restrictions

Use and Beautification
of Concrete Jersey
Barriers

Outdoor Seating Area
Enclosure

Compliance with Liquor
License Service and
Consumption
Requirements

Electrical cord crossing sidewalks at grade are not permitted. All electrical
devises crossing sidewalks overhead must have a minimum 10 ft. clearance (use
of trees and vegetation is not permitted).
Outdoor seating areas must be easy to assemble on site and dismantle for
storage or in case of emergency hazard situations (e.g. emergency access to
sewer drains or manhole covers).
Outdoor seating structures may not be bolted to the public sidewalk, street
area, or any other infrastructure owned by the Town without prior approval by
the Department of Public Works.
While beautification of outdoor seating areas is encouraged (e.g. with flower
planters and brightly colored umbrellas), signs and corporate logos (including
that of the restaurant utilizing the outdoor dining space) may not be displayed
in the outdoor seating area.
The concrete jersey barriers provided by the Town may be painted to beautify
the outdoor seating area. Proposed designs must be submitted to the
Department of Public Works for approval. Proposals with advertising, logos, etc.
will not be approved.
If restaurants opt to remove the concrete jersey barriers during the winter, the
Town cannot guarantee that restaurants will receive the same jersey barriers
for the following outdoor dining season.
An outdoor dining area must be enclosed on all sides to separate it from the
public right-of-way. Different types of enclosures can be used, such as fencing,
bollards, or plant containers, but they must provide visibility between the
seating area and the sidewalk.
The enclosure must be cane-detectable.
Alcohol service and consumption in approved outdoor seating areas must
comply with all Alcoholic Beverages Control Commission (ABCC) requirements.
Outdoor seating areas must be enclosed by a fence, rope, or other means to
prevent access from a public walkway.
The licensee should have a view of the outside premises from inside the
premises, or alternatively the licensee may commit to providing management
personnel dedicated to the area.
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Egress from the inside to the outside must be clearly established to assure safe,
uninterrupted service of alcoholic beverages.

Properly Secured
Furniture
Properly Secured Tents,
Canopies, and
Umbrellas

No alcoholic beverages shall be served or consumed in any areas of the
premises that are not included in the approved description of the licensed
premises or temporary extension of premises.
Furniture should be secured together with cable and locks. Furniture should not
be stacked or locked to other objects, such as streetlights, street trees, or the
enclosure.
All tents and canopies must be less than 120 square feet and fit within the
outdoor seating space authorized by the Town. All tent and canopy legs must
be weighted down with a minimum of 40 lbs., such that they do not move, blow
over, or cause damage in severe weather or high winds. Tent and canopy
weights and lines must be clearly visible and not pose a hazard. Restaurants are
responsible to take down tents and secure loose items in advance of weather
incidents. Anyone seeking to use tents or canopies exceeding 120 square feet
must obtain a permit from the Building Department.
Tents and canopies must be free and clear of all ignition sources.
To avoid damage, in the event of high winds, ice or snow, tents and canopies
shall be removed promptly when requested by the Department of Public Works.
Restaurants must be aware that tents, canopies, and umbrellas do not have
designated snow loads and should not be used if there is snow accumulation.
Prior to use, all tents, canopies, and umbrellas should be cleared of accumulated
snow.
Only utilize umbrellas with a weighted base. Such umbrellas may not extend
past the outdoor dining area barriers or obstruct access to or ventilation of
utility covers.

Outdoor Heating
Elements Safety
Requirements

All outdoor heating devices must be Underwriters Laboratory (UL) listed.
Propane Heaters: Restaurants that have secured Fire Department approval for
temporary use of propane patio heaters through the Liquid Propane Outdoor
Heating Pilot Program may use patio heaters in approved outdoor dining areas.
Through the Town’s Liquid Propane (LP) Outdoor Patio Heating Appliance Use
and Storage Pilot Program, propane heaters shall be allowed on the public way
(i.e. sidewalks or parking spaces), subject to securing a permit through the
Brookline Fire Department and compliance with the Fire Department’s Liquid
Propane (LP) Outdoor Patio Heating Appliance Use and Storage Pilot Program
Requirements. Permitting fees for this pilot program have been waived.
Electric Heaters: The use of hardwired electrical heating appliances for outdoor
seating areas must be permitted by the Town of Brookline’s Electrical Inspector.
Plug-in electrical heating elements will be permitted in the public way on a caseby-case basis. Plug-in electrical heating elements must meet the following
requirements:
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▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Must be used and located per the owner's manual, manufacturer's
installation instructions and specifications.
Must be located on the ground at grade.
Shall be rated for outdoor use.
Shall be rated for damp or wet locations.
Cannot be located under a tent or canopy.
Maintain all clearances to combustibles.
Wires may not cross the public sidewalk at-grade.
All electrical devices crossing sidewalks overhead must be a min 10ft
clearance (use of trees and vegetation not permitted).
All electric heaters shall be equipped with an automatic shut-off safety
feature.
Outdoor rated extension cords shall be used if allowed by manufacturer.

Location of Outdoor Heating Elements: No heating elements are permitted
under tents, canopies, or awnings. All heating elements must be located at a
safe distance from tents, canopies, awnings, and other combustible materials
per the manufacturer’s technical specifications and in compliance with the Fire
Department’s Liquid Propane (LP) Outdoor Patio Heating Appliance Use and
Storage Pilot Program Requirements). Additionally, all heating elements and
associated equipment shall be placed in such a way that they do not create a
safety hazard for the general public in utilizing the space or passing on the public
way.
Lighting and Other
Outdoor Electrical
Elements Safety
Requirements

Outdoor lighting elements must be used and located per the owner's manual
and manufacturer's installation instructions and specifications.
Building permits must be obtained for the installation of exterior/weatherproof
outlets or for the hardwiring of an electrical device per Mass Electrical Code 527 CMR 12.00 (amended).
Outdoor rated extension cords may be used if allowed by manufacturer.
All electrical cords crossing sidewalks at grade are not permitted. All electrical
devises crossing sidewalks overhead must have a minimum 10 ft. clearance (use
of trees and vegetation is not permitted).

Night-time Visibility
Requirements
Public Utilities
Water Drainage
Paving Schedule

Types of lighting that could blind or significantly distract drivers are not
permitted.
On-street seating areas must be marked with high intensity retro-reflective tape
or reflectors to ensure the visibility of patrons and barriers at night.
Outdoor dining areas must not block fire hydrants or cover any utility or
manhole covers.
Outdoor dining areas must not be installed over street drains unless
accommodations for water flow are made.
Outdoor dining areas should not be installed in locations scheduled for
resurfacing or utility work within 8 months of installation.
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Restaurant Health and
Safety Standards

Winter Maintenance
Requirements

Outdoor seating areas must comply with Restaurant Health and Safety
Standards Outlined in the State’s Reopening Plan. These safety standards
include but not limited to: face coverings, social distancing, size of party per
table, distance between tables, as well as the frequent cleaning of all tables and
chairs.
Restaurants with on-street outdoor dining areas that do not intend to provide
outdoor dining service through the winter months must notify the Town and
arrange for the removal of the concrete barriers with the Department of Public
Works no later than November 1, 2021.
In the event of ice or snow, the sidewalk must be kept free and clear of all
outdoor furniture so that the Town can treat or plow commercial area sidewalks
safely and unimpeded by obstructions.
Restaurants remain responsible to maintain a minimum of 48”, but preferably
60”, of sidewalk clearance in accordance with ADA accessibility requirements,
the Winter Guide for Brookline Property Owners, Businesses, and Residents,
and the Town’s Snow Removal By-Law.
In addition, restaurants are responsible for maintaining their outdoor seating
areas and access to those areas, including sidewalks narrowed to less than 6
feet by outdoor seating furniture.
The Town encourages restaurants to engage a qualified contractor to ensure
that snow is removed in a timely manner.
DPW will strive to preserve any outdoor seating materials encountered during
treatment and clearance of the public way but cannot guarantee that outdoor
seating materials will not be damaged in the snow and ice removal process.

APPLICATION PROCESS:
Submit the following plans and documentation to the Town Licensing Clerk and appropriate Town departments
for review and approval:
▪

A description of the proposed plans and a diagram showing the street, sidewalk, or private property
area to be used in relation to the restaurant, conforming to the requirements outlined in the
Outdoor Dining Program Regulations and Guidelines (effective April 1, 2021) and detailing:
o

Eye-level photos of the proposed location.

o

Points of access and egress.

o

How the seating area will meet PROWAG and MAAB accessibility compliance including a
demonstration that tables will be PROWAG and MAAB accessible to those using wheelchairs.

o

Materials and design for walls separating the outdoor dining between the pedestrians and
the outdoor dining area for those on the sidewalk.
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▪

o

Professionally designed plans showing proposed heights, dimensions, etc. for applicants
seeking to build structures in on-street outdoor seating areas.

o

Size/type of tables, seats, service stations, and any other items proposed to be placed in the
proposed premises extension, such as barriers, planters, fans and heaters; fencing or other
barriers to separate patrons from high traffic areas including public sidewalks, if 6’ separation
is not possible.

o

Existing signs, streetlights, parking meters, street furniture and other items in the proposed
extended premises.

o

Property line between Town and private property; and location of buildings in relation to
property line, along the entire façade of the building.

For outdoor seating proposed on public property:
o

License Agreement Form, unless waived by Select Board’s Office.

o

Certificate of Liability Insurance: Restaurants with outdoor seating on public property must
provide certificate of liability insurance naming the Town of Brookline as an additionally
insured party in the amount of $500,000/$1 million or in an amount otherwise specified by
the Select Board’s Office through December 31, 2021.

o

Certificate of Liquor Liability Insurance: A certificate of liquor liability insurance in the
amount required by Mass. Gen. Laws Ch. 138, s. 12 and Section B(7) of the Town’s Sales of
Alcoholic Beverages Regulations listing the Town as an additional insured, demonstrating
coverage of the extended outdoor premises through December 31, 2021.

o

DPW Occupancy permit for the installation of any permanent or semi-permanent item on
public property

o

Emergency Notification Contact: Restaurants must provide the Town with a valid and reliable
email address to receive emergency notifications from the Town, such as snow removal, high
wind advisory notifications, etc.

▪

Proof of consent by third parties: Restaurants with proposed outdoor seating on the private property
of third parties must submit proof of consent by the third party to for such use, such as a lease or
other agreement.

▪

Fire Department permit for any proposed propane heating lamps.

▪

Building Department permit for any tents exceeding 120 sq. ft., on-street structures with roofs, etc.
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RESTAURANT OWNER RESPONSIBILITES:
Permit Fees

Amount to be determined by the Select Board at an upcoming meeting, likely on
March 23, 2021.

Regular Maintenance

▪
▪
▪

Cleaning
Trash removal
Plant watering

Day-to-Day
Management

▪

Daily setup and breakdown of any items that cannot be left out overnight are the
responsibility of the owner.
Furniture should be secured together with cable and locks; furniture should not
be stacked or locked to other objects, such as streetlights, street trees, or the
enclosure.

▪

Temporary Removal

▪

Outdoor seating areas may be required to be removed for construction, repair,
or utility work.

Winter Maintenance

▪

Restaurants with approved sidewalk and on-street outdoor seating must provide
the Town Licensing Clerk with a valid and reliable email address to receive
prompt snow removal and hazardous weather warning notifications.

▪

In the event of ice or snow, the sidewalk must be kept free and clear of all
outdoor furniture so that the Town can treat or plow commercial area sidewalks
safely and unimpeded by obstructions. The Town is not responsible for any
damaged caused to or by outdoor seating areas in the public way.

▪

Restaurants remain responsible to maintain a minimum of 48”, but preferably
60”, of sidewalk clearance in accordance with ADA accessibility requirements,
the Winter Guide for Brookline Property Owners, Businesses, and Residents, and
the Town’s Snow Removal By-Law.

▪

In addition, restaurants are responsible for maintaining their outdoor seating
areas and access to those areas, including sidewalks narrowed to less than 6 feet
by outdoor seating furniture.

▪

The Town encourages restaurants to engage a qualified contractor to ensure that
snow is removed in a timely manner.

▪

Restaurants with on-street outdoor dining areas that do not intend to provide
outdoor dining service through the winter months must notify the Town and
arrange for the removal of the concrete barriers with the Department of Public
Works no later than November 1, 2021.
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This memo has been submitted to the Transportation Board, but has not yet been accepted
or adopted by the Board, so does not necessarily reflect the position of the Board.
Date:
To:
cc:
From:
Re:

February 12, 2021
Chris Dempsey, Chair, Brookline Transportation Board
Todd Kirrane, Transportation Administrator
David Trevvett, Chair, Pedestrian Advisory Committee
Support for Brookline Outdoor Dining

As Spring approaches with warmer weather on the horizon, I wish to pass on to the Transportation
Board the Pedestrian Advisory Committee’s very positive reaction to the arrangements the Town made
last year for outdoor dining in the public way, and our Committee’s strong recommendation that the
Town allow such arrangements on a more permanent basis.
Our Committee had discussed the Town’s extended sidewalks program during the early summer, and
had conveyed to the Board on June 15, 2020 its support for the concept but its desire for the extended
spaces to be better protected. During late summer and fall, our attention turned to the pandemic‐
related outdoor dining arrangements, typically set up in parking lanes on key roadways. Meridith
Mooney and Todd Kirrane came to our October 14, 2020 meeting and provided us with both an
overview of current arrangements and information about discussions underway regarding potential
extension of such arrangements. At that meeting, our Committee voted unanimously to support such
use of the public way not only as an effective measure during the pandemic, but on a permanent basis
as a substantial asset for the Town.
Quite simply, the presence of so many outdoor dining locations in our key business areas makes our
Town more lively, enhances the streetscape, improves the Town’s image, helps attract more pedestrians
out into the Town, and by doing so helps support local businesses.
Furthermore, while the pandemic is still with us, outdoor dining arrangements are among the most
effective measures that the Town can take to mitigate virus transmission. Our nation’s understanding of
this virus changed significantly since the pandemic’s early days, and by last fall our Committee members,
while not medical or public health experts, had become convinced that the likelihood of contracting the
disease from simply passing an infected person on the sidewalk was extremely low. In contrast, the
likelihood of transmission was much, much higher in indoor dining locations, where people are staying
for substantial amounts of time and, of course, not wearing masks while eating or drinking. If there
needs to be a choice between providing additional social distancing space for pedestrians walking along
the street, or providing space for outdoor dining, our Committee feels that the priority should go to the
latter.
There are, of course, some situations in which more pedestrian space may well be needed, in particular
where pedestrians tend to congregate on the sidewalk, such as standing in lines waiting to get into retail
establishments which have limits on the number of people allowed inside at one time. Some of
Brookline’s commercial areas have wide enough sidewalks to accommodate such lines safely, but others
do not, especially when a row of small businesses close together could generate multiple overlapping
lines competing for sidewalk space, as can happen on Harvard Street just north of Beacon. Attention
should be given to these needs as the Town makes any plans for extended sidewalks for spring and
summer.
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With regard to the way in which outdoor dining spaces are created in the public way, there are several
points that we would like the Board and the Town to keep in mind:


Dining spaces created on sidewalks, rather than in the parking lanes, can be problematic,
especially where sidewalks are narrow. Even when tables and chairs are positioned close
enough to the building to leave the proper sidewalk passage free, it often happens that
customers then act in such a way as to block portions of the sidewalk – e.g., by pulling up a chair
for another person to the side of the table, or resting a backpack on the ground on the sidewalk
side of the table. Any restaurant that is permitted to have tables on the sidewalk should be
asked to agree that it will enforce the required free sidewalk passage, and should be asked to
acknowledge that this means not only setting up tables and chairs properly initially, but
monitoring and correcting customer behavior that restricts sidewalk passage.



We agree with points made at our October meeting and reiterated this week at the February 10
Commission on Disability meeting that appropriate provision for handicapped individuals to use
these outdoor facilities must be included. This means not only providing a curb ramp if the
dining level is below sidewalk level, but ensuring that a walker or especially a wheelchair user
can actually navigate down the ramp and to a table that provides sufficient space for a
wheelchair. Given the general understanding that even outdoor diners should be spaced apart
from each other, it should be possible to achieve this goal.

Outdoor dining can significantly enhance our Town, and providing for it need not come at the expense
of pedestrians, especially those with mobility challenges. Let us seek methods and designs that allow a
harmonious and in fact mutually beneficial relationship between the two.
Thank you for considering these points.
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Town of Brookline
Massachusetts
3/26/21
Department of Planning and
Community Development
Town Hall, 3rd Floor
333 Washington Street
Brookline, MA 02445-6899
(617) 730-2130
Alison Steinfeld, Director

Article 30: Outdoor Seating

Planning Department Report
Background
Due to the success of Brookline’s temporary expanded outdoor dining program during COVID19, the Town is exploring the possibility of making year-round, expanded outdoor dining a
permanent fixture of Brookline’s commercial areas. The Town’s 2020-2021 temporary expanded
outdoor dining program is tied to the Governor’s COVID state of emergency order and will
expire 60 days after the state of emergency is lifted. Under the current General and Zoning ByLaws, the Town will not be able to continue its temporary expanded outdoor dining program
post-COVID. Two warrant articles, one proposing amendments to the General By-Law (WA29)
and the other to the Zoning By-Law (WA30), were submitted to lay the necessary groundwork
for retaining some or all of the Town’s COVID-era outdoor dining program.
Summary of Proposed Amendments
The Town’s temporary COVID-era outdoor dining program is a departure from the Town’s
existing program in that it both extends the outdoor dining season from 6-months to year-round
and expands the scope of permissible outdoor seating areas beyond just private patios and
public sidewalks contiguous to a restaurant to include adjacent parking spaces, sidewalk areas,
and private property, as well. Article 29 includes amendments to address both of those key
differences, while Article 30 focuses exclusively on amending the seasonal restrictions for
outdoor dining in the Zoning-By Law. Article 30 also adds references to the section of the
General By-Law addressed in Article 29 (i.e. Article 8.10 – Food Vendors License) and includes
minor amendments to 38C of §4.07 – Table of Use Regulations to enhance the clarity of that
defined use.
Planning and Community Development Department Comments
Over the past year, the Town has undertaken dozens of experimental initiatives – many
involving the temporary, creative repurposing of public spaces (e.g. parking spaces, parking
lots, parks and open spaces) - to help support local businesses through the pandemic. As we
approach the other side of the pandemic and begin to consider which of those experiments
worked well and might be worthy of carrying forward into our new normal, the Town’s
temporary expanded outdoor dining program deserves consideration. This temporary program

was successful both in terms of the level of restaurant participation (the number of restaurants
offering outdoor dining nearly doubled during the pandemic relative to pre-pandemic), serving
as a critical lifeline to local restaurants, and was well-received by the broader community
because of the added vibrancy and activity it contributed to Brookline’s commercial areas,
thereby aligning with the Coolidge Corner Merchants’ Association’s long-standing goal of
cultivating a café culture in Brookline’s main commercial area.
Continuing the expanded outdoor dining program as a post-COVID commercial area amenity
will come at a cost to the Town in terms of both lost parking spaces and parking revenue, which
may be partially offset by additional meals tax revenue, as well as additional financial and
administrative expenses. Although those impacts are important and relevant considerations,
they are more closely related to the development of future guidelines and regulations for a
potential expanded outdoor dining program, a process which would be overseen by the Select
Board. Approval of Articles 29 and 30 would allow the Select Board to think more concretely
about the future of outdoor dining in Brookline by granting the Town the option to pursue an
expanded outdoor dining program post-COVID and the flexibility to accommodate restaurants
during their post-COVID recovery process, which is anticipated to be at least two to three years.
Planning and Community Development Department Recommendation
The Planning and Community Development Department recommends approval of Article 30.
Broadening the scope of the General and Zoning By-Laws pertaining to outdoor dining will
grant the Town the opportunity to realize valuable lessons learned during the pandemic about
both the feasibility and potential benefits of an expanded outdoor dining format in Brookline’s
commercial areas.

Brookline Advisory Committee
Public Safety Subcommittee
Article 31
18 March 2021

The Public Safety Subcommittee held a public hearing in cyberspace for Article 31. Attendees
were Chris Dempsey- Chair, Transportation Board; Leonard Wholey & Linda Olson Pehlke- TB;
David Trevvett- Chair, Pedestrian Advisory Committee; Marissa Vogt- Pedestrian Advisory
Committee; Myles Murphy, Police Department; Tommy Vitolo, State Rep. 15th Norfolk; and
subcommittee members Janice Kahn (chair), Alisa Jonas, Susan Granoff, Neil Gordon, and
David-Marc Goldstein.

Summary:
Article 31 was submitted by the Transportation Board. At the Annual Town Meeting in May
2017, Town Meeting voted overwhelmingly for an article which would lower the default speed
limit for Town controlled roads to 25 MPH by accepting the provisions of Chapter 90, section
17C. However, the interpretation of the law from MassDOT meant that changing the speed limit
on some streets in Town which have posted at a higher speed involves a cumbersome and
lengthy process. Article 31 has been submitted to ask the Legislature to authorize the
Transportation Board, after a public hearing, to be able to remove the posted speed limit,
effectively changing certain streets down to the 25 MPH Town default speed, simplifying the
process for changing the speed limit on those posted roads. This would occur only after a public
hearing of the Transportation Board and a supermajority vote in favor.

Discussion:
The law the Town adopted in 2017, which amended Chapter 90, section 17, allows for a
statutory speed limit for all roads under Town control where there is no posted speed limit. Due
to the interpretation of MassDOT and a quirk in state law, Brookline has found that certain
streets must keep the higher posted speed limits unless a long bureaucratic process is followed.
To establish a new lower speed limit on streets (where a higher speed limit was previously
posted (perhaps decades ago) in accordance with Chapter 90, section 18), the Town must
conduct a new speed study consisting of multiple steps, involving a lot of staff resources
ultimately resulting in requesting MassDOT for permission to make the change. MassDOT’s
interpretation of the new law means that there is no regulatory process to simply remove a
higher posted speed limit to comply with the new Town default of 25 MPH and that further
legislative action would be required.

Some streets now can have one speed limit in one direction and another in the opposite
direction (e.g. High St.). On Newton St., there is a 25 MPH sign at the Town Line, and yards
away is a 35 MPH sign, encouraging drivers to speed up.
The roads that currently are stuck with the higher speed limit are mostly residential, some with
high volume commuter cut-through traffic and include:
Aspinwall Ave.
Clyde St.
Hammond St.
Lagrange St.
Reservoir Rd.
Winchester St.

Chestnut Hill Ave.
Dean Rd.
High St.
Lee St.
South St.
Woodland Rd.

Clark Rd.
Clinton Rd.
Eliot St.
Grove St.
Independence Ave.
Newton St.
Pleasant St.
St. Paul St.
Washington St.

Representative Vitolo testified to the subcommittee that it’s his belief that this interpretation by
MassDOT was not the intent of the legislators who voted for it. It was his judgement that the
best course of action is for Brookline to submit a home rule petition to remedy this. He also has
filed his own legislation that would take care of this problem statewide, but he acknowledged
that passing his legislation might take longer.
The subcommittee concurs that passing Article 31, in conjunction with a successful petition to
the legislature, should result in consistency and additional safety to Town streets.

Recommendation:
By a 5-0 vote, the subcommittee unanimously recommends FAVORABLE ACTION on article
31.

Warrant Article 31
Spring 2021 Town Meeting
Home Rule Petition to Standardize
Speed Limits
Brookline Transportation Board
3.30.2021 Presentation to AC / Select Board

The May 2017 Town Meeting Voted for a 25 MPH
Default Speed Limit Throughout Town
- Town Meeting voted 176-18-4
- The 25 MPH “default” speed limit in
Brookline became official in October,
2017, when it was ratified by the
Transportation Board
- Lower vehicle speeds mean safer streets:
-

Drivers have longer to respond to a pedestrian,
a ball rolling into the street, or a vehicle ahead
of them breaking suddenly

-

When crashes do occur, lower speeds mean
higher survival rates for pedestrians
2

But because of outdated state law, some streets
previously “posted” for higher speed limits are stuck
at those higher limits
-

MassDOT & State Law currently provides no means to remove a
posted speed limit and revert back to the slower statutory speed
limit

-

To establish a new speed limit in compliance with Chapter 90,
Section 18, of Massachusetts General Law, Town staff must do all
of the following:
- Conduct a multistep speed study in accordance with the
MassDOT “Procedures for Speed Zoning on State Highways
and Municipal Roads” manual to determine the appropriate
and allowable speed limit based on the 85th percentile rule
- Receive a positive vote from the Transportation Board for a
petition seeking approval from MassDOT to post the speed
limit
- Submit the request to the Massachusetts Department of
Transportation for permission to post
3

These anachronistic higher limits apply to many
residential streets, including segments of:
-

Aspinwall Avenue
Clark Road
Clyde Street
Eliot Street
Hammond Street
Independence Drive
Lee Street
Reservoir Road
St. Paul Street
Winchester Street

-

Chestnut Hill Avenue
Clinton Road
Dean Road
Grove Street
High Street
Lagrange Street
Newton Street
South Street
Washington Street
Woodland Road
4

The Status Quo Presents an Inconsistent and
Confusing Message to Drivers
-

On some streets, drivers see the 25mph statutory speed limit sign and then a
faster speed limit sign

-

In some cases, the speed limit in one direction (southbound on High Street) is
higher than the speed limit in the other direction (northbound on High Street)

-

Quiet, residential streets with anachronistic “postings” (e.g., Woodland Road)
have higher speed limits than the default Town speed limit. This sign was likely
originally posted decades ago in an effort to slow vehicles, but it now has the
effect of making them go faster!
5

6

7

8

9

10

Warrant Article 31 Would Petition the Legislature to
Allow Brookline To Simplify the Process for Reducing
Speed Limits on “Posted” Roads
-

Petitions the Legislature to enact legislation authorizing the Brookline Transportation
Board to reduce the legal speed limit by removing the posted speed limit in excess of
25 mph and restore the street to the statutory speed limit of 25 mph without the
multi-step, extensive, costly process currently required under state law

-

A speed limit reduction could only occur after a public hearing and with a
super-majority vote of the Transportation Board

11

Benefits of Passing Warrant Article 31
- Gives Brookline more control over its speed limits within the
confines of state law
- Reduces confusion and inconsistency for drivers
- Creates safer streets for pedestrians, cyclists, and other vulnerable
road users in line with the Town’s Complete Streets Policy
12

WARRANT ARTICLE 34 PIATT

A&F Subcommittee Report

The Administration and Finance Subcommittee of the Brookline Advisory Committee held a duly noted
hearing on March, 19, 2021 for the purpose of considering Warrant Article 34 of the 2012 Annual Town
Meeting. The open public hearing was held on the Zoom platform beginning at 9:10 a.m.
In attendance were: Dennis Doughty, Neil Gordon, Harry Bohrs, Alok Somani [all of the A&F
Subcommittee], Melissa Goff, Deborah Brown, Paul Harris (principal petitioner), Jeana Franconi, Robert
Weintraub, Linda Olsen Pelke, Werner Lohe, Carol Caro, Susan Granoff, Nathan Shpritz, Mike Toffel.
Summary

WA 34 is both a proclamation of principle and a proposal for the creation of a Payment In Addition To
Tax (PIATT) program for private property owners who already pay real-estate taxes, though may be in a
position to contribute more. This would be a Town financial vehicle akin to PILOTs for non-profit
organizations.
The Article is a Resolution in that Town Meeting can only ask that the Select Board establish a PIATT (or
in this case ask that that they establish a committee to examine instituting such a financial vehicle).
Town Meeting cannot direct the Board to do so.
As envisioned by the petitioners, if Brookline had a PIATT, residents of significant means could
voluntarily pay into the trust some amount greater than their assessed real-estate taxes, in order to
support a variety of yet to be defined programs for the common good - programs that are beyond the
financial grasp of the Town. These voluntary payments would be tax deductible under IRS code (cited is
Section 170 (c)(1)).
Bridging the Divide
The petitioners point to the extreme wealth gap in this country, and its continued widening. It was
noted that the upper limit income tax rate has fluctuated dramatically in the past century, from a low of
15% to a high of 91%. The highest rate is currently 37%. One of the petitioners highlighted the irony
that the Federal Government elects to borrow money to finance spending rather than raise it from
taxation (borrow and spend versus tax and spend). The twist is that in order to keep upper income tax
rates down, the Government must borrow by issuing bonds to support the country’s operations. The
very wealthy often buy these bonds, meaning that Americans pay them interest on that borrowing as a
way to help keep their tax rates lower. Borrowing, then, helps subsidize a system that provides lowered
tax rates for the very wealthy. There is of course much more that goes into borrowing, spending, and
the assignment of tax burdens, both philosophically and mechanically, but it is an interesting contrast.
The petitioners also point out that, as at the national level, there exists a very wide income divide in
Brookline, as well as unmet community need.
Assets and Income
Municipalities primarily raise funds for the public coffers through property taxes. The value of a home
essentially becomes a proxy for wealth or income. We know that is not always the case, however. This
point was discussed at the subcommittee hearing. There is the old adage of “house rich and cash poor”.

Many long-time Brookline residents are understandably astounded at how their home values have
appreciated. This “wealth”, though, does not serve them unless they sell and move somewhere less
expensive. Many people simply wish to remain in their homes, as valuable as they may be, but may not
have high incomes and struggle to pay their assessed taxes.
Be that as it may, there are still many residents who have very significant assets and very significant
incomes, and could be very instrumental in supporting the betterment of the community in which they
live.
Accomplishing this requires soliciting funds and establishing a financial vehicle to receive contributions –
that is the purpose of the PIATT. Of course, we must also establish mechanisms for distributing funds
and monitoring effectiveness.

Resolving the Whereas(s)
The Whereas clauses underscore the history of Brookline’s cutting-edge initiatives, the community’s
commitment to the greater good, and the need to focus on what the petition refers to as a “21st Century
Vision of Brookline in the Global Context”. It goes on to outline some of that vision, specifically
referencing support of the school system, affordable housing, food security, support for the elderly, and
contributing to a sustainable future.
It was noted that in both a national or global context, Brookline is a very well-off community, and
perhaps we should encourage people to support those in more impoverished areas. While this was
acknowledged, it was pointed out that there is tremendous need right here in Brookline, alongside many
of us who are very secure. This is a “give where you live” effort in which we pitch in to support our
fellow community members.
The subcommittee offers revised language that makes changes to three different Whereas clauses.
Whereas clause #2, delete "Town of Brookline staff,"
Whereas clause #7 changes to: WHEREAS, In 2020, the wealthiest 1.13% of U.S. households had a net
worth above $10 million, and in Brookline it is likely substantially higher;
Whereas clause #8 changes to: WHEREAS, an annual household voluntary contribution from the more
wealthy among us can help realize a 21st Century Vision of Brookline in a Global Context and would
be of significant value to our community.

Concerns
The subcommittee is concerned with what this proposal might mean in terms of staff time and
commitment. We do not want to see an implied commitment and a new project assigned to already
over-stretched staff members.
Questions arose, prematurely according to some, around how such a program could be managed by the
Town, even if advised by a SB committee. How do we decide funding priorities? How do we choose the
organizations or programs within those areas to be funded? Who reaches out? Who maintains the
ongoing supportive relationships with each funded organization and monitors fund usage? It is a lot to

digest, and may be unreasonable to fully consider this early in the discussion – especially as this Warrant
Article simply asks the Select Board to commission a study of the issue and its potentional applicability.
The subcommittee is unaware of what percentage of Brookline residents have “net worth” above $10M,
but we are confident that it is greater than the nation as a whole.
We also believe that many in the community can contribute to some extent, though we don’t believe we
necessarily need to specify where the lines are drawn. We simply seek to recognize that there are those
among us with significant means and capacity – how ever we may choose to define that.
The Costs and Benefits
Our community has many in need and many challenges around hunger, affordable housing, mental
health support, education, youth, and the environment.
The benefit of the proposed program is that it may generate additional resources for the Town with
which to do good for the common betterment of the community in a coordinated and targeted fashion.
The risk is that we spend every dollar three ways before we even receive it. Everyone has a vision of
what we should fund. And any proposed program will need to describe, generally, where the funds will
be used. Whatever the need(s), those contributing will want to have confidence that their donation will
be used for programs and people in need, rather than for, say, new shiny trucks and office furniture.
Presumably, a Select Board Committee will be able to make concrete recommendations in this regard.
Staffing

There are potentially significant staff costs.
It was noted there are already many organizations working for the public good in town, each able to
accept financial contributions and experienced at vetting and monitoring that funds are spent
effectively. These include the Brookline Community Foundation (BCF), the Brookline Center for Mental
Health, the Food Pantry, the Brookline Housing Authority, Brookline Improvement Coalition, Teen
Center, Steps to Success, and the Council on Aging - just to name a few.
BCF has long worked to provide assistance to organizations supporting those in need in Brookline.
However, it has a full-time staff to study, assess, vet, and administer grants, as well as lend ongoing
support and guidance to organizations
A newly-established Select Board Committee would need to seriously consider the structure of a related
program and the staffing needs that could result.

Conclusion
It is easy to be cynical about such a proposal. After all, who really wants to pay more into local
government, especially if you feel you are over-contributing already. And do we think that the Town can
and should manage such an operation?

A Select Board Committee may answer such questions. And what a gift it would be if we had to wrestle
with an abundance of funds to direct toward addressing our most pressing community issues.
If this effort merely heightens awareness of opportunity and need, enough to inspire giving to existing
programs in town, then it will be a success. Whether it will be an overwhelming success, we won’t know
unless we try, and unless we first ask. And without a purse to put it in, it becomes an empty effort.
This is why the establishment of a PIATT is so important. It is the place to hold funds when those with
resources step up to provide for those in need in our community.
Recommendation
By a vote of 3-0-1, the subcommittee recommends Favorable Action on the following amended motion
under WA 34:

That the Town will adopt the following Resolution:
1. WHEREAS, the Town of Brookline has historically been a lighthouse community in our nation, with a
reputation for responding with creativity and innovation to a broad range of local, national, and global
challenges — in climate action, education, housing, preservation, and engaged governance;
2. WHEREAS, the COVID-19 pandemic has produced the dual financial challenges of reduced Town of
Brookline revenue and significant increased need; it also presents an opportunity to create a 21st
Century Vision of Brookline in a Global Context supported by Town of Brookline staff, community
volunteers, and people of means who find fulfillment providing financial support to their home
community;
3. WHEREAS, The Town of Brookline has immediate needs not included in the current budget to serve
the less-privileged among us, especially in the context of COVID-19, for nutritious food, urgent
affordable housing repairs, access to reliable and affordable wifi services, emotional and physical safety
and wellness, including additional social workers in the public schools, Innovation Funds in the K-8
schools that can address equity issues, technology-vocational training, and educational support;
4. WHEREAS, in addition to addressing immediate needs, the Town of Brookline requires long-term
resources, including for comprehensive planning and zoning, to develop and realize a 21st Century
Vision of Brookline in a Global Context, that will: a. Provide necessary support so that all Brookline
residents, including the elderly, disabled, and disadvantaged, have food, safe housing, and basic services
b. Address racial justice and equity issues 89 c. Lead the transition from fossil fuel energy to renewable
electricity for Town facilities and throughout Brookline to support a sustainable future for the world d.
Engage elders as wise counselors and inspiring mentors for younger generations e. Provide guidance and
support to meet the physical, mental, emotional, and social wellness needs of students in the Public
Schools of Brookline f. Advocate for improvements in state and national policies to better meet local
needs

5. WHEREAS, many employees of the Town of Brookline cannot afford to live in Brookline, and a Town
program providing affordable housing for Town employees who want to live in Brookline could benefit
the entire Brookline community;
6. WHEREAS, tax policy in the United States and in Massachusetts has skewed LESS progressive since the
1970's, with real hourly wages stagnant and the social safety net weakened, leading to growing income
and wealth gaps, and those most fortunate among us now have the means to make a greater
contribution to the public good of the town;
7. WHEREAS, In 2020, the wealthiest 1.13% of U.S. households had a net worth above $10 million; and
in Brookline it is likely substantially higher
8. WHEREAS, an annual household voluntary contribution to from the more wealthy among us can help
realize a 21st Century Vision of Brookline in a Global Context and of 1% of total net worth above $10
million would be of significant value to our community;
9. WHEREAS, The Town of Brookline has a Payment in Lieu of Tax (PILOT) Policy and receives voluntary
contributions from tax-exempt property owners;
, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that Brookline Town Meeting calls upon the Select Board to (i) adopt a
Payment in Addition to Tax (PIATT) program; (ii) recommended by a Select Board appointed a
committee charged with developing rules and regulations for disbursement of funds received; and (iii)
encourage contributing Brookline households to make annual voluntary contributions to the Town of
Brookline with a suggested guideline of 1% of household net worth above $10 million, or such other
amount as Town Meeting may recommend, pursuant to and under Massachusetts General Laws,
Chapter 44, Section 53A; with these contributions to be used exclusively for public purposes and
therefore be considered tax-deductible under Section 170(c)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code; and
(iii)(iv) consider a similar program for businesses and others

