Town of Brookline
Advisory Committee Meeting
April 12, 2022
To access a recording of this meeting, click on the link and enter the passcode below:
https://brooklinema.zoomgov.com/rec/share/2Y0VCxnk6X91U2D0uFmhy2DoXtd5Dnm6Lc9Si5m7mS7RSyDJu
w5aWT-dOh0b0XaR._FYmd-sKuQapefeS
Access Passcode: j.qM5&VA

Present: C. Scott Ananian, Carla Benka, Ben Birnbaum, Clifford Brown, John Doggett, Dennis Doughty, Katherine
Florio, Harry Friedman, David-Marc Goldstein, Neil Gordon, Susan Granoff, Anita Johnson, Georgia Johnson,
Alisa Jonas, Janice Kahn, Carol Levin, Pam Lodish, Linda Olson Pehlke, David Pollak, Stephen Reeders, Carlos
Ridruejo, Lee Selwyn, Alok Somani, Christine Westphal
Absent: Harry Bohrs, Kelly Hardebeck, Amy Hummel (on Sabbatical), Donnelle O’Neal
Also Attending: Petitioners for WA 21 David Lescohier and John Harris.
The meeting was called to order at 7:00 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
7:00 pm

David Leschoier, Petitioner of WA 21 offered the following comments: Because Brookline Green
Electricity (BGE) will soon complete six years of operation, the Town must seek a new three-year
contract. Therefore, several months ago, the petitioners decided to evaluate BGE. We wondered what
has been the cost impact on the typical customer and what has BGE accomplished from the standpoint
of combating climate change?

Here are the findings:
 Brookline has been a pace-setter. In 2017, BGE added a default of 25% renewal above the state
mandate. In 2020 this increased to 30%.
 Rather than BGE’s renewable energy certificates (RECs), a fungible asset, being turned over to an
investor-owned utility like Eversource, through Brookline’s partnership with Green Energy
Consumer’s Alliance, BGE has invested these certificates in the development of actual New England
new wind and solar projects, such as solar PV on 7,000 roofs or 10-14 land-based wind turbines.
 This supports both local jobs and, to a greater extent than any other Brookline initiative, it combats
climate change.
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While Eversource rates go up and down, BGE’s rates have been quite steady. Over the past five
years we analyzed, in four of ten of the six-month periods, BGE was a little bit higher than
Eversource. In six of ten periods BGE was more frequently less. The net result was that BGE‘s typical
default Brookline customer, has saved $3.58 per month, a total of $215, equivalent to a couple of
months of free electricity.

A win for the climate. A win for customers.
About WA 21
 WA 21 would have renewed and updated the Brookline Green Electricity framework.
 It would have recommended that BGE continue to purchase only Massachusetts Class One Renewable
Energy Certificates (RECs).
 Further, WA 21would have urged that the percentage of BGE RECs continue to increase with each new
contract, to ideally to reach 100% renewable by 2030.
 And finally, WA 21 would have urged continuing to invest these certificates in building additional
renewable energy resources.
 Brookline actually isn’t too far from the 100% by 2030 goal.
 Effective January 1, 2022, according to the amended Department of Public Utilities’ Clean Energy
Standard, Massachusetts electricity is already 51% clean energy content.
 Adding BGE’s 30%, the Town is currently at 81% clean energy content, leaving a gap of 19%.
Status of WA 21
The petitioners’ research and drafting of WA 21 commenced before the Zero Emissions Advisory Board (ZEAB)
had been appointed. We have diligently shared drafts and sought the counsel of the Sustainability Director for
feedback and verification that WA 21 would be doable and consistent with the Director’s aims. However, at its
first meeting, ZEAB pushed back. Petitioners were asked to withdraw WA 21. Instead, ZEAB voted a BGE
negotiation framework resolution which was unsatisfactory to petitioners.
During the two-week interval between ZEAB’s first and second meeting, the petitioners sought a remedy.
The remedy was:
1. To insert reconsideration of the resolution vote at the first meeting in the ZEAB agenda for the
second meeting;
2. To vote substitute language consistent with the principles articulated in WA 21;
3. To insert the WA 21 explanation as a ZEAB report under WA 36, “Reports of Town Officers and
Committees”; and
4. To appoint one of the petitioners as a liaison to observe the BGE negotiation process, with the right
to ask questions and make comments.
Therefore, while disappointed, the petitioners have agreed not to offer a motion on WA 21.
John Harris, Co-Chair of Climate Action Brookline, Town Meeting Member, and one of four petitioners of WA
21 Brookline Green Electricity offered the following comments:
The CAB BGE team began working on our warrant article in December of last year. We worked closely with
Sustainability Director Tom Barrasso, state representative Tommy Vitolo and Larry Chretien, director of the
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Green Energy Consumers’ Alliance, the organization that handles the Renewable Energy Certificates for BGE.
After many drafts, reviewed by the above, we filed a solid warrant article.
We made very clear that we intended our article to strengthen the hand of the Town’s negotiators, but that at
no time did we intend it to impede negotiating and perhaps even signing a new BGE contract, before Town
Meeting in late May.
In spite of that, three or four weeks ago our plans were suddenly and abruptly disrupted by pressure to
withdraw WA 21. The new contract will not be better than that negotiated with our influence, and may be
worse – I understand there has been reduced interest in soliciting competing bids.
My main regret in how things happened is that WA 21 will not be debated at the Land Use, Zoning and
Sustainability Subcommittee, as for example with the construction impact mitigation and Boylston Street
Overlay articles. I wanted to hear the members’ concerns and objections, so we could hone our article even
further – and very importantly, so a new generation of AC members would appreciate the benefits of BGE and
be up-to-date on the details, so they would buy into it and would support it in the future.
Why?
At CAB’s monthly meeting last night, Rich Rosen, a contributor to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change and a Brookline resident, told us that to meet our climate goals, Brookline (and the world) needs to
reduce our greenhouse gases (GHGs) by 6% a year for each of the next 19 years.
We’re way behind. We need to figure out ways to decarbonize our buildings, transportation and electricity
generation ASAP.
So in Brookline, the more responses we institutionalize – in this case, the sooner we can slot each BGE contract
renewal into Brookline’s normal government processes: implemented by the Town’s Sustainability Division, and
subject to the oversight of the AC, especially the Subcommittee, and the Select Board, the more environmental
advocates like CAB and ZEAB can work on innovative new initiatives – and we need to be working on as many
fronts, as many projects, as we can.
Brookline signed on to the Paris Climate Agreement in 2017; and in 2018, the next year, the Planning
Department submitted a Climate Action Plan, as Paris requested. But Paris further asks all signatories to update
their plans every five years. Next due: 2023. Next year.
So CAB is now reminding and prodding everyone in town, especially all decision-makers, that we ALL need to
innovate, to coordinate our efforts, to respect each other’s work and to NOT step on each other’s toes – there’s
enough work for everybody – to compose a comprehensive Climate Action Plan update that will begin to meet
the urgency of the climate crisis.
A MOTION was made and seconded for No Recommendation on WA 21. By a VOTE of 19-0-0 the Advisory
Committee has no recommendation on WA 21.
Public Hearing
7:15 pm

Article 19: Resolution Regarding a Vision Zero Study Committee (Transportation Board) Will not
be moved by petitioner
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A MOTION was made and seconded for No Recommendation on WA 19. By a VOTE of 19-0-0 the Advisory
Committee has no recommendation on WA 21.
Article 21: Resolution regarding the Community Choice Aggregation Program (Lescohier) Will
not be moved by petitioner
Questions and Comments
Q: I made my electric bill 100% green. I consistently found competing options on the web sponsored by the
State which were considerably lower (30% cheaper) than the Brookline Green Electricity option. Why is
Brookline so expensive? A: David replied, We are sticking with MA recs for renewable sources – greener and
building greater capacity. We are on the brink of a quantum leap with new energy options. Located in New
England and not sourcing in other parts of the country. Narrow our focus for this program to achieve the goals
we have.
John Harris added: The focus is on MA Class One Recs – not the Midwest. The idea is that we have lots of
electricity consumption but we need more production and storage. It can expand to adjacent states in New
England. We need to expand our production near here and our storage technologies.
Comment: At around the same time that the Brookline aggregation went into effect, 20 cities and towns in the
South Coast got together to form a deal with significantly lower rates. Maybe Brookline shouldn’t be going it
alone but partner with others. Intermediary between supplier and the Town so it took some time for me to
finally be switched over. But I never was switched because I don’t live in Brookline. Need to know how to read
an electric bill to make sure you know you are getting the supplier you have signed up for. How many people
thought they opted in discovered that they are not in the program based on their zip code 02467. Customer
service is not very good.
Regarding information on the bill, Eversource doesn’t like programs like ours so notices on the bills are miniscule
and severely limited.
Comment: The response to Harry’s question left me uncomfortable. Appreciate what all climate activists are
doing for Brookline and world at large. But we are responsible for new wind farms – broad claims being made
about our influence. Better green energy ok but don’t allege that we have greater influence; it makes me
suspect. Try and stay focused rather than so grand. Tailor the message.
Comment: Through legislation the Community Choice Aggregation programs will continue to participate.
Consider recs as building bonds. We are one cog in a wheel but we have been a pace setter for other
communities. Brookline pioneered and is becoming more widespread.
Comment: Suggest that David and John have an evening where they answer questions about this for the
community. Excellent idea and suggest Tom Barrasso follow up with this.
A MOTION was made and seconded for No Recommendation on WA 21. By a VOTE of 19-0-0 the Advisory
Committee has no recommendation on WA 21.
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Public Meeting
7:25 pm

Presentation, Discussion & Possible Vote on Article 20: Resolution Regarding a Pedestrian
Friendly Lighting Policy (Trevvett) Will not be moved by petitioner

Carla Benka, Chair of the Capital Subcommittee gave an overview of the public hearing held by the Capital
Subcommittee on WA 20 and voted unanimously not to make a recommendation.
A MOTION was made and seconded for No Recommendation on WA 20. By a VOTE of 22-0-0 the Advisory
Committee has No Recommendation on WA 20.
7:30 pm

Presentation, Discussion & Possible Vote on Article 14: Amend the Town’s Zoning Bylaws
pertaining to special permit conditions for construction projects. (Planning and Community
Development Department)

Land Use, Zoning and Sustainability Subcommittee member Anita Johnson gave an overview of the
subcommittee’s deliberations on WA 14, the full report of which is attached and linked to these minutes.
This article would amend Article 9 of the Zoning By-Law, the By-Law that provides that building construction or
alteration must be in accordance with a permit issued by the Town in accordance with the requirements in the
Article. Where the builder seeks approval of a plan that is not in conformance with the Town building
requirements, it cannot proceed unless it has filed for and obtained a Special Permit from the Board of Appeals,
in accordance with Article 9.05, determining that a number of conditions have been met. Article 9.05 sets forth
mandatory conditions for approval, such as the appropriateness of the site for the use or structure requested, a
determination that the use will not adversely affect the neighborhood, etc. Article 9.05 also provides that the
Board of Appeals may require additional conditions and safeguards to protect the neighborhood, such as a
requirement for front, side, or rear yards greater than the required minimum, modification of exterior features
of the structure, regulation of off-street parking, etc.
What this Article adds are construction-phase requirements on the builder in order to prevent or mitigate
adverse effects on the neighborhood during construction. The Subcommittee has added the authority for the
Town to impose “requirements for safe pedestrian and bicycle passage,” during construction, with the assent of
the Department, based on fraught conditions imposed on pedestrians and bicyclists by recent building projects.
By a vote of 6-0 and no abstentions, the Subcommittee voted favorable action on this Article, as amended:
To see if the Town will amend the Zoning By-Law as follows:
By amending Section 9.05.2, conditions that the Zoning Board of Appeals may attach to a special permit as
deemed necessary to protect the neighborhood -- to add the following section:
“h. Requirements related to the construction phase of a project to mitigate potential adverse impacts to the
neighborhood, which may include:
(i)

detailed construction mitigation performance standards such as construction-related
parking or standards, and requirements for safe pedestrian and bicycle passage;
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(ii)

details and frequency of communication from the applicant’s construction liaison to
certain abutters and/or the neighborhood generally;

(iii)

an applicant-hosted webpage to include: links to approved plans, conditions, and other
related documents approved by the Town; periodic construction updates; current
construction contact’s name, email, and phone number; the name, email, and phone
number of any required third-party construction liaison; and a Town-provided
construction guide of current enforcement agency contacts;

(iv)

required on-site signage including a website for construction-related questions or
concerns as well as an emergency phone number contact; and/or

(v)

a third-party construction liaison directed by the Building Commissioner and paid for by
the applicant, whose role will include: on-site presence in support of the Town’s
enforcement agencies at a frequency recommended by the Building Commissioner,
referring complaints to the appropriate Department, tracking resolution of such
complaints as a public record, and participating in and/or leading communication
between the applicant and abutters or neighborhood.”

…or act upon anything else thereto.
Questions, Comments, Discussion
Q: Does it also include action against construction companies making an eyesore of a site for many years and
not getting rid of junk – like chain link fencing, toilets, etc.? A: Not limited to the ones listed so conceivable that
the Town could exercise such authority but it isn’t explicit.
Does the chain link fence impede safe pedestrian and bicycle passage? No.
Comment: I support this article and it is a much needed tool in the Building Department and Planning
Department to avoid situations like at Hancock Village where there are not enough expectations about what is
required during the process. This avenue of enforcement is great. Suggestion that Stephen should contact
Building Commissioner and there are some rules about construction sites and when they are/are not
abandoned. Recommend you speak to Dan Bennett on this point.
Q: Is there some minimum project size for which these rules apply? A: Only special permit applications and not
all building applications. Special Permits don’t comply with ordinary rules and there is a separate process that
they go through and the Planning Board of Appeals can attach conditions.
Comment: Intent is for major impact projects and left a bit undefined to allow for some leverage. Support this
article.
A MOTION was made and seconded to recommend favorable action on WA 14 as amended. By a VOTE of 22-0-0
the Advisory Committee recommends favorable action on WA 14 as amended.
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7:50 pm

Presentation, Discussion & Possible Vote on Article 16: Amend Article XXI of the Town’s Zoning
By-Laws to provide a minimum depth for non-residential spaces. (Planning and Community
Development Department)

Land Use, Zoning and Sustainability Subcommittee member Linda Olson Pehlke gave an overview of the
subcommittee’s deliberations on WA 16, the full report of which is attached and linked to these minutes. The
purpose of this Warrant Article, sponsored by the Planning and Community Development Department, is to
foster street vitality and business activity in our commercial areas. In the past, developers have sought Special
Permits for multi-family buildings in our business districts with only very narrow spaces running the required
60% length of the street façade. A recent example, 14 Green St. proposed that a 9’ deep space, running for 60%
of the width of the front façade would in fact fulfill the requirement in our current zoning. Over the years,
several other such proposals for narrow depth spaces had come forward, with such spaces being described as
“art galleries”. In fact, these spaces were not suitable for any viable or productive non-residential use and
therefore did not fulfill the original intent of the by-law. This Warrant Article is seeking to close this loophole.
The subcommittee recommended favorable action by a vote of 6-0-0. The Sub-Committee voted 5-0-0 Favorable
Action on the Amended version of WA 16.
The Sub-Committee voted 5-0-0 Favorable Action on the Amended version of WA 16.
WA 16 - As amended by AC Sub-Committee:
To see if the Town will amend the Zoning By-Law as follows:
1) Revise Table 4.07 - Table of Use Regulations, Principal Use 6, Principal Use Column,
follows (inserted text underlined; deleted text shown strikeout).
In L and G districts, the ground floor of a building must have at least 60% no
more than 40% of its frontage along a street, to a depth of at least 15’, devoted to
residential use, including associated parking or lobby use. uses not to include,
residential, residential related and parking.

last sentence as

…or act upon anything else thereto.
WA 16 - As submitted:
To see if the Town will amend the Zoning By-Law as follows:
1) Revise Table 4.07 - Table of Use Regulations, Principal Use 6, Principal Use Column,
follows (inserted text underlined; deleted text shown strikeout).
In L and G districts, the ground floor of a building must have at least 60% no
more than 40% of its frontage along a street, to a depth of at least 15’, devoted to
uses other than residential use or, including associated parking or lobby use
associated with residential use.

last sentence as

…or act upon anything else thereto.

7

Questions, Comments, Discussion
Q: Will there be any attempt to bring this back and rewrite it the way you would want it ideally? A: This was a
simple fix to a tricky loop hole. Whether we want to do anything further remains to be seen.
Comment: This loophole needs to be closed as soon as we can but the WA is half baked. The reason why is
because it is much more complicated than the paragraph we have. Not all the sites in Brookline are all the same
size or have the same space on the street. We have discussed with the Planning Director bringing this back but it
needs to be studied more closely.
Comment: Not a downside to voting for this for now as a first step toward a more complex problem.
Q: Where is the economic incentive lies for developers with this change? Commercial on the first floor would
add value? A: No. Every square foot you can put toward housing is more lucrative.
Just changing the minimum depth of what someone can do with that frontage of 15 feet.
Q: What are the unintended consequences? A: Non-commercial so it could be office or service spaces, not just
retail. It could increase costs to developer but could also add revenue. Do think this a worthwhile goal for us to
pursue, we don’t want to lose commercially zoned parcels we do have. Don’t want to necessarily replace
businesses in our commercial areas with housing.
A MOTION was made and seconded to recommend favorable action on WA 16 as amended. By a VOTE of 19-1-3
the Advisory Committee recommends favorable action on WA 16 as amended.
8:15 pm

Other Business

Harry Friedman will Chair in Dennis’ absence on Thursday.
There being no other business, a MOTION was made and seconded to adjourn. By a unanimous vote the
meeting adjourned at 8:18 pm.
Documents Presented (linked and attached to these minutes)
https://www.brooklinema.gov/DocumentCenter/Index/2480







2022 04 04 Land Use, Zoning and Sustainability Subcommittee Report on WA 14
Petitioner Completed Questionnaire WA 14
Petitioner Completed Questionnaire WA 16
2022 04 04 Land Use, Zoning and Sustainability Subcommittee Report on WA 16
EDAB Memo on Article 16
Public Comment on WA 21 Community Choice Aggregation Program
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VOTES

# Votes Yes
# Votes No
# Votes Abstain
Vote Description:

Scott Ananian
Carla Benka
Ben Birnbaum
Harry Bohrs
Cliff Brown
John Doggett
Katherine Florio
Harry Friedman
David-Marc
Goldstein
Neil Gordon
Susan Granoff
Kelly Hardebeck
Anita Johnson
Georgia Johnson
Alisa Jonas
Janice Kahn
Carol Levin
Pam Lodish
Linda Olson
Pehlke
Donelle O’Neal,
Sr.
David Pollak
Stephen Reeders
Carlos Ridruejo
Lee Selwyn
Alok Somani
Christine
Westphal
Dennis Doughty

Vote 1
19
0
0

Vote 2
20
0
0

Vote 3
22
0
0

Vote 4
22
0
0

Vote 5
19
1
3

MAIN MOTION: NO
RECOMMENDATION
on WA21

MAIN MOTION: NO
RECOMMENDATION
on WA19

MAIN MOTION: NO
RECOMMENDATION
on WA20

MAIN MOTION:
FAVORABLE
ACTION on WA 14
AS AMENDED

MAIN MOTION:
FAVORABLE
ACTION on WA 16
AS AMENDED

Enter Y, N or A
Y
Y
Y

Enter Y, N or A
Y
Y
Y

Enter Y, N or A
Y
Y
Y

Enter Y, N or A
Y
Y
Y

Enter Y, N or A
Y
Y
Y

Y

Y

Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
N
Y

Y
Y

Y
Y

Y
Y

Y
Y

Y
Y

Y

Y

Y
Y

Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
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
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
A
Y
Y
A
Y
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WARRANT ARTICLE 14
REPORT OF SUBCOMMITTEE ON LAND USE, ZONING, AND SUSTAINABILITY

Recommendation: Favorable action on Warrant Article 14 by a vote of 6-0 with 0 abstentions
Executive
Summary:

The Department of Planning and Community Development has proposed this
Article that gives the Town explicit authority to impose certain constructionphase mitigation requirements on a builder seeking a Special Permit,
requirements to mitigate adverse effects on the neighborhood during
construction. The Subcommittee discussed the requirements suggested in the
Article – which include the builder’s submission of construction mitigation
performance standards such as construction-related parking, a plan for
communication with the neighborhood regarding the construction, and the
appointment by the builder of a third-part liaison with the neighborhood paid
for by the builder – and voted 6-0-0 in favor.

Voting Yes will...

The Article will facilitate the Town’s imposing requirements on the Builder
that can prevent or mitigate adverse effects of building construction on the
neighborhood. A third-part liaison paid for by the builder would refer
complaints about the construction, etc., to the appropriate Town agencies,
track the complaints and facilitate communication between the builder and the
neighborhood. The Article is intended to prevent and solve adverse impacts
imposed by the construction and save the Town the money and time of Town
employees investigating and resolving complaints.

Voting No will...

The result of no action is that the Town would likely continue to follow-up on
neighborhood complaints, investigate the complaints, and try to resolve them
with the builder, which can be a painstaking, evidence-gathering, and disputeresolving task.

Financial
impact [if any]

This Article would likely have a favorable financial impact on the Town
because, when its provisions were used, because questions and conflicts on
neighborhood impact would initially be handled by communication between
the builder and the neighborhood and dispute resolution by an on-site thirdparty liaison paid for by the builder.
None.

Legal
implications [if
any]

Introduction
This article would amend Article 9 of the Zoning By-Law, the By-Law that provides that
building construction or alteration must be in accordance with a permit issued by the Town in
accordance with the requirements in the Article. Where the builder seeks approval of a plan that

is not in conformance with the Town building requirements, it cannot proceed unless it has filed
for and obtained a Special Permit from the Board of Appeals, in accordance with Article 9.05,
determining that a number of conditions have been met. Article 9.05 sets forth mandatory
conditions for approval, such as the appropriateness of the site for the use or structure requested,
a determination that the use will not adversely affect the neighborhood, etc. Article 9.05 also
provides that the Board of Appeals may require additional conditions and safeguards to protect
the neighborhood, such as a requirement for front, side, or rear yards greater than the required
minimum, modification of exterior features of the structure, regulation of off-street parking, etc.
Evaluation Methodology/Research
The Department of Planning and Community Development has requested an amendment
to Article 9.05, “Conditions for Approval of Special Permit.” At present, the Article requires the
Zoning Board of Appeals to issue Special Permits for construction that does not conform to
Town building upon findings that the “specific site is an appropriate location for such a use,…”,
adequate and appropriate facilities will be provided…”, etc., and the Zoning Board of Appeals
may attach conditions and safeguards to protect the neighborhood. What this Article adds are
construction-phase requirements on the builder in order to prevent or mitigate adverse effects on
the neighborhood during construction.
Such requirements may include submission of detailed construction mitigation performance
standards such as construction-related parking or standards, requirements for details and
frequency of communications to the neighbors, hosting a webpage that includes links to
approved plans, construction updates, contact information for the builder and the appropriate
Town employees, on-site signage showing the website and emergency telephone contact, and
identification of a third-party liaison paid for by the builder whose role would include an on-site
presence in support of the Town’s enforcement agencies as recommended by the Building
Commissioner, which may include referring complaints to the appropriate Town agencies,
tracking complaints and facilitating communication between the builder and the neighborhood.
Discussion
The Subcommittee held a public hearing on this Article on April 4, 2022. Present were
Subcommittee chair Carlos Ridruejo, Scott Ananian, Anita Johnson, Linda Olson Pehlke, David
Pollak, and Lee Selwyn. Kara Brewton, Director, Department of Planning and Community
Development, spoke for the Department. Other members of the public also attended.
The Director of Planning and Community Development stated that the Town may have
authority to impose these conditions, but that having clear, express authority will make the duties
of the building applicant clear. The Department notes, and the Subcommittee agrees, that good
communications and planning can prevent unnecessary adverse effects during construction.
With good communication, the Town, the builder, and the neighborhood can stay on top of
anticipated problems so as to mitigate the problems. Indeed, with good communication, the
builder may identify and resolve issues before they rise to the level of requiring Town
intervention, avoiding neighborhood disruption and hazard such as has occurred at Hancock
Village, Babcock Place, and Harvard and Boylston. It is anticipated that the Article will result in
less expense to the Town because the builder is required to handle, and fund, the measures set
forth in the By-Law.

The Subcommittee has added the authority for the Town to impose “requirements for safe
pedestrian and bicycle passage,” during construction, with the assent of the Department, based
on fraught conditions imposed on pedestrians and bicyclists by recent building projects.

Recommendation
By a vote of 6-0 and no abstentions, the Subcommittee voted favorable action on this Article, as
amended:
To see if the Town will amend the Zoning By-Law as follows:
By amending Section 9.05.2, conditions that the Zoning Board of Appeals may attach to
a special permit as deemed necessary to protect the neighborhood -- to add the following section:
“h. Requirements related to the construction phase of a project to mitigate potential
adverse impacts to the neighborhood, which may include:
(i)

(ii)
(iii)

(iv)

(v)

detailed construction mitigation performance standards such as
construction-related parking or standards, and requirements for safe
pedestrian and bicycle passage;
details and frequency of communication from the applicant’s construction
liaison to certain abutters and/or the neighborhood generally;
an applicant-hosted webpage to include: links to approved plans,
conditions, and other related documents approved by the Town; periodic
construction updates; current construction contact’s name, email, and
phone number; the name, email, and phone number of any required thirdparty construction liaison; and a Town-provided construction guide of
current enforcement agency contacts;
required on-site signage including a website for construction-related
questions or concerns as well as an emergency phone number contact;
and/or
a third-party construction liaison directed by the Building Commissioner
and paid for by the applicant, whose role will include: on-site presence in
support of the Town’s enforcement agencies at a frequency recommended
by the Building Commissioner, referring complaints to the appropriate
Department, tracking resolution of such complaints as a public record,
and participating in and/or leading communication between the applicant
and abutters or neighborhood.”

…or act upon anything else thereto.

Advisory Committee – Warrant Article Questionnaire
2022

Today’s Date
Warrant Article #
Article Title
Petitioner(s)
Petitioner’s email

4/2/2022
14

Amend Article 9.05 of the Town’s Zoning By-Laws pertaining to Conditions for
Departmnent of Planning & Community Development
kbrewton@brooklinema.gov

Not all of these questions apply to all warrant articles. Just answer the ones that do, SAVE the form,
ideally with a new file name, and send it back to the chair of the subcommittee charged with vetting
your article and to lportscher@brooklinema.gov. Thank you.
Question
1

Provide the most recent version of the article
exactly as it is intended to be voted on by
Town Meeting. Please highlight any
changes from the version that was originally
submitted.

2

Goals & Benefits
(Briefly, or send a separate file):
a. What is the intended policy goal of the
proposed Warrant Article?
b. Why is this important for the Town?
c. Is this something that the Town should do,
especially if there are State or Federal
resources dedicated to the issue?
d. How does the policy goal and the
proposed action solve a problem? Does
it provide a new benefit, or extend some
existing benefit?
e. Could Town staff or a Town Board or
Committee address the issue effectively
without action by Town Meeting?

3

Does the petitioner, now or in the future,
have an equity interest or realize a direct or
indirect financial benefit from positive action
by Town Meeting?
If so, what are those interests or benefits?
Please disclose any potential conflict of
interest.

Responses (Enter N/A for “Not Applicable”)
(Attach a separate document with the most recent
version.)

a) To give the Zoning Board of Appeals
(ZBA) the express authority to include
conditions related to the construction
phase of a project in a Special Permit.
b) Such conditions will define expected
communication between the developer and
the general public, in addition to mitigating
potential adverse impacts to the
neighborhood.
c) While the ZBA may already have the
inherent authority to make such conditions,
the proposed zoning change will highlight
such expectations early in the process to
developers, permitting staff and Boards, as
well as the general public.
d) -- see above
e) -- see (c) above

No

Advisory Committee – Warrant Article Questionnaire
Fall 2021

Question
4

5

6

7

Responses (Enter N/A for “Not Applicable”)

General questions:
a. Why is the proposed solution workable
and effective?
b. Is there a financial benefit from the
proposed solution?
c. Who will benefit and who might not
benefit from the proposed action?
d. What are the perceived pros and cons,
both in the short and long term?
e. What research on the topic supports or
does not support the proposed article?
f. What alternatives to the proposed action
were considered?

a) Yes; written in partnership with the
Building Commissioner
b) Such conditions *could* decrease staff
time required to answer individual
questions from nearby residents
c) The intention is to set up communication
standards that will benefit all parties in the
long run; some conditions such as the
provision of construction parking or a
third-party liaison may, if enacted, could
increase the cost of development.
d) see above
Consider the impact on town infrastructure
no unknown - independent construction
e)
(parking, roadways, parks, etc.); residents;
the environment; employers; etc. Are there liaisons or monitors are often required in
potential adverse effects from positive
larger construction projects, especially
action on the article by Town Meeting?
related to erosion control and wildlife
habitat protection concerns during
Consider town priorities and allocation of
N/A
funding. What amount of funding might be construction.
required to start and maintain the proposed f) standards by Building & DPCD of when
action? What is the source of those funds?
such conditions would be required, which is
How does the proposed article fit within the
also moving forward independent of this
operating and/or capital budgets?
article's success
How does the proposed article and
.
N/A
implementation impact the Town
administration and staff priorities? Will a
department either need to divert staff from
an existing program, subcontract the work
or add staff?

8

Who will be responsible for implementing
the action that a favorable vote will
require? Has the petitioner consulted with
those participants?

9

Community Outreach:
a. What steps has the petitioner taken to
assure that interested parties were
notified and provided an opportunity to
participate in the preparation of the
proposed article?
b. Are there are Town Boards or
Committees that might be consulted?
c. If another board or committee has
considered the action of the proposed
article, please include a summary of the
discussion and outcome.

10

Prior Articles:
a. Do you know whether Town Meeting
previously considered any Warrant
Articles that address the same or similar
topic? If so, do you know what the

N/A

Town Meeting Members near Hancock
Village proposed the concept of this
warrant article to the Building
Commissioner, Commissioner of Public
Works, & DPCD. DPCD has copied the
ZBA Chair on the proposal prior to
submission. The article merely gives
express authority for the ZBA to make
construction-related conditions, it does not
require any action.

N/A

(Continue on next page)
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Question

Responses (Enter N/A for “Not Applicable”)

outcome was?
b. How does the proposed article differ
from ones that were previously
considered?
c. Is there new information or are there new
circumstances to support raising an issue
that was previously considered by Town
Meeting?
11

Anything else you would like the
subcommittee to know?

N/A

Warrant Article 16 – Amend Article 4.07 – Table of Use Regulations of the Town’s Zoning
By-Laws to provide a minimum depth to required ground floor non-residential space in multifamily buildings that are located in Local Business (L) and General Business (G)
Zoning Districts. (Planning and Community Development Department)
Recommendation: Favorable Action by a vote of 6-0-0
Executive
Summary:

Voting Yes
will...
Voting No
will...
Financial
impact [if any]
Legal
implications [if
any]

WA 16 would amend Section 4.07 - Table of Use Regulations, use 6, to
require a minimum depth of 15’ for any non-residential use on the ground
floor of a multi-family building located in L and G business districts. Multifamily buildings located in business districts are required to dedicate 60% of
the street frontage to non-residential uses.
Impose a minimum 15’ depth requirement for the non-residential portion of a
multi-family building located in L and G districts. The current Zoning By-law
has no minimum depth requirement for the non-residential use in this case.
Maintain the status quo Zoning By-law, which has no required depth for the
non-residential portion of multi-family buildings in business districts.
Primarily N/A. It is potentially possible that the addition of a depth
requirement will add slightly to development costs.
The new requirement would be imposed on future multi-family projects in L
and G zoning districts.

Introduction
The purpose of this Warrant Article, sponsored by the Planning and Community Development
Department, is to foster street vitality and business activity in our commercial areas. In the past,
developers have sought Special Permits for multi-family buildings in our business districts with
only very narrow spaces running the required 60% length of the street façade. A recent example,
14 Green St. proposed that a 9’ deep space, running for 60% of the width of the front façade
would in fact fulfill the requirement in our current zoning. Over the years, several other such
proposals for narrow depth spaces had come forward, with such spaces being described as “art
galleries”. In fact, these spaces were not suitable for any viable or productive non-residential use
and therefore did not fulfill the original intent of the by-law. This Warrant Article is seeking to
close this loophole.
Evaluation Methodology/Research
The Director of Planning and Community Development, Kara Brewton described instances
where developers proposed very narrow spaces running along the frontage of multi-family
buildings in commercial areas. Ms. Brewton opined that there is no “magic number” for a depth
requirement in order to sustain viable non-residential uses, but that the deeper the space the more
variety of uses the space could accommodate.
Discussion
The Land Use, Zoning and Sustainability Sub-Committee held a public hearing on WA 16 at
6:00 pm on Monday, April 4th. Present for the Sub-Committee: Chair, Carlos Ridruejo, Anita

Johnson, Lee Selwyn, Scott Ananian, Linda Olson Pehlke, and David Pollak. Public: Carolyn
Thall.
Members of the Sub-Committee raised questions around whether or not 15’ was the right depth
to require. It was noted that in a very large building or one with a long façade, the resulting nonresidential space may or may not be suitable for a variety of different uses. There was some talk
of raising the minimum required depth to 20’, but that was deemed to likely be out of scope of
the original Article. Ms. Brewton noted that 15’ is the average depth of the business spaces along
the interior at the ground floor of the Arcade building. Several sub-committee members also
suggested that to be successful in fostering commercial district vitality it would have been
advantageous to specify certain types of non-residential uses, such as retail, restaurant, services,
etc. rather than leave it open ended to just non-residential which could include office uses, or
other uses, as an example Catering by Andrew that has covered ground floor windows, that
would not add to the vitality of the street. However, these changes would also likely be ruled out
of scope. There was general desire among committee members for specifying active uses, or
increasing the % requirement higher than the 60% for minimum width of non-residential uses
currently in the by-law. It was also noted that a better approach would be to calibrate the
minimum % based on the length of the façade or to specify an overall minimum % of the ground
floor square feet that should be dedicated to non-residential use. Due to scope issues, the subcommittee concluded that while this article is useful in closing a loophole it is still limited. The
sub-committee amended the Article to better clarify that any use related to the residential portion
of the building is to be counted as part of the 40% of the façade frontage dedicated to residential
uses.
Recommendation
The Sub-Committee voted 5-0-0 Favorable Action on the Amended version of WA 16.
WA 16 - As amended by AC Sub-Committee:
To see if the Town will amend the Zoning By-Law as follows:
1) Revise Table 4.07 - Table of Use Regulations, Principal Use 6, Principal Use Column,
last sentence as follows (inserted text underlined; deleted text shown strikeout).
In L and G districts, the ground floor of a building must have at least 60% no
more than 40% of its frontage along a street, to a depth of at least 15’, devoted to
residential use, including associated parking or lobby use. uses not to include,
residential, residential related and parking.
…or act upon anything else thereto.
WA 16 - As submitted:
To see if the Town will amend the Zoning By-Law as follows:
1) Revise Table 4.07 - Table of Use Regulations, Principal Use 6, Principal Use Column,
last sentence as follows (inserted text underlined; deleted text shown strikeout).
In L and G districts, the ground floor of a building must have at least 60% no
more than 40% of its frontage along a street, to a depth of at least 15’, devoted to
uses other than residential use or, including associated parking or lobby use

associated with residential use.
…or act upon anything else thereto.
Meeting Recording
https://brooklinema.zoomgov.com/rec/share/kmMKGUtTuHHscRVgER4sT5VGgkyF7FJI5wb
4drbeSKNgpn3Y8Cqbbn0uBaJaJYA0.WfkDY1BLhJT2hA98
Passcode: Ub3eJ$%#
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Today’s Date
Warrant Article #
Article Title
Petitioner(s)
Petitioner’s email

4/2/2022
14

Amend Article 9.05 of the Town’s Zoning By-Laws pertaining to Conditions for
Departmnent of Planning & Community Development
kbrewton@brooklinema.gov

Not all of these questions apply to all warrant articles. Just answer the ones that do, SAVE the form,
ideally with a new file name, and send it back to the chair of the subcommittee charged with vetting
your article and to lportscher@brooklinema.gov. Thank you.
Question
1

Provide the most recent version of the article
exactly as it is intended to be voted on by
Town Meeting. Please highlight any
changes from the version that was originally
submitted.

2

Goals & Benefits
(Briefly, or send a separate file):
a. What is the intended policy goal of the
proposed Warrant Article?
b. Why is this important for the Town?
c. Is this something that the Town should do,
especially if there are State or Federal
resources dedicated to the issue?
d. How does the policy goal and the
proposed action solve a problem? Does
it provide a new benefit, or extend some
existing benefit?
e. Could Town staff or a Town Board or
Committee address the issue effectively
without action by Town Meeting?

3

Does the petitioner, now or in the future,
have an equity interest or realize a direct or
indirect financial benefit from positive action
by Town Meeting?
If so, what are those interests or benefits?
Please disclose any potential conflict of
interest.

Responses (Enter N/A for “Not Applicable”)
(Attach a separate document with the most recent
version.)

a) To give the Zoning Board of Appeals
(ZBA) the express authority to include
conditions related to the construction
phase of a project in a Special Permit.
b) Such conditions will define expected
communication between the developer and
the general public, in addition to mitigating
potential adverse impacts to the
neighborhood.
c) While the ZBA may already have the
inherent authority to make such conditions,
the proposed zoning change will highlight
such expectations early in the process to
developers, permitting staff and Boards, as
well as the general public.
d) -- see above
e) -- see (c) above

No
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Question
4

5

6

7

Responses (Enter N/A for “Not Applicable”)

General questions:
a. Why is the proposed solution workable
and effective?
b. Is there a financial benefit from the
proposed solution?
c. Who will benefit and who might not
benefit from the proposed action?
d. What are the perceived pros and cons,
both in the short and long term?
e. What research on the topic supports or
does not support the proposed article?
f. What alternatives to the proposed action
were considered?

a) Yes; written in partnership with the
Building Commissioner
b) Such conditions *could* decrease staff
time required to answer individual
questions from nearby residents
c) The intention is to set up communication
standards that will benefit all parties in the
long run; some conditions such as the
provision of construction parking or a
third-party liaison may, if enacted, could
increase the cost of development.
d) see above
Consider the impact on town infrastructure
no unknown - independent construction
e)
(parking, roadways, parks, etc.); residents;
the environment; employers; etc. Are there liaisons or monitors are often required in
potential adverse effects from positive
larger construction projects, especially
action on the article by Town Meeting?
related to erosion control and wildlife
habitat protection concerns during
Consider town priorities and allocation of
N/A
funding. What amount of funding might be construction.
required to start and maintain the proposed f) standards by Building & DPCD of when
action? What is the source of those funds?
such conditions would be required, which is
How does the proposed article fit within the
also moving forward independent of this
operating and/or capital budgets?
article's success
How does the proposed article and
.
N/A
implementation impact the Town
administration and staff priorities? Will a
department either need to divert staff from
an existing program, subcontract the work
or add staff?

8

Who will be responsible for implementing
the action that a favorable vote will
require? Has the petitioner consulted with
those participants?

9

Community Outreach:
a. What steps has the petitioner taken to
assure that interested parties were
notified and provided an opportunity to
participate in the preparation of the
proposed article?
b. Are there are Town Boards or
Committees that might be consulted?
c. If another board or committee has
considered the action of the proposed
article, please include a summary of the
discussion and outcome.

10

Prior Articles:
a. Do you know whether Town Meeting
previously considered any Warrant
Articles that address the same or similar
topic? If so, do you know what the

N/A

Town Meeting Members near Hancock
Village proposed the concept of this
warrant article to the Building
Commissioner, Commissioner of Public
Works, & DPCD. DPCD has copied the
ZBA Chair on the proposal prior to
submission. The article merely gives
express authority for the ZBA to make
construction-related conditions, it does not
require any action.

N/A

(Continue on next page)
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Question

Responses (Enter N/A for “Not Applicable”)

outcome was?
b. How does the proposed article differ
from ones that were previously
considered?
c. Is there new information or are there new
circumstances to support raising an issue
that was previously considered by Town
Meeting?
11

Anything else you would like the
subcommittee to know?

N/A

BROOKLINE
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADVISORY BOARD

Anne R. Meyers, Co-Chair
Paul Saner, Co-Chair
Cliff Brown
Derrick Choi
Alan Christ
Kenneth Lewis
Carol Levin
Thomas Nally
Marilyn Newman
Alden Raine
Sandi Silk

Date:
To:
From:
cc:

Re:

April 11, 2022
Selectboard, Advisory Committee, Planning Board and Zoning ByLaw Committee
Anne Meyers & Paul Saner, Economic Development Advisory
Board Co-Chairs
Kara Brewton, Director of Planning & Community Development
Meredith Mooney, Acting Director of Economic Development and
Long -Term Planning
Warrant Article 16

Dear Members of the Selectboard, Advisory Committee, Planning Board and Zoning
By-Law Committee:
On April 4th, the Economic Development Advisory Board (EDAB) voted unanimously
by roll call vote for Warrant Article 16 as amended by the Land Use, Zoning and
Sustainability Subcommittee of the Advisory Committee with minor edits for
clarification after hearing a presentation from the Planning Director and holding a
public hearing:
Move that EDAB approve Article 16 as amended by the Land Use, Zoning and
Sustainability Subcommittee of the Advisory Committee at their meeting on April
4.
(Yes: Tom Nally, Al Raine, Derrick Choi, Ken Lewis, Alan Christ, Paul Saner,
Anne Meyers; No: None; Abstain: None)
In addition to the existing minimum frontage requirements, Article 16 requires a
minimum depth of ground level space in our business districts (G and L) for nonresidential uses. This is intended to make the streetscape more active with slightly
LARGER commercial taxpaying uses.
Several EDAB members asked about amending the article to increase the depth from
the proposed minimum of fifteen feet. Such a change is believed to be out of scope. It
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was also pointed out that these buildings were characterized in the explanation as
multifamily, when in fact the purpose of the article is to make the ground floor more
mixed- use than some recent developments in town have been. While the real estate
market values for upper-level commercial uses such as office in our business districts
are consistently less than those for multifamily, the economic development goal should
be to try to create a greater mix of commercial uses.
Sincerely,
Anne Meyers and Paul Saner
EDAB Co-Chairs

Cc: Kara Brewton, Meredith Mooney
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About Community Choice Aggregation
The Outcome: A Win-Win-Win
Brookline Green Electricity (BGE)
Because Brookline Green Electricity (BGE) will soon compete six years of
operation, the Town must seek a new three-year contract. Therefore, several
months ago, the petitioners decided to evaluate BGE.
We wondered what has been the cost impact on the typical customer and what
has BGE accomplished from the standpoint of combating climate change?
Here are the findings:
 Brookline has been a pace-setter. In 2017, BGE added a default of 25%
renewal above the state mandate. In 2020 this increased to 30%.
 Rather than BGE’s renewable energy certificates (RECs), a fungible
asset, being turned over to an investor-owned utility like Eversource,
through Brookline’s partnership with Green Energy Consumer’s
Alliance, BGE has invested these certificates in the development of
actual New England new wind and solar projects, such as solar PV on
7,000 roofs or 10-14 land-based wind turbines.
 This supports both local jobs and, to a greater extent than any other
Brookline initiative, it combats climate change.
 While Eversource rates go up and down, BGE’s rates have been quite
steady. Over the past five years we analyzed, in four of ten of the sixmonth periods, BGE was a little bit higher than Eversource. In six of ten
periods BGE was more frequently less. The net result was that BGE‘s
typical default Brookline customer, has saved $3.58 per month, a total of
$215, equivalent to a couple of months of free electricity.
A win for the climate. A win for customers.
About WA 21
WA 21 would have renewed and updated the Brookline Green Electricity
framework.
It would have recommended that BGE continue to purchase only Massachusetts
Class One Renewable Energy Certificates (RECs).

Further, WA 21would have urged that the percentage of BGE RECs continue to
increase with each new contract, to ideally to reach 100% renewable by 2030.
And finally, WA 21 would have urged continuing to invest these certificates in
building additional renewable energy resources.
Brookline actually isn’t too far from the 100% by 2030 goal.
Effective January 1, 2022, according to the amended Department of Public
Utilities’ Clean Energy Standard, Massachusetts electricity is already 51%
clean energy content.
Adding BGE’s 30%, the Town is currently at 81% clean energy content,
leaving a gap of 19%.
Status of WA 21
The petitioners research and drafting of WA 21 commenced before the Zero
Emissions Advisory Board (ZEAB) had been appointed. We have diligently
shared drafts and sought the counsel of the Sustainability Director for feedback
and verification that WA 21 would be doable and consistent with the Director’s
aims.
However, at its first meeting, ZEAB pushed back. Petitioners were asked to
withdraw WA 21. Instead, ZEAB voted a BGE negotiation framework
resolution which was unsatisfactory to petitioners.
During the two-week interval between ZEAB’s first and second meeting, the
petitioners sought a remedy.
The remedy was:
1. To insert reconsideration of the resolution vote at the first meeting in the
ZEAB agenda for the second meeting;
2. To vote substitute language consistent with the principles articulated in
WA 21;
3. To insert the WA 21 explanation as a ZEAB report under WA 36,
“Reports of Town Officers and Committees”; and
4. To appoint one of the petitioners as a liaison to observe the BGE
negotiation process with the right to ask questions and make comments.
Therefore, while disappointed, the petitioners have agreed not to offer a motion
on WA 21.

