Town of Brookline
Advisory Committee Minutes
May 25, 2021
To access a recording of this meeting, click on the link below:
https://brooklinema.zoomgov.com/rec/share/iBfC2r2oUG2nIaSQFxpRTbhlc-OAqRejRJ-V9haePH06uzUIXeJ_G67BmjKK6Q.67wC4xVAdhzOdFZq
Passcode: 7kmc%ibg

Present: Carla Benka, Ben Birnbaum, Clifford Brown, John Doggett, Dennis Doughty, Harry Friedman, David-Marc
Goldstein, Neil Gordon, Susan Granoff, Amy Hummel, Alisa Jonas, Steve Kanes, Carol Levin, Pam Lodish, Susan Park,
David Pollak, Carlos Ridruejo, Michael Sandman, Lee Selwyn, Alok Somani, Claire Stampfer, Paul Warren, Christine
Westphal, Neil Wishinsky, Chi Chi Wu
Absent: Harry Bohrs, Janice Kahn
Also Attending: Damon Graff, Deborah Brown, Emi Tankinami, Mark Gray, Olivia Fischer Fox, Phyllis O’Leary, Arthur
Conquest, Planning Director Allison Steinfeld, Assistant Director for Regulatory Planning Polly Selkoe, Senat Fleury Jean,
Gina Hahn, Cynthia Drake, D. Branch Moody MD, Fred Levitan, Luciana Schachnik, Ryan Black, Linda Pehlke, Regina
Frawley, Naomi Sweitzer, Kristine Knauf, Mike Toffel and other members of the public.
The meeting was called to order at 5:00 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
5:00 pm

No public comment was offered.

Public Meeting
5:15 pm

Possible reconsideration of previous vote on Article 17

There is a motion to refer offered by Petitioner Deborah Brown TMM 1. Precinct 1 will be disproportionately impacted
by these articles. Short term stays are tricky. No one would say that the Committee did not perform a herculean job. I
was fine with the Warren Dempsey Amendment – believed it to be a compromise that could satisfy most of the people
and it was a fair bargain. The language of Pehlke Karon could result in condo owners not being able to rent their units as
an Airbnb. First there is the difficulty of the regularity of meetings of a condo board, let along the percentage needed for
a vote is difficult; condo documents expressly state that you cannot have a short term rental. Doesn’t provide the
protection that people suggest it will. But will drive STRs out of the light and into the dark. Criminalizes a few people
who just want to make a few bucks. You had the compromise and then it went to something far more burdensome for
regular people to handle. Unclear how this will impact single family homes. Would have liked more community
engagement, given this is the 3rd time going through Town Meeting.
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Comment: This has been through a lot and by sending it back for referral for a 3rd time for a kumbaya moment is
mistaken. Agree with Deborah about the condo issue and would have preferred the original language but we made a
compromise. Agree with moderator’s committee approach to go slowly at first and broaden if there is will to do so after
we pass it. We need to have a regulatory scheme.
Comment: There has been a lot of community engagement, with multiple meetings and hearings by the Advsiory
Committee subcommittee, the Advisory Committee, the Select Board, the Planning Board, and the Zoning by-law
Committee, to name a few. It isn’t like once this is done, it is done. Once on the books, we can reevaluate and make
further changes as we need to.
Possible reconsideration of previous votes on Articles 19 and 20
There was a request from Town Counsel to defer discussion of Articles 19 and 20 until next Tuesday evening to allow
staff time to speak further with the CCC and undertake additional research; also, Associate Town Counsel was unable to
attend tonight’s meeting. Recommend it go before Town Meeting on Thursday and will ask the Town Moderator to do
so.
A MOTION was made and seconded to recommend No Action on the referral motion for Articles 14, 16 and 17. By a
VOTE of 21-1-2 the motion carries.
Public Hearing& Meeting
5:45 pm

Public Hearing On Articles 1 and 2 of the May 27 Special Town Meeting

Article 1 – Resolution on Brookline Housing Authority
Article 2 – Budget Amendment for Brookline Housing Authority
Deborah Brown offered explanation for these two articles. Regarding BHA Housing we have to ask, is this any where we
would want to live? What would we do about this? Why is Wi-Fi needed? It is a connection to the world – a tool to
reduce isolation for seniors, critical for students to study, generally for entertainment. In this housing people struggle to
have a healthy life. The America Rescue Plan appears to be the answer for Brookline – Federal Recovery funds are
earmarked to alleviate immediate harms of the pandemic but also the systemic public health and economic challenges
that have contributed to the inequal (sic) impact of the pandemic.





Support urgent COVID-19 response efforts to continue to decrease spread of the virus and bring the pandemic
under control
Replace lost revenue for eligible state, local, territorial, and Tribal governments to strengthen support for vital
public services and help retain jobs
Support immediate economic stabilization for households and businesses
Address systemic public health and economic challenges that have contributed to the inequal (sic) impact of the
pandemic

We have an opportunity to do something different here. A Resolution instead of a budget amendment and we trust that
the Town will do the right thing.
Comment/Question: Thank you for your continued work on these issues. I thought we negotiated a compromise
resolution with regards to BHA repairs and internet. The resolution called for the Select Board to meet with Deborah and
come back to the AC.
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A: Had conversations with Michael Alperin and Select Board may have had two conversations as entities. Mel convened
a work group that met on May 14 with Alperin of the BHA, the CEO of Springwell, and others, and there were two “get
to know you” sessions.
Q: We passed a resolution last year and time frames weren’t met? What is the guarantee that these timeframes will be
met?
A: Last year people were terrified that we would use funds for BHA and this essentially slowed this down. In Select Board
changing members, there is a different climate – you have a funding source and people who are more amendable to use
these to help our lowest income residents in Town. Huge differences.
Comment: Don’t dispute the need but haven’t heard any discussions of where else we might use the ARPA funds? This
sounds like spot zoning. I support this but let’s have some hearings and consider on what we will expend all of the
money. The whereas clauses talk about housing stress but goes down a smaller number. Consider not today or this Town
Meeting, but what are we doing with available funds and other priorities?
In Town School Partnership article filed last year we discussed the need for participatory budgeting. Mel is on board with
this idea but need a mechanism.
Comment: In favor, but have issue with use of Resolve clause wording “direct” and “60 days” - offer a friendly
amendment – change direct to urges, and 60 days to promptly.
“That Town Meeting directs urges Select Board to use its authority, within 60 days promptly of the passage of this
resolution, to undertake discussions with the Brookline Housing Authority to identify no less than $140,000 from
Brookline sources like, but not limited to, federal stimulus dollars, to upgrade and expand WIFI access at BHA
properties.”
Q: Do the monies identified by Mike Alperin for Wi-Fi include not just installation but continuing service? Can Town
Meeting direct how funds be spent or just request? A: Infrastructure and one year worth of service and would need
additional funds for continuing service. When giving a grant to someone, it is reasonable to suggest what we want it to
be spent on. Presumably if funds provided, it would be on condition of something very specific.
Comment: These are resolutions that ask the Select Board to begin discussions with the BHA. If we leave these as they
are and trust the Select Board to do the right thing that hopefully would suffice.
Comment: Have second resolution directing Town to consider prioritizing BHA when considering allocation of ARPA
funds. Rather than having specific dollars for specific use.
Comment: Confused, COMCAST as internet essentials (hard wired) available to households for $0 to $10 per month so
not sure why residents of BHA would not qualify for this program? A: BHA looked into it – if you participate but
discontinue your service, you cannot rejoin. For some people coming up with $10 a month can be difficult – have it one
month and lose it the next. Connectivity drops significantly and not conducive for a household with a number of users.
There are 809 household $100K per year assuming qualified or qualified for free service.
Comment: These resolutions are about having meetings and allocating funds from other sources. I agree it will be hard
for the Town to spend all the funds that will be at our disposal given the rules circulated so far. The government is
encouraging increasing and enhancing internet infrastructure – so this is a total no brainer. Increase availability of
internet Town-wide. Whether they can be used for making repairs to housing stock - it will be interesting to see if we
could do that but support trying to.
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Q: Resolve clause in one article refers to funds as Brookline “resources” and in the other Brookline “sources.” Which
would you prefer to make it consistent. Also you have stated that we’re just talking about ARPA/federal funds, but
that’s not what’s in writing. If we’re talking just about federal funds, why not say that in the articles? . A: The lawyer in
me says we should focus on all sources and not limit to just federal dollars. So change language to “resources” for both
articles.
A MOTION was made and seconded to recommend favorable action on the amendment to STM Article 1 - amended to
replace "urges" in place of "directs" and "promptly" in place of "60 days" and “resources” in place of “sources” to Article
1.
By a VOTE of 21-1-2 the amendment passes.
A MOTION was made and seconded to recommend favorable action on the amendment to STM Article 2 - amended to
replace "urges" in place of "directs" and "promptly" in place of "60 days “. By a VOTE of 20-1-3 the motion carries.
6:45 pm

Possible reconsideration of previous votes on warrant Articles - NONE

6:55 pm

Other business

There being no other business the meeting adjourned at 6:07 pm.
Documents presented







WARRANT Special Town Meeting Articles 1 and 2 (115 KB)
Emergency Broadband Benefit FAQ from Comcast (131 KB)
Special Town Meeting Articles D Brown (36 KB)
STM1 ARTICLE 1 - Motion offered by the petitioner (89 KB)
Revised Referral Motion WA 14-17 (130 KB)
NOTE – there was an updated version of STM Articles offered by the petitioner that were reviewed and are
attached at the end of these minutes.

Documents presented may be found here https://www.brooklinema.gov/Calendar.aspx?EID=10106
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VOTES

# Votes Yes
# Votes No
# Votes Abstain

Attendance
0

Vote 1
24
0
1

Vote 2
21
1
2

Vote 3
20
1
3

Motion for no
action on referral
of 17

STM Article 1
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"urges" in place of
"directs" and
"promptly" in place
of "60 days" and
resources in place
of sources

STM Article 2
amended to
"urges" in place of
"directs" and
"promptly" in place
of "60 days"
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Vote Description:

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
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Motion to Refer
I move that Warrant Article 17 be referred to a committee to be appointed by the
Moderator for further study and for a report to the next (fall) Town Meeting.
Explanation:
I do believe that the STR Committee has worked hard to address a range of concerns
with Short-Term Rentals (STRs), but I still have questions. Some of the concerns might
be easy to address, but some will not be. The issues below are likely not exhaustive
either. As such, we owe it to the residents to perform additional work.
The motion to refer is necessitated in order to further investigate and report to elaborate
or resolve the following issues:
1. Is there some quantitative data to demonstrate that Brookline might well loose
housing to STRs? If this is a key reason for the restrictions, then such data
should be included. Boston is a poor example, because it has not been good
about monitoring its rental market. Newton or even Silver Spring, MD might be
better examples.
2. Does the STR Warrant Article violate “MGL Chapter 183A, Condominiums”
statute? Again, greater clarity would help to answer this in advance of a vote.
3. Is there less restrictive language to protect persons seeking to use their homes
as STRs, while protecting the rights of other homeowners? Describe what
comparable communities have done to regulate STRs. Did the Committee look at
comparable communities beyond Massachusetts? I saw a policy that put a cap
on the total number of STR permits for the Town. Some places allow for
nonresidential STRs, but with additional restrictions.
4. Renters be expressly excluded from being STR hosts. Again, are there less
restrictive alternatives?
5. Specific requirements like requiring guests to arrive and depart by a certain hour
would address condo owner’s concerns. Of course, condo owners could amend
their bylaws or policies to create even greater restrictions like an additional duty
for hosts to clean common areas after each stay, require board approval on a
regular basis, or pay an additional sum for utilities.
6. Has the Committee properly targeted the STR problem areas with adequate
specificity? Rather, is the greatest potential STR issue among owners with fewer
than three units? What would be the unforeseen consequences of essentially
only allowing single family homeowners to be hosts?
7. Given the contentious nature of this Warrant Article, more robust community
engagement is needed. It is not enough to simply post meetings on the Town’s
calendar. We would all benefit from community meetings, especially in areas
likely to be disproportionately impacted by STRs. It is also important to have a
robust record of participation should the Warrant Article be challenged.
8. Provide for more economic diversity on the next STR Committee to better reflect
the diversity of interests and ideas.

9. Establish strong antidiscrimination language in the bylaw. Generally, antidiscrimination laws involve properties over a certain number of units. As we have
seen issues with hosts discriminating against members of protected categories in
the past, the STR anti-discrimination language should be specific.
Thank you for considering this motion.
Deborah Brown
TMM P1

May 19, 2021
Annual Town Meeting
Article 14-17 – Supplement No. 3
Page 1
__________
ARTICLE 14-17
REVISED REFERRAL MOTION OFFERED BY DEBORAH BROWN, TMM1
MOVED: That Warrant Articles 14 (other than the contingent motion on page 14-32 of
the Combined Reports), 16 and 17 be referred to a committee to be appointed by the
Moderator for further study and for a report to the next (fall) Town Meeting.
Explanation:
I do believe that the STR Committee has worked hard to address a range of concerns with
Short-Term Rentals (STRs), but I still have questions. Some of the concerns might be
easy to address, but some will not be. The issues below are likely not exhaustive either.
As such, we owe it to the residents to perform additional work.
The motion to refer is necessitated in order to further investigate and report to elaborate
or resolve the following issues:
1. Is there some quantitative data to demonstrate that Brookline might well loose
housing to STRs? If this is a key reason for the restrictions, then such data
should be included. Boston is a poor example, because it has not been good
about monitoring its rental market. Newton or even Silver Spring, MD might
be better examples.
2. Does the STR Warrant Article violate or conflict with provisions in “MGL
Chapter 183A, Condominiums?” Again, greater clarity would help to answer
this in advance of a vote.
3. Is there less restrictive language to protect persons seeking to use their homes
as STRs, while protecting the rights of other homeowners? Section 5.11.4,
creates an extremely high hurdle for potential hosts. It states that “Where a
Short-Term Rental Unit is part of a condominium association, a certification
signed by the condominium association that the condominium Master Deed,
By-Laws, or other governing documents expressly permit the proposed ShortTerm Rental.”
4. Describe what comparable communities have done to regulate STRs. Did the
Committee look at comparable communities beyond Massachusetts? I saw a
policy that put a cap on the total number of STR permits for the Town. Some
places allow for nonresidential STRs, but with additional restrictions.
5. Renters be expressly excluded from being STR hosts. Again, are there less
restrictive alternatives?
6. Specific requirements like requiring guests to arrive and depart by a certain
hour would address condo owner’s concerns. Of course, condo owners could
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amend their bylaws or policies to create even greater restrictions like an
additional duty for hosts to clean common areas after each stay, require board
approval on a regular basis, or pay an additional sum for utilities.
7. Has the Committee properly targeted the STR problem areas with adequate
specificity? Rather, is the greatest potential STR issue among owners with
fewer than three units? What would be the unforeseen consequences of
essentially only allowing single family homeowners to be hosts?
8. Given the contentious nature of this Warrant Article, more robust community
engagement is needed. It is not enough to simply post meetings on the Town’s
calendar. We would all benefit from community meetings, especially in areas
likely to be disproportionately impacted by STRs. It is also important to have
a robust record of participation should the Warrant Article be challenged.
9. Is it an absolute that anyone allowed a STR permit would be “grandfathered,”
and thus exempt from future requirements?
10. Provide for more economic diversity on the next STR Committee to better
reflect the diversity of interests and ideas.
11. Establish strong antidiscrimination language in the bylaw. Generally, antidiscrimination laws involve properties over a certain number of units. As we
have seen issues with hosts discriminating against members of protected
categories in the past, the STR anti-discrimination language should be
specific.

May 19, 2021
Annual Town Meeting
Article 17 – Supplement No. 6
Page 1
__________
ARTICLE 17
REFERRAL MOTION OFFERED BY DEBORAH BROWN, TMM1
MOVED:
That Warrant Article 17 be referred to a committee to be appointed by the
Moderator for further study and for a report to the next (fall) Town Meeting.
Explanation:
I do believe that the STR Committee has worked hard to address a range of concerns with ShortTerm Rentals (STRs), but I still have questions. Some of the concerns might be easy to address,
but some will not be. The issues below are likely not exhaustive either. As such, we owe it to the
residents to perform additional work.
The motion to refer is necessitated in order to further investigate and report to elaborate or resolve
the following issues:
1. Is there some quantitative data to demonstrate that Brookline might well loose housing to
STRs? If this is a key reason for the restrictions, then such data should be included. Boston
is a poor example, because it has not been good about monitoring its rental market. Newton
or even Silver Spring, MD might be better examples.
2. Does the STR Warrant Article violate “MGL Chapter 183A, Condominiums” statute?
Again, greater clarity would help to answer this in advance of a vote.
3. Is there less restrictive language to protect persons seeking to use their homes as STRs,
while protecting the rights of other homeowners? Describe what comparable communities
have done to regulate STRs. Did the Committee look at comparable communities beyond
Massachusetts? I saw a policy that put a cap on the total number of STR permits for the
Town. Some places allow for nonresidential STRs, but with additional restrictions.
4. Renters be expressly excluded from being STR hosts. Again, are there less restrictive
alternatives?
5. Specific requirements like requiring guests to arrive and depart by a certain hour would
address condo owner’s concerns. Of course, condo owners could amend their bylaws or
policies to create even greater restrictions like an additional duty for hosts to clean common
areas after each stay, require board approval on a regular basis, or pay an additional sum
for utilities.
6. Has the Committee properly targeted the STR problem areas with adequate specificity?
Rather, is the greatest potential STR issue among owners with fewer than three units? What
would be the unforeseen consequences of essentially only allowing single family
homeowners to be hosts?
7. Given the contentious nature of this Warrant Article, more robust community engagement
is needed. It is not enough to simply post meetings on the Town’s calendar. We would all
benefit from community meetings, especially in areas likely to be disproportionately
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impacted by STRs. It is also important to have a robust record of participation should the
Warrant Article be challenged.
8. Provide for more economic diversity on the next STR Committee to better reflect the
diversity of interests and ideas.
9. Establish strong antidiscrimination language in the bylaw. Generally, anti-discrimination
laws involve properties over a certain number of units. As we have seen issues with hosts
discriminating against members of protected categories in the past, the STR antidiscrimination language should be specific.
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May 27, 2021 Special Town Meeting
1-1
______________
ARTICLES 1 & 2
MOTION OFFERED BY THE PETITIONER
Article 1
MOVED

That the Town adopts the following Resolution:

WHEREAS, Brookline is an affluent community, but 12% of its residents live below the
poverty level. Over 30% of its residents struggle to pay their bills. Senior single women
and women head of households are especially vulnerable;
WHEREAS, this Warrant Article is about Brookline’s humanity and our willingness as a
community to help those most in need;
WHEREAS, this Warrant Article seeks to the bridge the gap between our aspirations as a
progressive community and to actually provide essential services for some of our most
vulnerable residents;
WHEREAS, internet access is critical to the health, education and wellbeing of Brookline
residents;
WHEREAS, THE Brookline Housing Authority lacks to resources, despite its best efforts,
to provide WIFI for its residents;
WHEREAS, this Warrant would appropriate $140,000 to ensure that all BHA residents
have access to WIFI;
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT:
That Town Meeting directs Select Board to use its authority to undertake discussions
with the Brookline Housing Authority to identify no less than $140,000 from Brookline
sources like, but not limited to, federal stimulus dollars within 60 days of the close of the
Warrant to repair units at BHA

May 19, 2021 Annual Town Meeting
1-2

Article 2
MOVED

That the Town adopts the following Resolution:

WHEREAS, Brookline is an affluent community, but 12% of its residents live below the poverty
level. Over 30% of its residents struggle to pay their bills. Senior single women and women head
of households are especially vulnerable;
WHEREAS, this Warrant Article is about Brookline’s humanity and our willingness as a
community to help those most in need;
WHEREAS, Brookline Housing Authority has aggressively sought to secure funds to make these
essential repairs to its housing with minimal success;
WHEREAS, the kitchens at High Street, Veterans, Trustman and Egmont are in dire need of
repairs;
WHEREAS, this Warrant Article seeks to the bridge the gap between our aspirations as a
progressive community and to actually provide essential services for some of our most vulnerable
residents;
WHEREAS, this Warrant would appropriate $625,000 to repair a fraction of Brookline Housing
Authority's (BHA's) worst state funded housing (25 of 375) kitchens and bathrooms;
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT:
1. Town Meeting directs Select Board to use its authority to undertake discussions with the
Brookline Housing Authority to identify no less than $625,000 from Brookline resources
like, but not limited to, federal stimulus dollars within 60 days of the close of the Warrant
to repair units at BHA.

Explanation:
BHA does not have the requisite funds to repair their state funded housing or cover the cost
of WIFI for its residents. Some of these units are in dire need of repair, especially the
kitchens and bathrooms. These resolutions seek to protect Brookline residents. We could
all agree that these new funds have to come from somewhere. The amount requested,
$765,000, is modest as compared to the scope of the actual needs. BHA estimates that the
total state funded housing repair costs are well over $40m dollars and it would cost at a
minimum, $17m to repair all of the kitchens and bathrooms at state funded housing. The
budget amendment no longer seeks funds to cover lost rents. It would appear that the
American Rescue Plan Act will cover a portion of the unpaid rents, so this budget
amendment will not seek such a sum.

ARTICLE 1
Petitioners: Deborah Brown, Arthur Conquest, III, and Luciana Schachnik
To see if the Town adopts the following Resolution:
WHEREAS, Brookline is an affluent community, but 12% of its residents live below the poverty level.
Over 30% of its residents struggle to pay their bills. Senior single women and women head of households
are especially vulnerable;
WHEREAS, this Warrant Article is about Brookline’s humanity and our willingness as a community to
help those most in need;
WHEREAS, this Warrant Article seeks to bridge the gap between our aspirations as a progressive
community and to actually provide essential services for some of our most vulnerable residents;
WHEREAS, internet access is critical to the health, education and wellbeing of Brookline residents;
WHEREAS, the Brookline Housing Authority lacks to resources, despite its best efforts, to provide WIFI
for its residents;
WHEREAS, at least $140,000 is needed to ensure that all BHA residents have access to WIFI;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT:
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT: That Town Meeting directs Select Board to use its
authority, within 60 days of the passage of this resolution, to undertake discussions with the Brookline
Housing Authority to identify no less than $140,000 from Brookline sources like, but not limited to, federal
stimulus dollars, to upgrade and expand WIFI access at BHA properties.

Or act on anything relative thereto.

ARTICLE 2
Petitioners: Deborah Brown, Arthur Conquest, III, and Luciana Schachnik
To see if the Town adopts the following Resolution:
WHEREAS, Brookline is an affluent community, but 12% of its residents live below the poverty level.
Over 30% of its residents struggle to pay their bills. Senior single women and women head of households
are especially vulnerable;
WHEREAS, this Warrant Article is about Brookline’s humanity and our willingness as a community to
help those most in need;
WHEREAS, Brookline Housing Authority has aggressively sought to secure funds to make these essential
repairs to its housing with minimal success;
WHEREAS, the kitchens at High Street, Veterans, Trustman and Egmont are in dire need of repairs;
WHEREAS, this Warrant Article seeks to bridge the gap between our aspirations as a progressive
community and to actually provide essential services for some of our most vulnerable residents;
WHEREAS, at least $625,0 00 is needed to repair a fraction of Brookline Housing Authority's (BHA's) worst state
funded housing (25 of 375) kitchens and bathrooms;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT: 1. Town Meeting directs Select Board to use its authority, within 60
days of the passage of this resolution, to undertake discussions with the Brookline Housing Authority to identify no
less than $625,000 from Brookline resources like, but not limited to, federal stimulus dollars to repair units at BHA.

Or act on anything relative thereto.
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Brief Explanation:

BHA does not have the requisite funds to repair their state funded housing or cover the cost of WIFI for its
residents. Some of these units are in dire need of repair, especially the kitchens and bathrooms. These
resolutions seek to protect Brookline residents. We could all agree that these new funds have to come from
somewhere. The amount requested, $765,000, is modest as compared to the scope of the actual needs. BHA
estimates that the total state funded housing repair costs are well over $40m dollars and it would cost at a
minimum, $17m to repair all of the kitchens and bathrooms at state funded housing. The budget
amendment no longer seeks funds to cover lost rents. It would appear that the American Rescue Plan Act
will cover a portion of the unpaid rents, so this budget amendment will not seek such a sum.
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Emergency Broadband Benefit FAQ from Comcast
Source: https://www.xfinity.com/learn/internet-service/ebb

What is the Emergency Broadband Benefit (EBB)?
The Emergency Broadband Benefit (EBB) is a temporary Federal Government
subsidy program designed to help low-income households connect to the Internet and
stay connected during the COVID-19 pandemic. This benefit provides eligible
customers of participating broadband providers up to a $50/month ($75/month for
Tribal lands) credit toward Internet service and leased Internet equipment for the
duration of the program. It will last for as long as the Federal Government funds the
program. The amount of the credit depends on the rate for the Internet service that
you choose.
Who is eligible for the Emergency Broadband Benefit (EBB)?
Internet Essentials customers automatically qualify for EBB but still must enroll in the
EBB program. If you are not an Internet Essentials customer, you must confirm
eligibility through the National Verifier. To qualify, a member of your household must
meet at least one of the following criteria:













Qualifies for the federal Lifeline program, including:
Medicaid
SNAP
Supplemental Security Income (SSI)
Federal Public Housing Assistance
Veterans and Survivors Pension Benefit
Tribal Programs for Residents for Qualifying Tribal Lands
Receives benefits under the free and reduced-price school lunch program or
the school breakfast program, including through the USDA Community Eligibility
Provision, or did so in the 2019-2020 school year
Experienced a substantial loss of income since February 29, 2020, and the
household had a total income in 2020 below $99,000 for single filers and $198,000
for joint filers
Received a federal Pell Grant in the current award year
In order to confirm your eligibility for EBB, we will have to share certain qualifying
information about you with the Federal Government.
Please note that not all Xfinity Internet services will be available for application of the
EBB credit.
For how long will I receive the EBB credit?
This benefit will last for as long as the Federal Government provides funding for the
EBB program. Although the government has not yet announced a program end date,
we'll provide enrolled customers with regular updates and notify you at least 30 days
before the program ends and your credit is removed.

What does EBB cover?
EBB applies to monthly charges for broadband Internet service and modem rental.
Qualified households will temporarily receive a federal subsidy of up to $50/month
toward Xfinity Internet service, including Internet Essentials, and any applicable
Xfinity Internet modem rental charges for the duration of the program. Qualified
households within Tribal lands will receive up to $75/month. The level of the subsidy
depends on the rate for the Internet service that you choose.
Are there any Xfinity Internet services that are NOT eligible for EBB?
The EBB subsidy cannot be used for prepaid Internet, unlimited data, data overage
charges, taxes and fees, or any non-Internet Xfinity products or equipment, including
Xfinity Mobile and Xfinity Voice. Customers who receive Internet service provided to
them by their residential building through Xfinity Communities or Xfinity On Campus
and do not have an individual Xfinity account with upgraded Internet services may not
enroll in EBB through Xfinity. If your account is in voluntary seasonal suspend status,
you must take your account out of seasonal suspend status to enroll in EBB. If your
Internet Essentials service is provided through an organization or school sponsored
program, you cannot currently enroll in EBB through Xfinity. To enroll in EBB, you
would have to cancel your service you receive under the sponsored program, sign up
for Xfinity Internet or Internet Essentials, and apply for EBB.
If I am receiving the EBB subsidy and change Internet tiers, does this benefit still apply?
Yes, you can change your Internet services to any eligible tier and still retain the EBB
subsidy up to $50/month ($75/month in Tribal lands).
I’m enrolled in EBB and see an additional credit on my bill called the “Federal
Emergency Broadband Benefit 2020 Rate Adjustment.” Can you explain?
For the duration of the EBB program, your rate for your Xfinity Internet service and
modem rental (if applicable) will be reduced to the rate that existed for that service on
December 1, 2020. After the EBB program ends, this separate credit will also end.
Depending on when you enroll in the EBB program, you may see this credit twice on
your second bill to account for your first and second months enrolled in the program.
What happens at the end of the EBB program?
Once the program ends, your service will continue, the EBB and 2020 rate
adjustment credits will end, and you will be responsible for payment at the full rates,
terms and conditions applicable to the tier of Internet service you selected. If you do
not want to continue receiving your service after EBB ends, you can choose to
change your Internet service by visiting xfinity.com/myaccount or cancel your Internet
service by calling 1-800-xfinity.

FY2022 BUDGET ‐ TABLE 1 MAY, 2021
FY19
ACTUAL

FY20
ACTUAL

224,490,569
35,725,309
22,112,759
8,427,936
4,872,678
295,629,251

234,846,238
36,878,485
22,259,149
9,081,257
3,188,731
306,253,860

254,898,615
25,183,825
22,371,084
11,065,720
4,390,037
317,909,281

270,104,696
23,951,386
22,835,638
10,401,890
3,329,073
330,622,683

15,206,081
(1,232,439)
464,554
(663,830)
(1,060,964)
12,713,402

6.0%
-4.9%
2.1%
-6.0%
-24.2%
4.0%

708,050
498,780
2,077,848
301,017
3,280,214
650,453
724,872
735,490
1,169,399
1,166,351
23,805
758,640
1,184,050
18,578,613
15,586,571
5,511,493
16,069,996
911,556
1,306,949
5,532,652
3,246,937
3,912,389
1,159,513
4,249,242
1,408,011
201,513
954,436
983,211
715,000
1,400,693
73,541,840

752,179
459,435
1,993,949
257,180
3,276,686
704,846
715,553
660,690
1,195,597
1,149,170
19,693
798,563
1,230,257
17,742,983
16,105,142
8,158,293
16,360,644
966,214
1,316,971
6,062,296
3,413,212
3,650,776
951,175
4,241,330
1,324,313
270,108
966,717
1,117,436
715,000
1,505,081
76,224,078

841,662
594,485
2,080,259
327,515
3,316,233
686,819
727,235
738,659
1,163,520
1,057,022
28,520
750,024
1,153,926
17,386,626
15,951,670
8,831,246
16,008,198
950,304
1,350,119
5,103,753
4,030,333
3,988,879
584,810
4,000,760
1,568,639
312,087
913,379
1,034,617
715,000
1,910,000
78,781,868

968,105
604,195
2,212,246
331,266
3,368,197
715,461
709,756
752,421
1,190,559
1,081,333
29,007
617,240
1,272,086
17,493,030
16,481,472
9,587,404
16,668,234
959,616
1,392,568
5,233,854
4,310,136
4,188,729
583,331
4,262,381
1,595,761
316,384
1,027,656
1,058,391
715,000
415,000
80,104,388

126,443
9,710
131,987
3,751
51,964
28,642
(17,479)
13,762
27,039
24,311
487
(132,784)
118,160
106,404
529,802
756,158
660,036
9,312
42,449
130,101
279,803
199,850
(1,479)
261,621
27,122
4,297
114,277
23,774
0
(1,495,000)
1,322,520

15.0%
1.6%
6.3%
1.1%
1.6%
4.2%
‐2.4%
1.9%
2.3%
2.3%
1.7%
‐17.7%
10.2%
0.6%
3.3%
8.6%
4.1%
1.0%
3.1%
2.5%
6.9%
5.0%
‐0.3%
6.5%
1.7%
1.4%
12.5%
2.3%
0.0%
‐78.3%
1.7%

110,918,206
13,878
110,932,084

116,978,533
26,113
117,004,646

120,748,990
92,895
120,841,885

119,870,476
92,895
119,963,371

(878,514)
0
(878,514)

‐0.7%
‐
‐0.7%

184,473,924

193,228,724

199,623,752

200,067,759

444,006

0.2%

62,487,155

65,149,336

68,518,848

71,554,793

3,035,945

4.4%

FY21 BUDGET

FY22
BUDGET

$$ CHANGE
FROM FY21

% CHANGE
FROM FY21

REVENUES
Property Taxes
Local Receipts
State Aid
Free Cash
Other Available Funds
TOTAL REVENUE

EXPENDITURES
1
2
3
4
5

.
.
.
.
.

(1)

6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

(2)
(2)

14
15
16
17
18
19
20

.
.
.
.
.
.
.

DEPARTMENTAL EXPENDITURES
Select Board
Human Resources
Information Technology
Diversity, Inclusion, and Community Relations
Finance Department
a. Comptroller
b. Purchasing
c. Assessing
d. Treasurer
Legal Services
Advisory Committee
Town Clerk
Planning and Community Development
Police
Fire
Building
Public Works
a. Administration
b. Engineering/Transportation
c. Highway
d. Sanitation
e. Parks and Open Space
f. Snow and Ice
Library
Health and Human Services
Veterans' Services
Council on Aging
Recreation
Personnel Services Reserve
Collective Bargaining - Town
Subtotal Town

21 . Schools
22 . Vocational Education Assessments
Subtotal Education
TOTAL DEPARTMENTAL EXPENDITURES
(1)

NON‐DEPARTMENTAL EXPENDITURES
23 . Employee Benefits

(3)

a. Pensions
b. Group Health
c. Retiree Group Health Trust Fund (OPEB's)
d. Group Life
e. Disability Insurance
f. Worker's Compensation
g. Public Safety IOD Medical Expenses
h. Unemployment Compensation

(3)

(3)
(3)
(3)

(2)

23,785,769
29,632,981
4,570,465
132,351
43,808
1,450,000
200,000
200,000

24,917,372
30,539,855
4,781,980
127,452
48,480
2,050,000

FY21 BUDGET

200,000

26,569,845
32,701,792
4,181,979
145,000
46,000
1,850,000
0
200,000

FY22
BUDGET

$$ CHANGE
FROM FY21

28,490,221
33,305,817
4,181,979
145,000
46,000
1,850,000
0
525,000

% CHANGE
FROM FY21

1,920,376
604,025
0
0
0
0
0
325,000

7.2%
1.8%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
‐
162.5%

i. Medical Disabilities

18,846

13,694

40,000

40,000

0

0.0%

2,452,935

2,470,503

2,784,233

2,970,776

186,544

6.7%

1,785,722

2,521,043

3,620,855

3,829,013

0

0

701,485

0

24 . Reserve Fund
26 . Stabilization Fund

208,158
(701,485)

0

0

1,000,000

2,829,788

545,112

200,000

726,549

80,737

28 . Liability/Catastrophe Fund

456,762

389,700

49,729

81,223

31,494

63.3%

29 . General Insurance

416,563

506,914

703,507

883,358

179,851

25.6%

30 . Audit/Professional Services

131,994

122,128

142,000

147,000

5,000

3.5%

31 . Contingency Fund

14,754

61,069

10,000

10,000

0

0.0%

32 . Out-of-State Travel

1,677

1,276

0

0

0

‐

54,633
13,121
3,420,338

49,666
13,226
3,865,022

45,000
13,891
7,013,016

45,000
14,239
7,920,358

0
348
907,342

0.0%
2.5%
12.9%

15,631,273
10,195,000
4,977,927
456,250
2,095

17,976,346
11,333,360
6,468,027
140,217
34,742

25,204,625
13,674,000
11,237,370
233,256
60,000

34,516,793
19,377,067
14,879,226
200,500
60,000

9,312,168
5,703,067
3,641,856
(32,756)
0

36.9%
41.7%
32.4%
‐14.0%
0.0%

81,538,766

86,990,704

100,736,489

113,991,944

13,255,454

13.2%

266,012,690

280,219,428

300,360,242

314,059,703

13,699,461

4.6%

35 . Borrowing
a. Funded Debt ‐ Principal
b. Funded Debt ‐ Interest
c. Bond Anticipation Notes
d. Abatement Interest and Refunds
TOTAL NON‐DEPARTMENTAL EXPENDITURES
TOTAL GENERAL APPROPRIATIONS
SPECIAL APPROPRIATIONS
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

Voting Machines (revenue financed)
Police/Fire Radio Infrastructure (revenue financed)
Parking Meters (revenue financed)
Wash/Harv/Kent/Davis Traffic Signal Upgrade (revenue financed)
Accessible Pedestrian Signal Conversion (revenue financed)
Street Rehab. (revenue financed)
Sidewalk Repair/Reconstruction (revenue financed)
Washington St. Rehab and Complete Streets (revenue financed)
Stormwater Improvements (revenue financed Water and Sewer fund)
Water Meter MTU Replacement (revenue financed Water and Sewer fund)
Willow Pond Environmental Restoration (revenue financed Water and Sewer fund)
Playground Equipment, Fields, Fencing (revenue financed)
Town/School Grounds Rehab (revenue financed)
Tree Removal and Replacement (revenue financed)
Town/School ADA Renovations (revenue financed)

130,000
900,000
140,000
140,000
50,000
2,072,224
344,000
600,000
400,000
280,000
280,000
260,000
165,000
482,224
85,000

1,829,788

5.7%
‐100.0%

27 . Affordable Housing

33 . Printing of Warrants & Reports
34 . MMA Dues
Subtotal General
(1)

FY20
ACTUAL

j. Medicare Coverage
25 . HCA Reserve Fund

(5)

FY19
ACTUAL

(645,812)

183.0%
‐88.9%

FY19
ACTUAL
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
(4)

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

FY20
ACTUAL

FY21 BUDGET

Town/School Energy Conservation Projects (revenue financed)
Public Building Fire Alarm upgrades (revenue financed)
Town/School Bldg Security / Life Safety Systems (revenue financed)
Classroom Capacity (revenue financed)
Water System Improvements (utility bond)
Wastewater System Improvements (utility bond)
Murphy Playground (bond)
Robinson Playground (bond)
Town/School Bldg Envelope/Fenestration Repairs (bond)
TOTAL REVENUE‐FINANCED SPECIAL APPROPRIATIONS
TOTAL APPROPRIATED EXPENDITURES
NON‐APPROPRIATED EXPENDITURES
Cherry Sheet Offsets
State & County Charges
Overlay
Deficits-Judgments-Tax Titles
TOTAL NON‐APPROPRIATED EXPEND.
TOTAL EXPENDITURES
SURPLUS/(DEFICIT)

FY22
BUDGET

$$ CHANGE
FROM FY21

% CHANGE
FROM FY21

165,000
175,000
170,000
1,738,600
2,000,000
3,000,000
915,000
1,150,000
750,000
10,979,868

9,949,094

8,828,250

7,617,048

276,992,558

290,168,522

309,188,492

321,676,751

12,488,259

4.0%

88,500
6,672,137
1,762,675
25,000
8,548,312

89,070
6,826,231
1,785,140
25,000
8,725,441

86,027
6,779,677
1,830,085
25,000
8,720,789

103,231
6,934,714
1,882,988
25,000
8,945,932

225,144

2.6%

285,540,869

298,893,963

317,909,280

330,622,683

12,713,403

4.0%

10,088,382

7,359,897

0

0

(1,211,202)

0

(1) Breakdown provided for informational purposes.
(2) Figures provided for informational purposes. Funds were transferred to departmental budgets for expenditure.
(3) Funds are transferred to trust funds for expenditure.
(4) Amounts appropriated. Bonded appropriations are not included in the total amount, as the debt and interest costs associated with them are funded in the Borrowing category (item #35).

‐13.7%

FY22 BUDGET ‐ TABLE 2 MAY 2021 FINAL MOTION
Department/Board/Commission
Select Board (Town Administrator)
Human Resources Department (Human Resources Director)
Information Technology Department (Chief Information Officer)
Diversity, Inclusion, and Community Relations (Director)
Finance Department (Director of Finance)
Legal Services (Town Counsel)
Advisory Committee (Chair, Advisory Committee)
Town Clerk (Town Clerk)
Planning and Community Department (Plan. & Com. Dev. Dir.)
Police Department (Police Chief)
Fire Department (Fire Chief)
Public Buildings Department (Building Commissioner)
Public Works Department (Commissioner of Public Works)
Public Library Department (Library Board of Trustees)
Health & Human Services Department (Health & Human Svcs Dir)
Veterans' Services (Veterans' Services Director)
Council on Aging (Council on Aging Director)
Recreation Department (Recreation Director)
School Department (School Committee)
Total Departmental Budgets

Personnel
Services/
Benefits
894,122
321,796
1,242,973
304,391
2,459,347
812,449
24,867
490,288
1,163,790
16,137,780
15,865,351
2,930,001
8,710,724
3,136,179
1,282,613
154,997
890,566
758,855
57,581,089

110,172
91,034
516,731
168,426
3,745,951
5,121,628
236,861
221,514
2,388
48,418
23,037

Supplies
3,048
14,900
10,350
3,000
46,960
2,500
3,275
15,250
9,712
122,857
126,952
24,575
970,261
583,525
35,100
1,150
18,846
86,480

Other
Charges/
Expenses
7,900
26,500
15,050
3,000
28,707
81,500
570
500
4,550
28,300
27,100
5,248
45,500
4,700
4,120
157,339
4,250
12,400

12,289,775

2,078,741

457,234

Purchase of
Services
60,880
239,359
675,773
20,000
824,334
183,269

59,876
174,619

Capital
Outlay
2,155
1,640
268,100
875
7,630
1,615
295
1,030
3,000
396,169
68,606
55,870
687,730
43,124
4,785
510
5,700
3,000

5,015,716

1,551,834

Utilities

1,219

291,193
225,037
2,825,759
1,132,392
257,992
47,629

DEBT SERVICE
Debt Service (Director of Finance)
Total Debt Service
EMPLOYEE BENEFITS
Contributory Pensions Contribution (Director of Finance)
Group Health Insurance (Human Resources Director)
Retiree Group Health Insurance - OPEB's (Director of Finance)
Group Life Insurance (Human Resources Director)
Disability Insurance
Workers' Compensation (Human Resources Director)
Unemployment Insurance (Human Resources Director)
Ch. 41, Sec. 100B Medical Benefits (Town Counsel)
Medicare Payroll Tax (Director of Finance)
Total Employee Benefits
GENERAL / UNCLASSIFIED
Vocational Euducation Assessments
Reserve Fund (*) (Chair, Advisory Committee)
Stabilization Fund (Director of Finance)
Liability/Catastrophe Fund (Director of Finance)
Housing Trust Fund (Planning & Community Develpoment Dir.)
General Insurance (Town Administrator)
Audit/Professional Services (Director of Finance)
Contingency (Town Administrator)
Out of State Travel (Town Administrator)
Printing of Warrants (Town Administrator)
MMA Dues (Town Administrator)
Town Salary Reserve (*) (Director of Finance)
Personnel Services Reserve (*) (Director of Finance)
Total General / Unclassified

Inter‐
Govt'al

Debt
Service

34,516,793
34,516,793
28,490,221
33,305,817
4,181,979
145,000
46,000
1,850,000
525,000
40,000
2,970,776
71,554,793

92,895
3,829,013
2,829,788
81,223
80,737
883,358
147,000
10,000

883,358
147,000
10,000
20,000

10,000

45,000
14,239
415,000
715,000
9,143,253

14,239
415,000
715,000
1,145,000

34,516,793
34,516,793
28,490,221
33,305,817
4,181,979
145,000
46,000
1,850,000
525,000
40,000
2,970,776
71,554,793

3,829,013
2,829,788
81,223
80,737

15,000

Agency
Total
968,105
604,195
2,212,246
331,266
3,368,197
1,081,333
29,007
617,240
1,272,086
17,493,030
16,481,472
9,587,404
16,668,233
4,262,381
1,595,761
316,384
1,027,656
1,058,391
119,870,476
198,844,863

1,050,358

10,000

6,845,000

TOTAL GENERAL APPROPRIATIONS
130,280,882
13,340,133
2,088,741
7,302,234
5,015,716
(*) NO EXPENDITURES AUTHORIZED DIRECTLY AGAINST THESE APPROPRIATIONS. FUNDS TO BE TRANSFERRED AND EXPENDED IN APPROPRIATE DEPT.

1,551,834

34,516,793

314,059,703
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__________
ARTICLE 14-17
REVISED REFERRAL MOTION OFFERED BY DEBORAH BROWN, TMM1
MOVED: That Warrant Articles 14 (other than the contingent motion on page 14-32 of
the Combined Reports), 16 and 17 be referred to a committee to be appointed by the
Moderator for further study and for a report to the next (fall) Town Meeting.
Explanation:
I do believe that the STR Committee has worked hard to address a range of concerns with
Short-Term Rentals (STRs), but I still have questions. Some of the concerns might be
easy to address, but some will not be. The issues below are likely not exhaustive either.
As such, we owe it to the residents to perform additional work.
The motion to refer is necessitated in order to further investigate and report to elaborate
or resolve the following issues:
1. Is there some quantitative data to demonstrate that Brookline might well loose
housing to STRs? If this is a key reason for the restrictions, then such data
should be included. Boston is a poor example, because it has not been good
about monitoring its rental market. Newton or even Silver Spring, MD might
be better examples.
2. Does the STR Warrant Article violate or conflict with provisions in “MGL
Chapter 183A, Condominiums?” Again, greater clarity would help to answer
this in advance of a vote.
3. Is there less restrictive language to protect persons seeking to use their homes
as STRs, while protecting the rights of other homeowners? Section 5.11.4,
creates an extremely high hurdle for potential hosts. It states that “Where a
Short-Term Rental Unit is part of a condominium association, a certification
signed by the condominium association that the condominium Master Deed,
By-Laws, or other governing documents expressly permit the proposed ShortTerm Rental.”
4. Describe what comparable communities have done to regulate STRs. Did the
Committee look at comparable communities beyond Massachusetts? I saw a
policy that put a cap on the total number of STR permits for the Town. Some
places allow for nonresidential STRs, but with additional restrictions.
5. Renters be expressly excluded from being STR hosts. Again, are there less
restrictive alternatives?
6. Specific requirements like requiring guests to arrive and depart by a certain
hour would address condo owner’s concerns. Of course, condo owners could
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amend their bylaws or policies to create even greater restrictions like an
additional duty for hosts to clean common areas after each stay, require board
approval on a regular basis, or pay an additional sum for utilities.
7. Has the Committee properly targeted the STR problem areas with adequate
specificity? Rather, is the greatest potential STR issue among owners with
fewer than three units? What would be the unforeseen consequences of
essentially only allowing single family homeowners to be hosts?
8. Given the contentious nature of this Warrant Article, more robust community
engagement is needed. It is not enough to simply post meetings on the Town’s
calendar. We would all benefit from community meetings, especially in areas
likely to be disproportionately impacted by STRs. It is also important to have
a robust record of participation should the Warrant Article be challenged.
9. Is it an absolute that anyone allowed a STR permit would be “grandfathered,”
and thus exempt from future requirements?
10. Provide for more economic diversity on the next STR Committee to better
reflect the diversity of interests and ideas.
11. Establish strong antidiscrimination language in the bylaw. Generally, antidiscrimination laws involve properties over a certain number of units. As we
have seen issues with hosts discriminating against members of protected
categories in the past, the STR anti-discrimination language should be
specific.
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__________
ARTICLE 17
REFERRAL MOTION OFFERED BY DEBORAH BROWN, TMM1
MOVED:
That Warrant Article 17 be referred to a committee to be appointed by the
Moderator for further study and for a report to the next (fall) Town Meeting.
Explanation:
I do believe that the STR Committee has worked hard to address a range of concerns with ShortTerm Rentals (STRs), but I still have questions. Some of the concerns might be easy to address,
but some will not be. The issues below are likely not exhaustive either. As such, we owe it to the
residents to perform additional work.
The motion to refer is necessitated in order to further investigate and report to elaborate or resolve
the following issues:
1. Is there some quantitative data to demonstrate that Brookline might well loose housing to
STRs? If this is a key reason for the restrictions, then such data should be included. Boston
is a poor example, because it has not been good about monitoring its rental market. Newton
or even Silver Spring, MD might be better examples.
2. Does the STR Warrant Article violate “MGL Chapter 183A, Condominiums” statute?
Again, greater clarity would help to answer this in advance of a vote.
3. Is there less restrictive language to protect persons seeking to use their homes as STRs,
while protecting the rights of other homeowners? Describe what comparable communities
have done to regulate STRs. Did the Committee look at comparable communities beyond
Massachusetts? I saw a policy that put a cap on the total number of STR permits for the
Town. Some places allow for nonresidential STRs, but with additional restrictions.
4. Renters be expressly excluded from being STR hosts. Again, are there less restrictive
alternatives?
5. Specific requirements like requiring guests to arrive and depart by a certain hour would
address condo owner’s concerns. Of course, condo owners could amend their bylaws or
policies to create even greater restrictions like an additional duty for hosts to clean common
areas after each stay, require board approval on a regular basis, or pay an additional sum
for utilities.
6. Has the Committee properly targeted the STR problem areas with adequate specificity?
Rather, is the greatest potential STR issue among owners with fewer than three units? What
would be the unforeseen consequences of essentially only allowing single family
homeowners to be hosts?
7. Given the contentious nature of this Warrant Article, more robust community engagement
is needed. It is not enough to simply post meetings on the Town’s calendar. We would all
benefit from community meetings, especially in areas likely to be disproportionately
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impacted by STRs. It is also important to have a robust record of participation should the
Warrant Article be challenged.
8. Provide for more economic diversity on the next STR Committee to better reflect the
diversity of interests and ideas.
9. Establish strong antidiscrimination language in the bylaw. Generally, anti-discrimination
laws involve properties over a certain number of units. As we have seen issues with hosts
discriminating against members of protected categories in the past, the STR antidiscrimination language should be specific.
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_____________
ARTICLE 19 & 20
REFERRAL MOTION OFFERED BY SUSAN PARK, TMM2
MOVED:
That warrant articles 19 and 20 be referred to a committee to be appointed by the
Moderator for further study and for a report to the next (fall) Town Meeting.
Explanation:
Are these WA’s ready to be voted on? We do not think so. There is much in here that is unclear
and needs clarification. If these WA’s do not pass, can cannabis couriers and operators still set up
shop in Brookline and deliver cannabis? This has been untested, and it is unclear whether these
WA’s do anything except invite couriers and operators. Also the 20% of courier and operator
licenses based off of the liquor licenses don’t quite make sense because the number of liquor
licenses might be more than 20 as of today.
The WA’s also suggest cannabis cafes in items u, v, and w, and the WA’s cover too much in there
without the community knowing what they are fully voting on.
The motion to refer is necessitated in order to further investigate and report to elaborate on the
following:
1. Why the courier and operators were 4 each making that a total of 8 licenses when liquor
licenses could be more than 20 in Brookline.
2. To fully understand if these WA’s are necessary if the Select Board has the authority to
allow or turn down licenses.
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