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Overview
The site of the proposed 21 Crown affordable housing development functions as a gateway to the
sixteen-acre single-family residential district known as the Crowninshield Neighborhood, distinct not
only for its well-regarded examples of early-twentieth century American architectural styles, but also
for its suburban layout—walkable tree-lined streets and predominantly 2.5-story single-family homes
on modestly sized lots that balance off-street parking with mature landscaping and usable open
space—all within an urban context of commercial, multifamily, and institutional properties that
directly surround the area.
Rather than a mere transition or bridge among the abutting commercial, institutional, and multifamily
districts, this site functions as a definitive gateway to an architecturally coherent residential neighborhood. The proposed project must therefore reflect those characteristics that define its development
pattern and architectural qualities.
As designed, the 21 Crown proposal is inconsistent with several design principles that would maintain
the site as a strongly defined boundary of the Crowninshield Neighborhood, which this report
analyzes. In addition to its incongruent scale and architectural style, the awkward site circulation,
insufficient parking plan, elimination of environmental resources, and lack of landscaped buffering do
not serve to integrate this project within the surrounding neighborhood. The plan and building design
as proposed are not appropriate for the site.
Despite this initial assessment, the Town of Brookline can provide several successful examples of its
work with developers integrating affordable-housing proposals into predominantly residential
neighborhoods. We strongly urge MassHousing to encourage the proponent to work with the Town in
designing a project that reflects the planning and architectural principles that make the Crowninshield
Neighborhood not only a cultural asset to the community but also a desirable location for future
residents of the project.

Framework for Analysis: Chapter 40B Design Review Guidelines
The Town has evaluated the proposal for 21 Crown, employing as its analytic framework the factors
that define appropriateness for the site as set forth in the State’s implementing regulations, 760 CMR
56.04(4)c:
“that the conceptual project design is generally appropriate for the site on which it is located, taking
into consideration factors that may include proposed use, conceptual site plan and building massing,
topography, environmental resources, and integration into the existing development patterns (such
finding, with supporting reasoning, to be set forth in reasonable detail);” [boldface added to highlight
factors]

The Town developed its analysis by referring to design elements listed in the checklists on pages 22
and 23 of the State’s Handbook: Approach to Chapter 40B Design Review, which offers
considerations for assessing how effectively a project would be integrated into the surrounding
neighborhood. The Town also carefully considered the Crowninshield Neighborhood’s nomination as
a Local Historic District (currently before the Massachusetts Historical Commission for review), its
listing in the State Register of Historic Places, and its pending nomination to the National Register of
Historic Places.
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In addition to making various site visits, several boards, commissions, and Town staff met to review
the proposal and assess design review criteria, compliance with zoning, preliminary public safety and
access issues, the neighborhood’s existing development pattern, and all public comments.

Site Description
21 Crowninshield Road is the cornerstone of an intact single-family district known as the
Crowninshield Neighborhood. The boundaries of this area are clearly defined by Crowninshield Road,
the spine running parallel to Pleasant Street until it curves to intersect it at its southeast end; Adams,
Elba, and Copley cross streets, which branch off from Crowninshield; and at its north end, two anchor
properties that face each other at 16 and 21 Crowninshield Road.
Exhibit 1
Exhibit 2
Exhibit 3

Site at 21 Crowninshield Road
Existing Structure at 21 Crowninshield Road
16 Crowninshield Road

Built in 1910, the two-and-a-half story house is an Arts and Crafts style structure with high-quality
details, a stucco exterior, curved arched front entry, and eyebrow dormer. Typical of many properties
in the area, the house has a detached garage in the rear yard. The Preservation Commission has
determined that both the house and the garage are historically significant and has placed on them oneyear demolition stays.
The front lot line is about 140 feet; the rear lot line, about 160 feet. The depth of the rectangularshaped lot is approximately 100 feet. The flat site’s most characteristic natural features were mature
trees that ran along the rear and right side lot lines, as well down the center of the lot between the
house and the garage, until the applicant removed all of them.

Proposal Overview and Zoning Requirements
Zoning District

S-7 (single-family)

Height / Stories

50 feet to ridgeline

Gross Floor Area
and FAR

22,100 sf
1.42

Footprint

Lot Size

15,556 sf
20 rental apartments

Bedrooms / Type

5,671 sf
(About 70 ft x 80 ft)
24
18

Units
Density
Parking Spaces

Use: Other dwelling structure

[5 of which are affordable]

56 dwelling units / acre
17-18 (plan not clear)
0.9 parking space per unit

1-bed
3-bed
Size of Units

[4 stories]

2
850/950 sf and 1,076 sf

Plus deck or patio for each unit

The plan does not comply with the zoning by-law, in part, as follows:





Multifamily housing proposed for a single-family district.
Plan does not indicate location and amount of landscaped open space (30% of gross floor area
required to be landscaped).
Front, side, and rear yard setbacks are insufficient.
Parking-area setbacks to lot lines and to building where windows of habitable rooms are located
are insufficient.
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Plan does not indicate how parking area and any glare from headlights and property lighting will
be screened in accordance with regulations.
Floor-area ratio exceeds maximum allowed: 22,100 / 15,556 = 1.42
A ratio of 0.35 or, in this case, 5,445 sf is the maximum allowed.
Height: 35 feet maximum allowed. Proposed height is 50 feet.
Off-street parking: 40 parking spaces are required for a 20-unit dwelling; 17 are provided.

Surrounding Context: The Crowninshield Neighborhood
In stating that “the building design weaves the fabrics of the two streets [Commonwealth Avenue and
Crowninshield Road],” the application limits the extent of the surrounding context to the mere edges
of adjacent districts. Although Commonwealth Avenue, a major artery, is a lot away in a commercial
district amidst the dense Boston University campus, it is inaccurate to perceive this roadway as the
natural boundary to the neighborhood in which the site is located.
A Cornerstone Property not a Transition Site
Although the PEL application characterizes the site as a transition property between commercial and
residential districts, 21 Crowninshield is in fact the cornerstone of a distinct and architecturally
coherent single-family neighborhood. Twice the size of the median lot area in the community, the
property features a gracious home with high-quality details and, until the proponent eliminated them,
the most extensive natural resources in the neighborhood that established the site both as an anchor of
this carefully conserved enclave and a buffer to the commercial and multifamily districts around it.
Exhibit 4 Crowninshield Neighborhood, aerial photo

In photos submitted with the application, the site is framed against the Arbour HRI Hospital at the rear,
without any of the expansive tree canopy that had long been characteristic of the area. This selective
cropping does not show the true context of the site. In fact, removing a total of 360 linear feet of
natural resources—the length of a football field—significantly alters, rather than reveals, the existing
context. Exhibits 5 and 6 compare views of the site with and without these natural resources removed.
Exhibit 5 View of 21 Crowninshield after trees were removed
Exhibit 6 View of 21 Crowninshield before trees were removed

Coherent Architectural Style and Development Pattern
Developed between 1901 and 1927, the Crowninshield neighborhood is a group of 61 single-family
homes (two of the structures are attached single-family), all designed by architects in variations of the
American Shingle Style, Arts and Crafts, and Colonial and Georgian Revival styles. According to
research conducted by the Town’s Preservation planners:
“The homes constructed before 1913 are primarily two-and-a-half story structures of similar massing
and topped by a hip or gabled roof with multiple dormers. There are a small number of gambrel shaped
roofs as well. Foundations are constructed of stone, brick, or poured concrete, often finished with
pebbled stucco. The houses are of wood-frame construction and clad with stucco, brick veneer or wood
clapboards. Many of the houses retain their original slate or Spanish clay tile roofs. Characteristic
design details include a highly articulated front entry portico and/or porch, decorative eaves, exposed
rafter tails, and projecting bay windows. Most of the homes retain their original wood window sashes,
often of a small paned 6/6 and/or 6/1 design.” Source: “The Study for Establishing a Crowninshield
Local Historic District” (February 10, 2015)
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Mature trees and plantings line the sidewalks and give the neighborhood its characteristic streetscape.
Parking is shielded at the rear of lots, often in detached garages. Narrow streets and no on-street
parking encourage neighborhood walks.
This residential enclave, well-conserved for over 100 years, is all the more remarkable if one considers
the rapid expansion of the adjacent districts. To the rear of 21 Crowninshield is Arbour HRI hospital
and a multi-rise owned by Boston University. Running along the right-of-way at the north end of the
single-family district are the commercial properties that front Commonwealth Avenue. At its southeast
end on Dummer and Pleasant streets are multi-unit buildings, notably the 409-unit Dexter Apartments,
and affordable housing developments, the most recent a 40B project at former St. Aidan’s Church.
Exhibit 7 Adjacent Districts

Exhibit 7 shows the already high concentration of public housing adjacent to the neighborhood, nearly
240 units within a 0.13 mile radius: Trustman Apartments (86 units); ongoing construction at the
development along Dummer Street (additional 32 units); the Egmont Street Veterans Apartments (120
units); as well as the 36 affordable housing units at the St. Aidan’s development (61% of the 59 units).
(Completed in 2009, the St. Aidan’s project is in fact an example of the Crowninshield neighborhood
and Pleasant Street residents working extensively with the Town and the developer to scale back that
project and better integrate it architecturally.) We point out these statistics because the objective of
Chapter 40B is to distribute, not concentrate, affordable housing to better strive for mixed-income
communities.
For photographs of the Crowninshield Neighborhood, see Appendix 1, Letter from the Preservation
Commission, Attachment A.
Nominated Local Historic District
Concerned about preserving the neighborhood’s coherent architectural and residential qualities in light
of increasing development pressures, residents petitioned the Town to create a Crowninshield Local
Historic District in January and February 2015.
Rapid institution or commercial expansion might denote a development trend, but the single-family
neighborhood cannot expand its boundaries through development to justify its validity. It is notable,
however, that property owners have consistently maintained their properties—some families for
generations—with the care that befits a carefully conserved neighborhood, retaining much of the
original materials that were constructed over 100 years ago. The current boundaries are virtually
identical to those of the Sears/Crowninshield estate, the sixteen-acre tract that was developed in the
early twentieth century as the residential enclave it is today. There is no trend showing that property
values and physical conditions are declining, which would otherwise justify introducing new zoning
uses.
The proposed Crowninshield Local Historic District arose from a strong sense of civic pride and a
wish to formally acknowledge and preserve the historic and architectural qualities of the neighborhood. Furthermore, the compelling research conducted for the purpose of proposing a Crowninshield Local Historic District is an invaluable resource in designing a project more sensitive to this
context than what is proposed.
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Also refer to “Study Report on the Establishment of the Crowninshield Local Historic District,”
February 10, 2015, in Attachment A, Letter from the Preservation Commission.

Conceptual Site Plan, Buffering, and Open Space
The configuration of the site is inconsistent with the characteristic principles that give the
neighborhood its distinct and coherent style and development pattern. The arrangement of the surface
parking and the width of the driveway, the strong vertical massing of the apartment building, the lack
of any usable open space, and the removal of mature landscaped buffers would physically extend the
pattern of the abutting districts into the intact Crowninshield residential neighborhood.
The proposed plan bisects the flat 15,000+ square foot lot as follows: On the left, abutting a singlefamily property and running the entire depth of the lot, is surface parking with 17 or 18 double-loaded
parking spaces and a 20- to 23-foot-wide two-way driveway. On the right is the 50-foot high, fourstory apartment building with an almost square footprint of approximately 70 feet by 80 feet, which
also runs the entire depth of the site and abuts the parking lot of Enterprise car rental. The footprint of
the building and the surface area of the parking in effect consume the entire lot and eliminate all usable
open space, in strong contrast to the surrounding development pattern. The proposed setbacks, which
do not comply with zoning regulations, are far too shallow in relation to the four-story structure and
the amount of paving concentrated in one area. In addition to having removed all mature tree growth
along the entire rear, center and right-side lot lines, the proponent has not submitted a plan for
landscaping or screening the site.
The compressed footprint with surface parking on either side of it (on-site and on the abutting
commercial lot) and the shallow setbacks emphasize the strong vertical massing of the structure from
the public way, typical of a mid-rise apartment building. Furthermore, the nearly 5,400 square feet of
surface parking, which would be fully visible from the public way and would be perceived to consume
half the area of the site, newly exposes the rear of the four-story Arbour HRI Hospital to
Crowninshield abutters. Without the screening that the expansive tree canopy had provided, the project
as designed would increase the visual impact of this and other surrounding buildings. Even without a
constructed project, the loss of this mature landscaping has removed effective sound buffers that
protected residents from nearby noisy mechanicals and parking lot traffic. (Unfortunately, the hospital
site is paved for parking and cannot accommodate a landscape buffer.) In one way, the existing house,
located where parking is now proposed, serves as a valuable buffer, both visual and auditory, to the
abutting hospital site. Sufficient landscaped buffering along the perimeter of the site, comparable to
what had been removed, would be an imperative design criterion for a future project on the site.
The Town asks for drawings of the streetscape in elevation as the project is revised.

Site Circulation, Parking, and Traffic Impact
At best, parking areas in a residential development are not designed to be prominently visible from the
public way, whether it is a single-family district or a multifamily development. The current pattern in
the Crowninshield neighborhood locates parking in the side rear yard (commonly in a detached
garage). Despite a 160-foot rear lot line shared with Arbour HRI Hospital, the proponent has located
all of the project’s parking in the front yard setback, on the side abutting a single-family residence,
which would re-define the characteristic streetscape. The surface parking as configured is indicative of
commercial or institutional use and therefore is inappropriate. Locating the parking at the rear of the
building, below a portion of an upper floor, or below the building itself are options preferable to the
proposed layout.
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At 20- to 23-feet wide, the driveway is as wide as the cross-streets, in particular Adams Street.
Because the driveway directly aligns with Adams Street, it visually extends that roadway. Moreover,
the two-way driveway, for the number of parking spaces proposed, raises concern about possible
traffic safety at the access point where vehicles are both entering from and exiting onto one-way
Crowninshield Road at the Adams Street intersection. (Adams is a two-way street, which further
compounds the traffic access concerns.) From solely a design perspective, a one-way driveway, with
separately located access and egress points, would be narrower, and more consistent with the width of
driveways in the single-family district.
Exhibit 8 Conceptual site plan over atlas map

From the standpoint of public safety, the Town requests that the applicant prepare a Traffic Impact
Access Study to:





Assess traffic impacts of a new or expanded development on the neighborhood
Identify the need for improvements to the supporting roadway system
Provide satisfactory levels of service for all roadway users including pedestrians, cyclists, and
motorists
Address safety issues resulting from construction of a project

Even at this preliminary stage, the Town anticipates additional traffic impact on Adams Street.
Because Crowninshield Road is one way, the typical route to the site is Pleasant Street to Adams
Street. Adams Street is also a bypass around Commonwealth Avenue for drivers traveling south into
Brookline. Furthermore, decades ago Crowninshield Road was converted from two-way to one-way
traffic toward Commonwealth Avenue to improve pedestrian safety after a child was a hit by car in
this area. These safety concerns continue today.
Without reviewing a traffic impact study and all supporting data, the Town cannot identify further
areas of concern, or propose any mitigation measures to offset negative impacts the project might have
on capacity, level of service, and overall safety of roadway infrastructure.
Parking Program
The applicant states in the Architectural Narrative that 18 parking spaces are proposed; however, only
17 are drawn on the site plan. Regardless, 40 parking spaces would be required for a 20-unit dwelling,
according to the bylaw.
Because on-street parking is prohibited at all times on both sides of Crowninshield Road and Adams,
Elba, and Copley cross-streets, the Town is concerned that the plan has no provisions for visitor
parking.
In addition, despite roadway accommodations on Commonwealth Avenue for bicycles, the plan does
not include any on-site bicycle storage.
Pedestrian Walkways
The lack of pedestrian walkways (or the possibility that they can be even be accommodated within
such a tight configuration) is another indication that the design of the site plan is not efficient.
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Building Typology and Massing
The plan overlooks opportunities to acknowledge the proportions and architectural elements of the
surrounding homes to better integrate the project into this community. The proportions of the roof
treatment emphasize, rather than minimize, the building’s bulk. In addition, the pitches of the roof
gables emphasize the height and strong vertical massing of the building. By expanding the footprint
and the varying the rooflines, it would be possible to reduce the overall height and scale of the
structure so that it faces the street in a more residential manner. The use of decks on each floor on
three of the facades is typical of a mid-rise building, and no way relates compatibly to the uniformly
single-family neighborhood. By borrowing from the range of dormer styles and exterior materials
characteristic of the neighborhood, the project can be designed so that it more sensitive to its
architectural context.
The proposal purports to “weave the fabric of the two streets,” but a quick review of the architecture
team’s portfolio yields an image of The Fairways, a 55-plus condominium development near a golf
course in Haverhill, Massachusetts, a suburban city on the New Hampshire border. The 21 Crown
proposal mimics the building typology of The Fairways, including major elements such as the roof
forms, scale of the façade, fenestration, decks on each floor, and segmented siding materials. Rather
than acknowledge the architectural scale and features of the Crowninshield neighborhood, the proposal
introduces an incongruent building template that is set in a vastly different, suburban environment.
Exhibit 9 The Fairways, Haverhill, Massachusetts
Exhibit 10 21 Crown Proposal, Front Elevation

Although integrating a multifamily project into a single-family neighborhood with historical
significance is a challenge, the Town can cite several examples of how this has been done
successfully. The nearby St. Aidan’s 40B development, at Crowninshield Road and Pleasant Street, is
a case study in how adaptive reuse of a historic church, sensitive design, and the protection of natural
resources worked to conserve the existing streetscape in that district.
In 2013, the 24-unit Olmsted Hill 40B development in the affluent Fisher Hill neighborhood received
the John M. Clancy Award for “excellence in the planning, design, construction, and maintenance of
socially responsible housing.” The key to its success was how the project was designed to be
integrated seamlessly into the historic area through use of elements from the surrounding buildings;
namely, distributing the units among separate buildings of comparable scale, and mimicking dormers,
roof pitch, exterior materials, and open-space planning. Although the Olmsted Hill setting is different
from that of the Crowninshield neighborhood, it is an example of how sensitivity to context is the
crucial factor in designing a successful 40B project.
Other districts in Brookline provide cases of how more densely built units (not necessarily affordable
housing) and single-family housing can be well integrated. Griggs Terrace is part of an architecturally
distinct neighborhood that consists of numerous Craftsman and some Arts and Crafts style structures
built between 1890 and 1930. Like the Crowninshield neighborhood, it is surrounded by denser
multifamily districts. The 1920s three-story stucco rowhouses at 6-11 Griggs Terrace read as attached
single-family housing, and their height, scale, building style, and varied roof forms relate compatibly
to a neighborhood comprised of single- and two-family homes.
Exhibit 11 1920s Rowhouses, 6 -11 Griggs Terrace, Brookline, Massachusetts
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Lighting and Rubbish/Recycling Plans
The tight site configuration, with its insufficient parking, lack of pedestrian walkways, and shallow
building setbacks, prompts the Town to ask where on the site rubbish and recycling storage would be
stored and how it would be screened. It is apparent from the floor plans that such storage will not be
located in a basement.
Similarly, the lighting plan needs to show that abutting and nearby properties and streets would be
protected from glare produced by site lights and vehicle headlights, in accordance with zoning
regulations.
Because the site configuration must accommodate these elements and associated screening, the Town
requests lighting and rubbish/recycling plans be submitted.

Public Safety and Technical Issues
Building Setbacks and Fire Safety
A four-story wood-frame structure on fire would release a great amount of radiant heat, which is the
most common cause of exposure fires. Assuming that the project complies with all building codes in
regard to fire protection and detection, the Fire Chief is not in favor of building setbacks below the
minimum required without further review.
Traffic Impact Access Study
As stated earlier, the applicant must submit a Traffic Impact Access Study, with a properly defined
scope, so that the Town can more fully assess the traffic and safety impacts on the surrounding
community.
Stormwater Management Plan
A Stormwater Management Plan must be prepared by a licensed professional engineer that meets the
relevant requirement of Article 8.28, Stormwater Management, of the Town’s General By-Laws. The
applicant must review the scope of work of the proposed project with a representative of the
Department of Public Works Engineering Division to determine the requirements of the Stormwater
Management Plan. The plan, among other items, shall evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed
development on water resources and the effectiveness of measures for the management of stormwater
runoff.
Wastewater
The applicant is also required to demonstrate that the existing sewer has adequate capacity to handle
the additional flow generated from the project.

Town’s Findings and Recommendation
Brookline has a long-standing commitment to affordable housing and has often been cited by state
officials as an exemplar community for creating and preserving opportunities for affordable and
multifamily housing that address the goals of 40B. The Town has a robust commitment to multifamily
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and affordable housing, which is evident in its zoning by-laws and its funding and other support of
affordable housing.
In Appendix 2, the Town provides a narrative of municipal actions previously taken to meet affordable
housing needs, for MassHousing’s consideration.
In regard to 21 Crown, the Town has made a considerable effort to review this proposal in accordance
with the factors set forth in 760 CMR 56.04(4)c that define conformance.
The conceptual plan as designed is not appropriate for the site because it:











physically expands the commercial streetscape into an architecturally coherent single-family
neighborhood and weakens the edge of a well-defined boundary and cornerstone property
locates a large surface parking lot in the front yard setback, adjacent to a single-family residence
configures a two-way driveway at a problematic intersection
underestimates visitor parking requirements
overlooks the need for safe pedestrian walkways
eliminates all open space, in conflict with the surrounding development pattern
leaves no space for adequate landscaping and buffering
makes no provisions for storing and screening rubbish and mitigating lighting glare
introduces a building form, architectural style, and design elements incongruent with the
architecturally coherent Crowninshield neighborhood
does not break up the four-story vertical massing so that it relates to the height and scale of the
surrounding homes

We also acknowledge that for generations The Basile Group has developed and owned residential and
commercial properties in Brookline that complement their communities and are carefully landscaped
and maintained.
Although this particular proposal does not meet the criteria for site appropriateness, the Town wishes
to work with the developer to more successfully integrate the project into the distinct and
architecturally significant Crowninshield neighborhood. We urge MassHousing to encourage the
developer to apply design principles that will respect the qualities of this carefully conserved
neighborhood.
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EXHIBITS

Source: Brookline Assessor’s Tax Map Sheet 6. Map data updated by Brookline GIS February 2010 and printed April 8, 2010.

Exhibit 1 Site of 21 Crowninshield Road

Source: Google Maps Images, July 2014.

Set on two adjoining lots, the property serves an anchor to the coherent architectural district. The extensive tree growth
that was a defining characteristic of the landscape has been completely removed by the applicant.

Exhibit 2 Existing Structure at 21 Crowninshield Road

Source: Preservation Planners, December 2014

At the north end of Crowninshield Road, 16 and 21 Crowninshield face each other and strongly define
the boundary of the district.

Exhibit 3 16 Crowninshield Road

Source: Pictometry Electronic Field Study, April 2009

Note the well-defined boundaries and development pattern of the Crowninshield neighborhood (yellow outline). The site (red outline) serves as
the cornerstone of a carefully conserved residential enclave; it is not a transition property to the Commonwealth Avenue commercial district.

Exhibit 4 Crowninshield Neighborhood, aerial view

Source: Project Eligibility Application (February 2015), 21 Crown LLC

The removal of valuable natural resources is a misguided attempt to cast the commercial district as the true context
for the site. Compare with Exhibit 6.

Exhibit 5 View of 21 Crowninshield After Removal of Landscape Buffering

Source: Google Maps Images, July 2014.

The removal of a total of 360 linear feet of natural resources—the length of a football field—were removed, significantly
altering a characteristic landscape feature, rather than revealing the site’s true context.

Exhibit 6 View of 21 Crowninshield Before Removal of Landscape Buffering

Source: “The Study to Establish a Crowninshield Local Historic District,” prepared by David C. Jack, Crowninshield Neighborhood
Coalition, and edited by Greer Hardwicke, Brookline Planning and Community Development Department (February 10, 2015).

Nearly 240 affordable housing units are within a 0.13 mile radius of the Crowninshield neighborhood, a high concentration
despite Chapter 40B’s objective to distribute affordable housing to better strive for mixed-income communities.

Exhibit 7 Adjacent Districts

Source: Overlay prepared by Maria Morelli, Brookline Planning Department (Brookline Assessor’s Tax Maps; site plan, 21 Crown LLC)

Locating the large surface parking in the front yard setback, adjacent to a single-family residence, is in conflict with the
existing streetscape. The two-way driveway is aligned directly with Adams Street, visually extending that roadway.
The driveway location raises concerns about traffic safety at a problematic intersection.

Exhibit 8 Conceptual Site Plan Over Atlas Map

Source: MZO Design Group, www.mzogroup.com

The proposed design appears to mimic the building form of this condominium development in a suburban city
on the New Hampshire border— specifically, the roof forms, scale of the façade, fenestration, decks, and
segmented siding material—rather than mirror architectural elements found in the Crowninshield neighborhood.

Exhibit 9 The Fairways Townhomes, Haverhill, Massachusetts

Source: Project Eligibility Application (February 2015), 21 Crown LLC

The proposed building form, architectural style, roof treatment, and scale of the façade are incongruent
with the residential neighborhood.

Exhibit 10 Front Elevation, 21 Crown Proposal

Source: Project Eligibility Application (February 2015), 21 Crown LLC

Griggs Terrace is part of an architecturally coherent neighborhood that integrates these single-family rowhouses
with single- and two-family structures.

Exhibit 11 1920s Rowhouses at 6 – 11 Griggs Terrace, Brookline

APPENDIX 1
Letters from Departments,
Boards, and Commissions

TOWN of BROOKLINE
Massachusetts
BUILDING DEPARTMENT
Daniel F. Bennett
Building Commissioner

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

Date: March 9, 2015
To:

Alison Steinfeld
Planning Director

From: Daniel F. Bennett
Building Commissioner
Re:

21 Crown
21 Crowninshield Road – Application for Site Approval under M.G.L. 40B

Building Department staff has reviewed the Project Eligibility/Site Approval application to
MassHousing dated May 23, 2014 for 21 Crown by 21 Crown LLC of Brookline.
More specifically, staff focused on the Existing Conditions Plan, Existing Condition Summary, Site
Plans, Architectural Plans, Architectural Narrative and Zoning Analysis.
The applicant is proposing a 20 unit four story wood framed structure. The proposed structure is 4
stories in height (approx. 50 feet to the ridge) consisting of 18 one bedrooms units and 2 three bedroom
units. This site is relatively flat with an 18 space parking area proposed to the south and a 5,671 square
foot building footprint to the north. The proposed building location is approximately 10’-6” off
Crowninshield Road and 6 feet from the North and West property lines.
The property lies within a Single Family S-7 Residence Zoning District. Pursuant the Zoning By-Law,
Table 5.01 Table of Dimensional Requirements, the use classification for an S-7 district “other
dwelling structure or principal use”, requires a the minimum lot size of 7,000 sq. ft., Floor Area Ratio
(FAR) of 0.35, Minimum Lot Width of 65 feet, Maximum Height of 35 feet, Minimum Front Yard of
30 feet, Side of 20 feet, Rear of 40 feet, Landscaped Open Space of 30% and no Minimum Usable
Open Space. The two lots combined meet or exceed the Minimum Lot Area, Width and Frontage
requirements. With regard to the other dimensional requirements such as setbacks (Front, Side and
Rear), FAR, and height the proposal is deficient and does not meet the Brookline Zoning By-Law. The
applicant has indicated they comply with the Landscaped Open Space Requirements but has not
provided any supporting documentation. In order to make a proper determination for compliance with
Open Space Requirements, back up information should be submitted with calculations and any
deductions taken should be identified.
333 Washington Street, Brookline, Massachusetts 02445
Tel: (617) 730-2100 Fax: (617) 739-7542

The applicant has proposed a parking area on the south side of the property. There is a discrepancy in
the application regarding the number of spaces. The plan states 18 but there are only 17 drawn on the
site plans. Pursuant to the Zoning By-Law, the construction of a 20 unit building requires 40 spaces per
the Table of Off-Street Parking Space Requirements, in either case the applicant is deficient in the
number of parking spaces provided. In addition, the parking area does not meet the provisions of the
Zoning By-Law pertaining to the Design of All Off-Street Parking Facilities, including but not limited
to, setbacks to lot lines, proximity to building having windows of habitable rooms on first floor,
grading and material. The applicant has indicated in the Architectural Narrative the “parking plan will
be intensely landscaped for aesthetic reasons as well as screening from the neighbors”, however no
landscaping plan has been submitted nor has there been any information regarding the lighting of
exterior building or parking area to verify compliance with the By-Law.
Lastly, the property is currently zoned single family residential. The proposed use of as a multi-family
dwelling would require a waiver from the Zoning By-Laws.

TOWN of BROOKLINE
Massachusetts
FIRE DEPARTMENT
HEADQUARTERS
PUBLIC SAFETY BUILDING
Paul D. Ford
Chief of Department

350 Washington Street
PO Box 470557
Brookline MA 02447-0557
Tel:617-730-2272
Fax:617-730-2391
www.brooklinema.gov

March 4, 2015
Allison Steinfeld
Planning Director
Planning Department
Brookline Town Hall
333 Washington Street
Brookline, MA 02445
Subject: 21 Crowninshield Road 40B proposal
I have reviewed the preliminary plan for 21 Crowninshield Road. At this time, assuming the project would
follow all relevant building codes regarding fire protection and detection, my only concern is with exposure
protection. What will be the allowed set-backs from the existing lot line? A four story wood frame structure, on
fire, releases a huge amount of radiant heat which is the most common cause of exposure fires. I would not be
in favor of any reduction in existing set-back minimums without further review.

Respectfully,

Paul D. Ford
Fire Chief

TOWN of BROOKLINE
Massachusetts

Department of Public Works
Engineering & Transportation Division
Andrew M. Pappastergion
Commissioner

Peter M. Ditto, PE
Director

Interoffice Memorandum
To:

Alison Steinfeld, Planning Director

From: Peter Ditto, Director of Engineering/Transportation
Date: March 5, 2015
Re:

21 Crowninshield Road - 40B

cc:
Alison - Below are DPW’s comments regarding the project at 21 Crowninshield Road:
Stormwater
A Stromwater Management Plan must be prepared by a licensed professional engineer
which meets the relevant requirements of Article 8.26, Stormwater Management, of the
Town’s General By-Laws. The applicant must review the scope of work of the proposed
project with a representative of the Department of Public Works Engineering Division to
determine the requirements of the Stormwater Management Plan. The plan, among
other things, shall evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed development on water
resources and the effectiveness of measures for management of stormwater runoff.
Wasterwater
The applicant must demonstrate that the existing sewer has adequate capacity to
handle the additional flow generated from this project. Efforts to reduce water
consumption should be identified. I/I removal measures should be evaluated and
implemented which will result in at least a removal ratio of 11/2 : 1.
Transportation
The applicant shall prepare a Traffic Impact Access Study to provide a basis for
assessing the transportation impacts of a new development or expansion of an existing
development; identify the need for any improvements to the supporting roadway system
3 3 3 W a s h i n g t o n S t r e e t  B r o o k l i n e , Ma s s a c h u s e t t s 0 2 4 4 5 - 6 8 6 3
T e l e p h o n e : (6 1 7 ) 7 3 0 - 2 1 3 9
Facsimile: (617) 264-6450
www.brooklinema.gov

to provide satisfactory levels of service for all roadway users including pedestrians,
cyclists, and motorists; and to address safety issues resulting from the construction of
the project. Until this report and supporting data is provided staff is unable to identify
specific areas of concern and propose mitigation measures to offset the negative impact
the development might have on the capacity, level of service, and overall safety of our
roadway infrastructure. In this early stage some of our concerns looking at the plan and
based on our knowledge of the roadway network in the neighborhood includes
• additional traffic impact on Adams Street by vehicles bypassing Commonwealth
Avenue in order to travel south into Brookline,
• a lack of onsite visitor parking since no on-street parking is allowed in this
neighborhood, and
• a lack of onsite, covered bicycle parking given the proximity to enhanced bicycle
accommodations on Commonwealth Avenue.

3 3 3 W a s h i n g t o n S t r e e t  B r o o k l i n e , Ma s s a c h u s e t t s 0 2 4 4 5 - 6 8 6 3
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Facsimile: (617) 264-6450
www.brooklinema.gov
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INTRODUCTION
Brookline's diverse historic architecture is predominantly residential, representing different
periods and the influx of differing socio-economic groups of the 19th and early 20th centuries.
With the exception of the Cottage Farm neighborhood adjacent to the Back Bay tidal flats (now
Kenmore Square), the northern area of town remained suburban estates and farms and escaped
significant redevelopment until the 1890s. At that time, large tracts of land in an area bounded
by Pleasant Street on the east, Beacon Street on the south and Commonwealth Avenue on the
north, were transformed into streets of single-family homes and apartment blocks. Much of this
new construction occurred during a short period of time between 1895 and 1920. The study area
for the proposed Crowninshield Local Historic District, which in particular stands out for its
coherence and architecturally significant single-family homes, consists of a distinctive
concentration of houses built between the years 1901-1927.
The establishment of a local historic district has been recognized as the most effective method to
preserve the architectural character of a neighborhood. In 1960, the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts enacted historic district enabling legislation (MSG 40C). Since then, hundreds of
communities across the Commonwealth have created local historic districts. Brookline created
its first historic district in the Cottage Farm neighborhood in 1979. Since then, it has established
the Chestnut Hill (2005), Graffam-McKay (2004) , Harvard Avenue (2005), Lawrence (2011),
Pill Hill (1983) and Wild-Sargent (2012) Local Historic Districts.
This draft study report has been prepared in collaboration with the Brookline Preservation
Commission, which is acting as the Historic District Study Committee, in order to consider
forwarding the report to the Massachusetts Historical Commission in accordance with Chapter
40C.

METHODOLOGY
Preservation Need
The Crowninshield Neighborhood area is a small, cohesive neighborhood consisting of 95
properties (houses and garages), primarily single-family homes. The residents have long
recognized the neighborhood’s vulnerability. It borders on commercial and retail properties,
large apartment buildings, and a major 40B development. Boston University (BU) owns much
of the property in the surrounding area including many buildings on the south side of
Commonwealth Avenue. In addition, BU has begun aggressive development on the north side.
The commercial establishments on both sides of this major street cater to students—Paradise
Rock Club, T's Pub, Sunset Cantina—and to automobile repair and rental.
Set forth below is a map showing the neighborhood in the context of the buildings adjacent to its
borders.
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•

On its north side, the Crowninshield neighborhood directly abuts a strip of automobile
repair shops and a car rental agency that front along Commonwealth Avenue.

•

To the northeast and on the north side of Commonwealth Avenue is the Agganis Arena,
constructed in 2005 and frequently the site of large-scale public events.

•

To the east, multi-unit housing was constructed along Egmont and Thatcher streets
beginning in the 1930s; an example is the housing currently termed the Thatchmont
Condominium of 37 units between these two streets. This high-density housing was
further increased with the construction of multi-unit housing under the aegis of the
Brookline Housing Authority, including the Trustman Apartments (84 units), which are
currently being further expanded along Dummer Street with the construction of 32
additional units. Abutting Pleasant Street and thus directly across from the
Crowninshield neighborhood are the Egmont Street Veterans apartments (114 units), also
under the aegis of the Brookline Housing Authority, which was constructed in the late
1940s.

•

To the southeast and abutting Pleasant Street is the Dexter Park apartment complex,
which was built in the mid-1970s on the site of the former Dexter School. Those
managing this building of 409 units state that it is the largest apartment building in
Brookline.
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•

On its south side, the Crowninshield neighborhood directly fronts the recently
constructed (2009) St. Aidan multi-story and multi-unit (59 units) development.

•

Finally, on its west side, the Crowninshield neighborhood abuts the multi-story ArbourHRI psychiatric facility and the multi-story former Department of Public Safety building
that was taken over in 2001 by Boston University.

The map reveals a neighborhood that is surrounded on almost all sides by real estate
developments that threaten its character as a neighborhood of owner-occupied, single-family
dwellings. In addition, the proximity of the neighborhood to BU makes the area appealing to
investors renting rooms to students. For example, one half of the 2 family house located on 3
Adams Street is non-owner occupied and is rented to students. Non-occupant investors own
three other dwellings in the neighborhood.
In the longer term, BU represents an ever-present concern for the Crowninshield neighborhood.
BU has indicated in its long-term planning documents that it does not intend to acquire and
develop property to the south of Commonwealth Avenue. Meanwhile BU has constructed highrise dormitory buildings on its west campus that loom over much of the area, including the
Crowninshield neighborhood. The construction of such high-rise dormitories is planned to
continue into the future. In fact, however, BU is already present on a de facto basis to the east of
the Crowninshield Neighborhood, since many BU students (as well as students from other area
schools) rent apartments in Dexter Park.
Along the western edge of the Crowninshield neighborhood lies the Graffam-McKay Local
Historic District, established in 2004 to protect another fragile historic area from the demolition
of historic homes and the encroachment of development. The Cottage Farm LHD to the east is
within close proximity as well.
The neighborhood has been forced to address the pressures on its borders since the early 1930s,
when the neighborhood was fully developed. Long before the expansion of the current abutting
institutions and the commercialization of Commonwealth Avenue, the presence of Braves Field
(the current BU Nickerson Field) led to a no parking ban on its streets that has continued to this
day, affording an important measure of protection. In the 1970s, the neighborhood was rezoned
to S7 (single family), and restrictions to use and height were placed on the commercial properties
on the south side of Commonwealth Avenue.
In addition, after a car struck a child, Crowninshield Road became one way towards
Commonwealth Avenue. This reduced traffic by preventing cars and trucks traveling east on
Commonwealth Avenue from using Crowninshield Road, Adams Street, Elba Street, and Copley
Street to bypass traffic at the intersection of Commonwealth Avenue and Pleasant Street. All of
these measures were necessary to protect a fragile residential area from the pressures of traffic,
parking, and large-scale development. These pressures continue to this day.
More recently, the Town and neighborhood engaged constructively with the developers of the St.
Aidan's mixed-income, 40B project and as a result, were able to save both the historic church
and the massive copper beech tree, reduce the density and massing of the project, and secure a
pedestrian walkway connecting Freeman Street and Crowninshield Road.
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Neighborhood Interest
Miss Anna McCarthy, an elderly woman who lived at 21 Crowninshield Road, was the last
member of the McCarthy family to live in the house, which her family purchased in 1926. Other
family members also lived in the neighborhood for many years. She died in the summer of 2014.
The house, a beautiful Arts and Crafts stucco dwelling built in 1910, was sold to a new owner
(who also owns the land for the adjacent Enterprise car rental agency and all of the car repair
shops on the south side of Commonwealth Avenue between Pleasant Street and Crowninshield).
In December, several dozen trees on the property were cut down, eliminating the buffer between
the neighborhood and Commonwealth Avenue and the Arbour-HRI psychiatric facility. As this
news spread, residents gathered to talk about how to protect the fragile neighborhood, its
architecture, its history and its beauty.
Neighbors consulted with members of the Preservation Commission and the Housing Advisory
Board. A small group of residents met on November 30, 2014 to discuss how best to save the
house at 21 Crowninshield. A neighborhood-wide meeting was held at a neighbor’s house on
December 3, 2014, which was attended by more than 35 residents. In the following days, a flyer
was hand-delivered to each property, notifying residents and owners that the Preservation
Commission would review the new owner’s demolition permit on December 9, 2014. More than
70 neighbors attended this meeting to oppose the demolition (one of the largest groups ever to
appear to oppose a demolition), and a one-year demolition delay was imposed.
The neighborhood created an informal Steering Committee, which met several times in
December and January. After a December 14, 2014 meeting, the Steering Committee
recommended that the neighborhood create a Local Historic District to preserve and protect the
unique character of this enclave. Steering Committee members and neighbors went door-to-door
distributing information and answering questions about Local Historic Districts. After sending
or delivering letters to all homeowners of record, as well as residents of adjacent neighborhoods,
a well-attended informational neighborhood sponsored meeting was held at the Brookline Public
Library on January 5, 2015 to discuss the issue. The chairman of the Preservation Commission
attended the meeting, as did one of its staff members, to answer questions about the implications
of forming a Local Historic District.
By mid-January 2015, owners of 53 of the 61 dwellings (63 units) in the neighborhood (84%)
had signed a petition in support of forming a Local Historic District. At a public meeting on
January 22, 2015, the Commission voted unanimously to initiate the investigation of this area as
a Local Historic District and to undertake a study report for this area. At its February 10, 2015
public meeting, the Commission voted unanimously to accept the Draft Study Report, to forward
it to MHC and the Brookline Planning Board and to submit a Warrant article for the May 2015
Town Meeting to establish the Crowninshield Local Historic District.
Report Documentation
The basic research for this study report derives from documentation and building inventory
forms prepared over the years for the Brookline Preservation Commission. Additional
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documentation was provided through various primary source research conducted by the
Preservation Commission staff over the years. These sources include local and regional
newspapers, such as the Brookline Chronicle, the New England Master Builder, Banker and
Tradesman and the Boston Globe. Extensive use was made of Brookline’s building permits.
Also examined were deed records, town atlases, tax lists and directories. A number of neighbors
have found original plans and elevations. Other documents used include the recently
commissioned area study of the Survey & Planning Grant, which recommends listing the
Crowninshield neighborhood in the National Register of Historic Places and the Massachusetts
Historical Commission Inventory of Historic Assets of the Commonwealth. A bibliography is
included in the Appendix of this report.

HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE
The proposed Crowninshield Local Historic District (CLHD) comprises a cohesive group of 61
residential structures, consisting of 63 residences, and 34 outbuildings abutting the
Boston/Brookline Commonwealth Avenue boundary. Defined by the western side of Pleasant
Street to the east, both sides of Crowninshield Street to the south and west, and both sides of
Adams Street to the north, the proposed CLHD is an excellent example of effective early-20th
century suburban planning and design. Most the structures within the proposed CLHD were
constructed between 1900 and 1927. Many of the early homeowners were managers,
professionals and business owners. However, by the early 1930s, the neighborhood was
composed primarily of middle- and upper middle-class Irish Catholic and Jewish American
families of similar economic and professional backgrounds. The physical plan, distinctive
architecture, landscaping and well-defined perimeters of the neighborhood has engendered local
pride and has united neighborhood residents in their efforts to preserve and perfect the
cohesiveness of the community.
The land comprising the proposed Crowninshield Local Historic District has been a part of the
Town of Brookline since its establishment in 1705. During most of the 18th century, the land
was owned by descendants of Judge Samuel Sewall, who participated in the infamous Salem
Witch Trials. The Sewalls were active in Brookline town government during the 18th century.
In the early 1800s, the property was purchased by Uriah Cotting, a Boston merchant. For the
first 125 years, Brookline was a farming community, and little distinguished the village from its
rural neighbors until the early 19th century. This changed in 1821 when the privately financed
construction of a tidal mill dam across the width of Boston’s future Back Bay neighborhood
established a direct physical connection between Boston and the independent communities of
Brookline, Allston and Brighton. Economic and residential growth along the length of the mill
dam soon followed, and growth was accelerated by the arrival of the Brookline branch of the
Boston and Worcester Railroad in 1848, and the extension of Beacon Street into Brookline in
1850. The creation and development of middle class residential neighborhoods accelerated and
intensified in 1889 and 1896 as streetcar lines were constructed along Beacon Street and
Commonwealth Avenue.
One of the original investors in the private construction of the Boston and Roxbury Mill Dam
Corporation was David Sears II, a prominent Brookline businessman, landowner and
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philanthropist. Following completion of the mill dam, Sears began acquiring farmland in the
northern area of Brookline, including the Crowninshield parcel, which he purchased from Uriah
Cotting. By 1849, Sears owned more than 200 acres of land between the Muddy River and
Commonwealth Avenue. Sears subsequently distributed his Brookline property holdings
amongst his six children, including his daughter, Harriet Sears, and her husband George Caspar
Crowninshield. Harriet had married well; the Crowninshields were wealthy Boston area
Brahmins who were influential in seafaring, trading, politics and literature. The couple was
given the 16 acres of land formerly owned by Cotting and constructed a suburban Mansard
residence around 1850. Period atlases show the mansion located approximately at the center of
the estate (near present- day 50 Crowninshield Road), facing north, and accessed by a
semicircular drive that extended west from present-day Pleasant Street. The residence boasted a
hot house and several other outbuildings and had a small pond located south of what is now the
Commonwealth Avenue/Packard’s Corner curve. The boundaries of the original
Sears/Crowninshield estate are virtually identical to the borders of the proposed Crowninshield
Local Historic District.

The Harriet Sears/George Crowninshield mansion survived for 49 years. In 1899, the heirs to
the property demolished the original house and subdivided the estate for residential development.
Prominent among the Crowninshield heirs who developed the family estate was Francis (Fanny)
Cadwalader Crowninshield Adams, daughter of Harriet and George Crowninshield, her husband,
John Quincy Adams II (great grandson of President John Adams), and their son, Charles Francis
Adams II. Charles F. Adams and Charles E. Cotting (whose ancestor, Uriah Cotting, had
originally sold the greater Brookline property to Charles’s great-grandfather, David Sears, nearly
70 years earlier) served as trustees for the land from 1900 to 1926, overseeing the sale of the
neighborhood plats.
By 1890, Brookline was established as an independent, affluent and desirable suburb within easy
commuting distance of downtown Boston. The subdivided Crowninshield estate was distinct
among the North Brookline neighborhoods developed during this period, with virtually every
residence being a detached, single-family structure designed for middle- and upper middle-class
families. Forty-six of the structures were designed by respected Boston architects, several of
national prominence for individual owners over a decade. This was in marked contrast to the
more modest neighborhoods lying to the immediate east and south of the proposed
Crowninshield Local Historic District, which were primarily constructed by builders and
consisted of attached three-story brick row housing and two-story wood frame duplex housing.
9

The Crowninshield estate was originally subdivided into 72 lots. An alleyway separated the ten
lots on Adams Street from the commercial area on Boston’s Commonwealth Avenue. This
alleyway continues to serve as an easement that allows residents of Adams Street to access
driveways that open onto the alley. Four new streets were laid out: Crowninshield Road, which
followed the south and west borders of the original estate, and three east/west streets that
connected Pleasant Street and Crowninshield Road. The street names selected for the
Crowninshield development reflected the family names associated with the Crowninshield
family and historical associations. In addition to the eponymous Crowninshield Road, Adams
Street was named after the presidential in-laws of Fanny Crowninshield Adams. Elba Street
appears to have been named after the island of Elba and reflect David Sears’ admiration for
Napoleon Bonaparte. (Sears had named his nearby Brookline estate “Longwood” after
Napoleon’s exiled home on Elba.) Copley Street is thought to be named for the 18th century artist
John Singleton Copley, whose descendant Elizabeth Clark Copley Greene was married to Caspar
Crowninshield, the son of George and Harriet Crowninshield, and Fanny Crowninshield Adams’
brother.
The average lot size in the neighborhood was 6,700 square feet. Land plats averaged a little over
6,000 square feet along the west side of Crowninshield Road and the north sides of Adams and
Elba Streets; plats located along the east side of Crowninshield Road and the south side of
Copley Street averaged between 7,000 and 8,000 square feet. Three corner lots were sized at
11,000 square feet and over. The smallest three lots were 5,200 square feet and located adjacent
to each other along the south side of Adams Street. At an unknown time, one of the largest plats
of land located at the north corner of Adams and Pleasant Street was subdivided into two
separate parcels.
The Crowninshield streets, except Pleasant Street, were laid out and designed with a continuous
grass verge separating the street curb from concrete sidewalks. The verge allowed planting of
small- to medium-sized trees along both sides of all streets. The trees have now achieved mature
growth and provide a pleasing and harmonious appearance defining the neighborhood. The
cohesive character of the neighborhood was further enhanced by common building setbacks,
similar building massing, scale and a harmonious use of building materials.
More than half the homes in the Crowninshield neighborhood were designed with garages to
accommodate the automobile. The “auto house” garage was of simple form, detached from the
main house and designed and often clad with materials to complement the main residence. The
garage was traditionally sited at the corner of the lot at the end of a side driveway. The
driveways were surfaced with poured concrete. Notable exceptions include brick, flagstone and
paving blocks.
Unlike the rapid construction of speculative homes overseen by two men in the adjacent
Graffam-McKay Local Historic District, the lots in the Crowninshield neighborhood were sold
slowly to individual buyers; several property owners purchased multiple lots and built between
two and four houses, occupying one home and renting the rest. Some homeowners on Adams
Street built houses for themselves and then for their families (12 Adams Street through 24
Adams). In several instances, houses appear to have been constructed on speculation and rented

10

out before being sold to permanent owners. It was not uncommon for these permanent owners to
be related to other families in the neighborhood.
The vast majority of buildings in the Crowninshield neighborhood are designed in various
interpretations of the Shingle Style, American Arts and Crafts, Craftsman, Colonial Revival and
Georgian and Federal Revival styles. The neighborhood is unusual in that nearly all of the
houses in the neighborhood were architect-designed, with 33 designers identified. Several
architects were highly regarded in the Boston metropolitan area and many seem to have been
middle-tier designers who produced homes of high quality in a variety of styles. The homes
constructed before 1913 are primarily two-and-a-half story structures of similar massing and
topped by a hip or gabled roof with multiple dormers. There are a small number of gambrel
shaped roofs as well. Foundations are constructed of stone, brick, or poured concrete, often
finished with pebbled stucco. The houses are of wood-frame construction and clad with stucco,
brick veneer or wood clapboards. Many of the houses retain their original slate or Spanish clay
tile roofs. Characteristic design details include a highly articulated front entry portico and/or
porch, decorative eaves, exposed rafter tails, and projecting bay windows. Most of the homes
retain their original wood window sashes, often of a small paned 6/6 and/or 6/1 design.
The first structures built in the new neighborhood were located on large land plats or street
corners. The first house constructed in the new Crowninshield estate was the Maria Emery
House at 3 Copley Street (1900: Gay and Proctor, Architects). The design of the house is
reminiscent of the single-family homes constructed five years earlier on Osborne Street in the
adjacent Graffam-McKay Local Historic District: a two-story late Colonial Revival wood frame
clapboard house finished with pilasters at the corners and capped with a slate hip roof and gabled
dormers. The house’s Copley Street façade is notable for its two-story circular bay window and
a large rectangular portico surmounted by a Palladian window.
By 1907, the Emery House was joined by three other homes: the Henry N. Chandler House at 9
Elba Street, the Joseph and Nellie McNeil House at 26 Crowninshield Road and the Isadore
Kennedy House at what is now 3-5 and 9 Adams Street (destroyed by fire ca. 1960). 9 Elba
Street (1906: George B. Howe, Architect) is a cubical-shaped clapboard clad structure capped
with a slate hip roof, and a spacious Tuscan-columned entrance porch that extends across the east
side of its first floor.
26 Crowninshield Road (1901: G.W. Desmond, Architect) is one of the most sophisticated and
ambitious designs in the neighborhood, conspicuously sited upon a large lot at the corner of
Adams Street and Crowninshield Road. The massive 2½ story building is clad in a round natural
stone veneer on the first floor and decoratively patterned wood shingles on the second and a half
stories. The house is capped with a gambrel roof and natural rounded stone chimneys and a large
cross gable on the Crowninshield façade. Shingled bays and oriel and dormer windows enliven
the elevations. Carved lion heads accentuate the ends of the two floor plates that support the
cross gable façade. A deep front porch spanning both sides of the first floor street façade are
supported by natural rounded stone piers, Tuscan wood columns and molded rafter tail trim. A
large two-bay garage duplicates the finish materials and details of the main house.
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50 Crowninshield Road (1910: Charles Nevin, Architect) is one of the largest and most lavish
buildings in the area, constructed in the Craftsman/Spanish Colonial style. The large,
rectangular-shaped building has a hip roof clad in clay barrel tiles, an expansive, wrap-around
porch with windows on the west and north sides, a variety of bay windows, hip-roofed dormers,
and a cornice with wood modillions and paired brackets. The L shaped porch rises from a
stucco-clad foundation and piers to segmentally arched openings spanned by a decorative arched
wood balustrade. The rear elevation of the house is distinguished by a large, two-story
semicircular bay with banded multi-lite windows and exposed rafter tails at the structure’s eave.
Similar to 26 Crowninshield Road, the house has a substantial two-bay garage that mimics the
style, materials and detailing used in the main house.
Medieval Revival styling is found on four houses in the neighborhood that were all built between
1908 and 1913: 28 Copley Street (H.E. Davidson, Architect), 29 Crowninshield Road (Oscar
Johnson, Architect), 47 Crowninshield Road (Harry Ramsey, Architect), and 59 Crowninshield
Road (Murray and Hutchinson, Architects). These structures are characterized by a looser and
more picturesque assembly of forms, including the use of gambrel roofs, swooping gabled
porches attached to the side, and half-timber detailing on the street façades.
By 1913, an additional 19 structures had been constructed in the neighborhood, primarily along
the northwest portion of Crowninshield Road. These houses were designed in an eclectic mix of
styles with a consistently high level of quality detailing and were primarily clad in a stucco
finish. 21 Crowninshield Road (1910: Architect/Builder unknown) is typical of the high degree
of quality detailing found on a relatively modest-sized building: a cube-shaped structure clad in
stucco and capped with a hip roof. A centered entryway is surrounded by a curved arch entry
porch and flanked on either side by shallow projected bay windows containing the original
window sashes. An eyebrow window is centered above the front door/entryway, the roof eave
sits atop exposed roof rafters, and a sunroom is located on the south elevation.
Other houses that closely follow this pattern of design are 25 Crowninshield Road (1912: Harry
Ramsay, Architect), 35 Crowninshield Road (1912: Edward Sheenan, Architect), and 39
Crowninshield Road (1908: Oscar Johnson, Architect). Similar examples are also found at the
attached houses at 35 Adams Street/16 Crowninshield Road (1913: Oscar Johnson, Architect), 19
Copley Street (1910: Loring and Phipps, Architect), 27 Elba Street (1913: R. L. Davidson,
Architect) and 228 Pleasant Street (1900: Joseph Driscoll, Architect).
Another representative pair of stucco-clad homes designed in a Craftsman/Spanish Colonial style
are located at 18 and 24 Elba Street (1915: Frederick A. Norcross, Architect). The houses are
mirror images of each other, with red clay barrel roof tiles, exposed rafter tales, front porches
that extend the length of the front elevation, and shed roof dormers centered on the front and side
elevations.
In 1916, an existing wood frame farmhouse was relocated from the south corner of Egmont and
Pleasant Streets to 16 Copley Street. Built ca. 1847, by a Mr. Stackpole in the Gothic Revival
style, the building was soon sold to Edward Sohier, a noted attorney whose brother-in-law,
William Amory, married a sister of Harriet Crowninshield. When the farmhouse was moved to
its present location, a side piazza and a laundry room were removed and the building was re-clad
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in stucco. However, evidence of the original Gothic Revival massing is evident in the steeply
roof pitch and the gable dormer centered over the front entryway.
An interesting transition structure leading to the Colonial Revival style used in later
neighborhood buildings can be found at 11 Copley Street (1914: Benjamin Proctor Jr, Architect).
A narrow, rectangular building capped with a gabled roof, the street façade possesses a center
entrance with a semi-circular entrance portico and flanked on either side by historically correct
French doors. Each first-floor French door is capped with a blind relieving arch. The second
floor windows are of tripartite design. Three flat-roofed dormers with double casement windows
are centered and aligned with the entrance and windows below. Interestingly, the structure is
clad in stucco in a manner similar to the houses constructed on Crowninshield Road several
years earlier.
One of the earliest and finest examples of the Colonial Revival style exists at 84 Crowninshield
Road (1915: R.L. Davidson, Architect). The house is sited prominently at the bend of
Crowninshield Road and features a slate roof with bracketed eaves. The front façade is divided
into five bays clad in brick. The center entrance is enhanced by a beautifully detailed gabled
wood portico supported with Tuscan columns clad in stucco. The first story is framed with brick
reliving arches, French doors and semicircular fixed transom lites. A one-story porch projects
from the north elevation and a detached brick two-bay garage is covered with a hip roof.
Two more academically detailed examples of the Colonial Revival Style exist at 6 and 12 Elba
Street (both 1922: Frank Chouteau Brown, Architect). Displaying spare brick façades laid in
Flemish bond coursing, both structures rise to a side gable roof with a symmetrical five-bay
façade, a center-entrance portico flanked by tripartite windows and surmounted by another
tripartite window, a bracketed wood cornice, and a one-story side porch.
Similar Colonial Revival designs in brick are found at 4 Copley Street (1926: Joseph Keening,
Architect) and 182 and 222 Pleasant Street (1935 and 1932 respectively: Architect/Builder
unknown).
20 Copley Street (1915: Benjamin Proctor Jr, Architect) is a more modest example of the wood
shingle clad Colonial Revival style. This eclectic dwelling has a front entrance on the east side
of the street façade which is offset with a bracket door hood, French doors and a hip roof.
Later and more vernacular examples of the late Craftsman style are houses located at 12, 16, 20
and 24 Adams Street (all 1925: S. S. Eisenberg, Architect). Nearly identical in design, each of
these modestly sized, cubically massed houses have a center entrance and a pedimented portico
flanked by angled bay windows, hip roofs with a hip dormer centered over the front entrance,
and banded windows. All four structures were originally clad in wood shingles or clapboard.
The only example of a Dutch Colonial style house in the neighborhood is at 19 Adams Street
(1925: Frederick H. Gowing, Architect), which rises 2½ stories to a side-gable roof. Clad in
wood clapboard, the street elevation is divided into three bays with an offset bracketed door hood
flanked by tripartite windows. There is an attached side porch (now enclosed) with a secondfloor sleeping porch on the structure’s east side.
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By 1927, six lots remained unsold in the neighborhood: 95 Crowninshield, an unnumbered plat
adjoining 84 Crowninshield, 75 Crowninshield, an unnumbered plat adjoining 21 Crowninshield,
and 182 and 222 Pleasant Street. As previously noted, both plats on Pleasant Street were built
upon during the 1930s. A two-story wood frame Garrison house was constructed on 75
Crowninshield in 1967. In 1964, the Headmaster’s House for the Dexter School was relocated
from its original address at 216 St. Paul Street to 95 Crowninshield Road. 84 Crowninshield
eventually incorporated the plat of land lying to its immediate east.
The Crowninshield neighborhood is an intact, well-preserved collection of remarkably
harmonious middle- to upper-class, single-family housing, virtually all constructed in the first
four decades of the 20th century. In its 115 year-long history, only one structure has been lost to
fire, and no structures have been demolished. Alterations to the existing buildings are very few
in number and in impact. There are two late 20th century infill buildings and another residence,
which was designed to be compatible with the existing architecture on the street.

BOUNDARY DESIGNATION AND JUSTIFICATION
The Crowninshield neighborhood consists of 95 properties whose boundaries conform generally
to those of the estate of Harriet Sears Crowninshield. She was the daughter of David Sears II,
who was responsible for establishing many of the amenities of North Brookline, including many
of its parks and Longwood Mall. David Sears gave each of his children a significant plot of land
in North Brookline, the plot of interest having been given to his daughter Harriet who married
George C. Crowninshield. The boundaries of her 16-acre estate were already well defined in one
of the earliest maps of this neighborhood drafted in 1874.
In particular, while the northern border of the original Crowninshield Estate abutted directly
Brighton Avenue (soon to be renamed Commonwealth Avenue); the northern border of the
Crowninshield neighborhood runs east-west along the right-of-way between the commercial
establishments that front on Commonwealth Avenue and the residential lots that front along the
northern side of Adams Street. The eastern edge of the Crowninshield neighborhood runs northsouth along the western side of Pleasant Street. The western edge of the Crowninshield
neighborhood runs along the house lots fronting along Crowninshield Road. After
Crowninshield Road turns eastward toward its southern end, the boundary of the neighborhood
runs east-west along Crowninshield Road, excluding those plots that are part of the recently
completed St. Aidan's church development.
The Crownshields' estate house, located near the western end of today's Elba Street, was torn
down in 1899. By the beginning of the 20th century, the executors of Harriet Crowninshield's
estate established the platting of the streets and house lots that exists to this day. The executors
of her estate proceeded to sell house lots piecemeal largely in the period 1900-1927.
Two maps are provided on the next page.
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1888 Atlas Map

2009 Town of Brookline Assessors Map
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CONCLUSION
The proposed Crowninshield Local Historic District is a small, cohesive residential
neighborhood. Real estate developments surround it on all sides, threatening its integrity as an
historic neighborhood of early-20th century single-family, owner-occupied dwellings. Based on
the high degree of architectural and historical significance of this enclave, this area merits
consideration as a local historic district. The residents of the Crowninshield neighborhood
believe that their neighborhood deserves the recognition and protection of a local historic district.
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Residential
Residential

Residential
Residential
Residential

Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential

Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential

9 Adams

12 Adams

15 Adams

16 Adams

19 Adams

20 Adams

24 Adams

25 Adams

28 Adams

29 Adams

35 Adams

39 Adams

3 Copley

4 Copley

10 Copley

11 Copley

028-03-00

029-13-00

028-04-00

029-12-00

028-05-00

029-11-00

029-10-00

028-06-00

029-09-00

028-07-00

028-08-00

028-09-00

030-03-00

031-01-00

031-13-10

030-04-00
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Residential

5 Adams

028-02-02

Use
Residential

Street

3 Adams

Street #

028-02-01

Parcel

Elizabeth I.
O'Neill
Walter Frank

Joseph Keening

Steven F.
Johnson
Stephen F.
Johnson
Maria S. Emery

Leon E. Granstein
- William B.
Miller

Herbert J. Miles

Benjamin
Goldinger
Benjamin
Goldinger
W.B. Miller

Benjamin
Goldinger
Mary and
Michael Redigan

Leon E. and
Theresa

Sidney Henry
Goldinger

Edward J.
O'Connell house
Edward J.
O'Connell house
Robert G. Jones

Historic Name

1926 (Building
permit)
1920 (Building
permit)
1914 (building
permit)

1913 (Building
permit)
1910 (1913 Atlas +
Bldg permit)
1900-01 (Tax list)

1925 (Building
Permit)
1925 (Building
Permit)
1925? (Building
permit)
1912 (Building
Permit)
1925 (Building
Permit)

1925 (Building
Permit)
1925

1925 (Building
Permit)

1907 (Assessors;
1928 on Form B)
1925 (Building
Permit)

1984 (Assessors)

Date of
Construction
1984 (Assessors)

Franklin P. Gowing

S.S. Eisenberg

Zvi Construction;
Brookline
Zvi Construction;
Brookline
John P. Kelly

Architect / Builder

Craftsman/Colonial
Revival
Colonial Revival

Colonial Revival

Craftsman/Spanish
Colonial
Craftsman/Colonial
Revival
Colonial Revival

Colonial Revival

Colonial Revival

Craftsman/Colonial
Revival
Craftsman/Colonial
Revival
Colonial Revival

Benjamin Proctor,
Jr.

C. O'Neill

Joseph H. Keening

Gay and Proctor

C.S. Allen

Oscar Johnson

Frederick H.
Gowing

Frederick H.
Gowing
E.N. Bayden

S.S. Eisenberg

S.S. Eisenberg

Craftsman/Colonial
S.S. Eisenberg
Revival
Dutch Colonial/Colonial Frederick H.
Revival
Gowing

Colonial Revival

Craftsman/Colonial
Revival
Craftsman/Colonial
Revival

No style

No style

Style/Form

Crowinshield Property Index

Garage

Garage

Partial garage

Garage

Garage

Garage

Garage

Garage

Garage

Garage

Garage

Shed

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

2/12/2015

Outbuildings / Secondary
Survey forms
Structures
Shed
No

20 Copley

25 Copley

28 Copley

29 Copley

16 Crowninshield

21 Crowninshield

25 Crowninshield

26 Crowninshield

29 Crowninshield

35 Crowninshield

38 Crowninshield

39 Crowninshield

43 Crowninshield

031-11-00

030-06-00

031-10-00

030-07-00

028-10-00

027-39-00

027-40-00

029-08-00

027-41-00

027-42-00

029-07-00

027-43-00

027-44-00
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19 Copley

030-05-00

Street

16 Copley

Street #

031-12-00

Parcel

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Use

Louise Horle

Oscar Johnson

Mario Ceppi

Oscar Ceppi

Nellie (Mrs.
Joseph) McNeil
William Potter

Stephen F.
Johnson

D. Isabella and
Louis Ross

Ernest J. H.
Waters
Stephen Johnson

Lucius Barnet

F.B. Tyler

Walter W.
Hodges

Nellie A. Hutchins

Stackpole House

Historic Name
Gothic Revival/Colonial

Style/Form
S Bertram
Washburn
Loring and Phipps

Architect / Builder

Yes

Yes

Oscar Johnson

1913 (building
permit)

Craftsman

1913 (Bkl Building Craftsman/Colonial
Dept file)
Revival
Craftsman
1908 (building
Department)

Harland A. Perkins

Yes

T. Edward Sheehan Garage 1920 Joseph F.
Curran and George P.
Champlin; Henry E.
McClay, Smith and White
architects
T. Edward Sheehan Garage

Craftsman/Spanish
Colonial

1912 (Bkl Tax list
1911-12)

Oscar Johnson

Medieval Revival

Garage Francis A. Horie;
Oscar Johnson architect

Garage see 35
Crowninshield

Yes

Yes

Garage 1925 Harold Smith; Yes
James Viviante architect,
English Revival style

G. W. Desmond

Shingle Style

Yes
Garage 1933 Katherine
Barredo, Salvador Cuetara;
P. Rich architect
Garage
Yes

Garage1932 McCarthy;
Fred Santini architect,
Craftsman style

1901 (building
permit)
1908 (building
permit)

Harry Morton
Ramsay

Private plans

Yes

Davis,McGrath and Garage
Kiessling
C.S. Allen and Co.

Yes

Yes

Yes
Garage

Davis, McGrath +
Kiessling
Harry E. Davidson

Yes

Back house

Craftsman

Craftsman/Colonial
Revival
Craftsman/Spanish
Colonial

Medieval
Revival/Craftsman
Colonial Revival

Colonial Revival

Yes

Yes

Garage

Outbuildings / Secondary
Structures

1912 (Building
permit)

1909 (building
permit)
1911 (Building
permit)
1909 (Building
permit)
1910 (Building
permit)
1910 (Building
permit)

Craftsman/Colonial
Revival
1915 (Form B); back Colonial Revival/Eclectic Benjamin Proctor,
(back house not visible Jr.
house 1915
(Assessors)
from street)

1910 (Form B)

Date of
Construction
c. 1847 (Form B)

Crowinshield Property Index

2/12/2015

Survey forms

53 Crowninshield

59 Crowninshield

61 Crowninshield

67 Crowninshield

71 Crowninshield

75 Crowninshield

78 Crowninshield

81 Crowninshield

84 Crowninshield

87 Crowninshield

91 Crowninshield

027-46-00

027-47-00

027-48-00

027-49-00

027-50-00

027-51-00

031-09-00

027-52-00

031-08-00

027-53-00

027-54-00
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50 Crowninshield

030-08-00

Street

47 Crowninshield

Street #

027-45-00

Parcel

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Use

Dr. Charles J.
Kickham

William Hirsch

R.L. Davidson

E. I. O'Neill

James Thomas

Albert Watts

Ada and Charles
Durgan

Frederick and
Annie M. Waite

I.J. Newkirk

Miss M.E. Davis

Arthur Bonney

Oscar Johnson

Historic Name

Jas. T. Ball

Craftsman/Colonial
Revival

Harold R. Duffie

R.L. Davidson

Colonial Revival

Craftsman

Benjamin Proctor
Jr.
H. Chisholm

Garage 1921 William
Hirsch; Joseph T. Ball,
Morris Bronstein
architects; Colonial
Revival, Craftsman style
Garage 1927 Mary J.
Kickham; John E. Kickham
architect

Garage 1926 James
Doherty; James Murray
architect
Garage

Garage

Garage,1912 Clyde
Newkirk; Clyde Newkirk
architect
Thomas H. James, Garage 1927; Anna H.
Hill and James
Waite; Silverman, Brown &
Hienen, Jacob Silverstein
architects
Oscar Johnson
Garage 1914 Ada Durgan;
Oscar Johnson architect,
Craftsman style
Roscoe L. Davidson Garage 1919 Maude H.
Rockwell; J.A. Singeralle, C.
Howard Walker architects

Murray and
Hutchinson

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
Garage 1919 Henry M.
Fenton; Desmond and Lord
architects (demolished)

Hooper-Waters

Yes

Yes

Garage

Outbuildings / Secondary
Structures

Charles K.B. Nevin

Harry Ramsay

Architect / Builder

Colonial Revival

No style

1926 (Bkl Bldg Dept Colonial Revival
files)

1915 (Building
permit)
1921 (Building
permit)

1911 (Building
permit)
1920 (Bkl Bldg
Comm. Files)

1967 (assessors)

Craftsman

Craftsman

1914 (Building
permit)
1914 (Building
permit)

Craftsman/Shingle

1909 (Building
permit)

1911 (Tax list-bldg Medieval
permit)
Revival/eclectic

Date of
Style/Form
Construction
1912-13 (Building Medieval Revival
permit)
1910 (Building
Arts and Crafts
permit)
Craftsman renovation
1911 (Building
permit)

Crowinshield Property Index

2/12/2015

Survey forms

9 Elba

12 Elba

18 Elba

21 Elba

24 Elba

27 Elba

182 Pleasant

186 Pleasant

204 Pleasant

222 Pleasant

228 Pleasant

029-04-00

030-11-00

030-10-00

029-05-00

030-09-00

029-06-00

031-03-00

031-02-00

030-02-00

029-02-00

029-01-00
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6 Elba

030-01-00

108 Crowninshield

031-04-00

5 Elba

102 Crowninshield

031-05-00

029-03-00

98 Crowninshield

031-06-00

Street

95 Crowninshield

Street #

027-55-00

Parcel

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Residential

Use

Joseph P. Kenney

W.B. Miller

Joseph H.
Keening
George Gitter

Fred A. Corbet

Robert C. Martin

Arthur H. Sicotte

Augustus DeCort

Henry N.
Chandler
Michael T.
Coleman
Arthur H. Sicotte

Jos. L. Margaret
E. McNamara

Margaret Hunter

Annie Gately

John F. Gately,
esq.

Raymond Adams

Robert J.
Cummings

Historic Name

Yes

Yes

Garage
Garage

Frederick A.
Garage
Norcross
Roscoe L. Davidson Garage

1900 (Assessors)

1932 (Assessors)

Craftsman

Colonial Revival

Craftsman/Colonial
Revival
No style

1924 (Assessors)
1973 (Assessors)

Colonial Revival

1935 (Assessors)

Joseph J. Driscoll

James F. Marley

James L. Pine

Oscar S. Peterson

Joseph H. Keening

Yes

Garage

Frank Chouteau
Brown
Frederick A.
Norcross
Thos. James

1915 (Bldg permit) Craftsman; Spanish
Colonial
Colonial Revival
1919
(Directory/bldg
permit)
1915 (Bldg permit) Craftsman; Spanish
Colonial
1913 (Bldg permit) Craftsman

Yes

Garage

Geo. B. Howe

Yes

Yes

Garage

Yes

Yes

Garage attached to house Yes

Garage

Garage

Yes

Yes

Yes

1906 (1907 atlas+ Craftsman
Bldg permit)
1922 (bldg permit) Colonial Revival

Garage

Frank Chouteau
Brown

1922 (Bldg permit) Colonial Revival

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

S.J. Rantin

Garage

Garage

Joseph Keening

Oscar S. Peterson

Garage

Outbuildings / Secondary
Structures

George Wood

Blackall and Elwell

Architect / Builder

1906 (Bldg permit) Colonial Revival

1925 (Bldg permit) Colonial Revival;
Georgian

Colonial Revival
1920 (Building
permit)
1925 (Bkl Bldg Dpt Craftsman
Files)

Date of
Style/Form
Construction
1926 (Bkl Bldg Dpt Colonial Revival/Cape
files; tax list)

Crowinshield Property Index

2/12/2015

Survey forms

Map created by Brookline G IS on 2/3/2015
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Attachment B

To:

Town of Brookline Planning Board

From: Crowninshield Neighborhood Steering Committee
Date: March 9, 2015
Re: 21 Crown 40B Project Eligibility Application
_____________________________________________________________________________
The Crowninshield Neighborhood Steering Committee respectfully submits its comments
regarding the Comprehensive Permit Site Approval Application submitted by 21 Crown, LLC. 1
These comments are submitted on behalf of 84% of the residents in the Crowninshield
Neighborhood (“the Neighborhood”). We ask that you include these comments within any
commentary submitted by the Town to MassHousing in response to the Developer’s Project
Eligibility Application.
Summary
Residents of the Crowninshield Neighborhood are very concerned about the impacts to the
neighborhood that would be caused by the project proposed by the Developer. The project will
change the character of the single-family neighborhood and will adversely impact the
architectural integrity of the neighborhood. It will increase traffic and decrease vehicular and
pedestrian safety on Crowninshield Road and its interior streets, as well as on already-congested
Commonwealth Avenue. The project also calls for the unnecessary demolition of the historic
house and garage that currently occupy 21 Crowninshield Road. The comments below describe
the negative impacts on the Neighborhood if this development proceeds.
1. Background
a. Developer’s Acquisition of the Property
On November 17, 2014, the property at 0 and 21 Crowninshield (the “Property”) was sold by the
estate of Anna C. McCarthy to the Applicant, 21 Crown. There is a stucco house and garage on
the Property, which were both built in the early 1900s. The Developer describes the site as a
“neglected and unoccupied single family residence and garage.” In fact, the house was occupied
through July 16, 2014, when 92-year old Anna McCarthy died. Further, Brookline’s current
Assessors Database lists the overall grade of the house as “Average-Good,” and an historical
architect who toured the house in the fall of 2014 told the Brookline Preservation Commission
that it was in excellent shape, especially for a house of its age. In December 2014, promptly
after acquiring the Property, the Developer submitted applications to demolish the house and the
garage. After presentations by Planning Commission staff member Greer Hardwicke and
members of the Crowninshield Neighborhood, the Preservation Commission found both
1

21 Crown is a limited liability corporation whose principals include Robert W. Basile, J. Robert
Basile, Amanda B. Mansfield, Lauren B. Crowley and Beverly A. Basile. 21 Crown is the
applicant and developer. An affiliated entity, John Basile and Co., Inc., is the construction
company that will be used for the project. 21 Crown and the Developer will be jointly referred to as

“Applicant” or “Developer.”
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structures to be historically significant and eligible for registry in the Massachusetts Historical
Commission.2 Accordingly, it duly issued one-year demolition delays for both the house
(December 2014) and the garage (January 2015).
Just days after acquiring the Property, the Developer inexplicably tore down more than 24
mature trees, some of which were more than 40 feet tall. Mature shrubbery surrounding the
house and the garage was also removed. This greenery had screened the Property and
surrounding areas in the neighborhood from views of and noise emanating from the HRI Arbour
Mental facility located directly behind the property on Babcock Street, the Enterprise Rental Car
at 996 Commonwealth Avenue, which abuts the Property on the north side, and the traffic on
from Commonwealth Avenue. Pictures of the Property before and after the trees were removed
are submitted with this document. The removing of the vegetation cannot be reasonably be tied
to any immediate need associated with any rehabilitation or renovation of the property and is
more properly rooted in the Developer’s demonstrated lack of willingness to work in tandem
with the Town and area residents. The Developer’s actions in this contravene c. 40B guidelines
and polices, which, as you know, expressly require Developers to work in a conciliatory fashion,
wherever possible.
b. Local Historic District Designation
In response to the Applications to demolish the historic house and garage, and in response to the
destruction of the trees, the neighborhood gathered to take action. The Steering Committee was
created and multiple meetings were held to discuss forming a Crowninshield Local Historic
District. These included an open meeting at the Brookline Public Library in January 2015,
which three principals of 21 Crown attended. Eighty-four percent of the households in the
neighborhood supported forming a Local Historic District. 3 At its February 10, 2015 meeting,
the Preservation Commission unanimously approved the neighborhood’s request and has
recommended that the Crowninshield Neighborhood become a Local Historic District. The
request is currently under review by the Massachusetts Historical Commission.
The Crowninshield Neighborhood is an excellent example of effective early-20th century
suburban planning and design. Most structures were constructed between 1900 and 1927. 4 The
vast majority of buildings are designed in various interpretations of the Shingle Style, American
Arts and Crafts, Colonial and Georgian Revival styles. The neighborhood is unusual in that
nearly all of its houses were architect-designed. Several architects were highly regarded in the
Boston metropolitan area and beyond. The homes constructed before 1913, including the house
and garage on the Property, are primarily two-and-a-half story structures of similar massing
topped by a hip or gabled roof with multiple dormers. There is a small number of gambrel
shaped roofs as well. Foundations are made from of stone, brick, or poured concrete. The
houses are of wood-frame construction and clad with stucco, brick veneer or wood clapboards.
2

The Developer’s Application incorrectly states that the project will not impact any historically
significant structures.
3
The Developer never expressed opposition to forming a Local Historic District.
4
The Application describes the housing in the neighborhood as “a mix of single family and multifamily
residences.” This is incorrect. With the exception of one two-family house, every house in the
Crowninshield Neighborhood is a single family residence. There are no multi-family residences.
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Many of the houses retain their original slate or Spanish clay tile roofs. Characteristic design
details include highly articulated front entry porticos and/or porches, decorative eaves and
exposed rafter tails. Most of the homes retain their original wood window sashes, often of a
small-paned 6/6 and/or 6/1 design. Together, the houses form a cohesive neighborhood of
differentiated but compatible design. The houses are generally similar in size and mass are relate
to each other in a harmonious manner.
2. Developer’s 40B Application
On February 13, 2015, the Developer provided a copy of its Chapter 40B Project Eligibility
Application to the Planning Board. The project consists of a four-story apartment building
consisting of 20 units, 15 of which will be rented at market rate, and five of which will be
restricted affordable units (the “Building”). The plan provides for only18 parking spaces. The
Building is to be placed on the north side of the Property, where the garage currently sits, and the
parking lot is to be placed on the south side, where the house sits, directly abutting and facing
neighbors’ homes.
3. Neighborhood Concerns with the Proposal
The Neighborhood has major concerns with respect to the proposed Development’s excessive
massing and size, as well as its style and incompatibility with the neighborhood’s historic
architectural character. It also challenges any assertion by the Applicant that the proposed
Development is a transition between the neighborhood and the commercial development on
Commonwealth Avenue. Additional issues concern parking, increased traffic, and reduction of
open and green space in the neighborhood. These concerns are discussed below.
a. Excessive Massing and Size
The Developer has submitted drawings of the building and its surroundings that were prepared at
different scales and plan orientations. The drawings are schematic and lack significant or
sufficient information. However, even with the information given, it is clear that the size and
mass of the proposed apartment building is grossly disproportionate to those of the houses in the
Crowninshield Neighborhood. This conflicts with guidance given by the Massachusetts
Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) recommending that “the massing
of the [affordable housing] project should be modulated and/or stepped in perceived height, bulk
and scale to create an appropriate transition to adjoining sites.” (Handbook: Massachusetts
Department of Housing and Community Development Design Guidelines, p. 10).
The proposed building has four stories and is more than 50 feet high at the top of the ridge. (See
Architectural Narrative). There are no modulations or steps in perceived height, bulk and scale to
create an appropriate transition to the rest of the Crowninshield area. Rather, the height and bulk
of the building overwhelm the houses in the neighborhood, where no house is more than 2 ½
stories high. In this manner, the proposed Development is inconsistent with “Local Needs,”
which, in part, require that projects “promote better site and building design in relation to the
surroundings.” 760 CMR 56.02.
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b. Incompatibility of the Proposed Development’s Style with the Neighborhood
Similarly, the Proposed Development’s design does not fit into or complement the neighboring
houses. According to the MDHD, when an affordable housing structure “introduce[s] a different
form of housing” into a neighborhood of single-family homes, “it is important to mitigate the
height and scale of the buildings to adjoining sites. In this context, it is particularly important to
consider the predominant building types, setbacks, and roof lines” of the neighborhood.
(Handbook, p.10).
The Developer’s proposal fails to either meet these guidelines or exhibit any consistency with
local needs, as defined in the preceding section. Its 20-unit apartment building is one-and-a-half
times the height of neighboring houses, several times as dense, 5 and has areas that provide half
the setback. The structure overwhelms the neighboring houses.
In addition, the houses in the Crowninshield Neighborhood use a harmonious combination of
building materials and are similar in scale. An unusually large number of houses are coated with
stucco, creating one of the largest and most historically significant groupings of stucco houses in
Brookline. In terms of height, the average ridgepole height rarely exceeds 30 feet above grade,
in contrast to the 50-plus foot ridge proposed by the Developer. 6 No house in the neighborhood
has an elevation greater than 20 feet high before being interrupted by an architectural element.
The neighborhood’s houses’ hipped roofs, dormers or gables are no wider than 16 feet. Many of
the two story buildings on Crowninshield Road have large, overhanging eaves with hipped roofs
that create a horizontal massing emphasis and minimizing height.
The 21 Crown building does not carry over any of the neighborhood’s distinctive architectural
characteristics. The wide structure proposes three bays with facades that are approximately
twice as high (40') as the facades of the neighboring houses. In addition to outsizing the
neighborhood’s existing forms, these bays give the proposed building a vertical emphasis more
in keeping with row house construction than with the single-family housing that typifies the
neighborhood. The top story is not concealed within a roof volume, as is the case with other
residences. The building relies instead upon applied trim to mask a full-height wall. The
Developer does not identify the materials to be used in the building. This makes it impossible to
judge whether the materials will complement or be consistent with the rest of the structures in the
Crowninshield Neighborhood. While we acknowledge and appreciate the subjectivity of
architectural design, the Applicant has made no sincere effort to design a building that is
compatible with the neighborhood in any manner.
5

Zoning Information in the Application calculates the building’s Floor to Area Ratio as 1.39. This
number is low because the surveyor has incorrectly calculated FAR against the size of both lots (15,556
square feet). It should have calculated FAR based on the 7032 square foot lot the proposed building
would sit on, which would have shown a far higher FAR. By comparison, the existing house at 21

Crowninshield Road has a FAR of 0.44.
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The architect drops the fourth floor roof eave at different places in order to claim an average roof mean
of 40'-4".
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c. The Proposed Building Does Not Serve as a Transition between the
Neighborhood and Commonwealth Avenue.
The Developer boldly states that the proposed building will be a “transition between the
residences and the commercial edge” of the area. The premise that the neighborhood needs a
transitional design to protect it is incorrect. As evidenced by the Preservation Commission’s
report to the Massachusetts Historic Commission requesting designation of the neighborhood as
a local historic district, the neighborhood’s cohesiveness results from a landscaped border,
architectural coherence, and similarity of scale. The proposed four-story building will create an
abrupt and incongruous end to the neighborhood.
In the Architectural Narrative, the Developer asserts that it will “intensely landscape” the
Property and the 18-space parking to provide screening for the neighbors. However, the
schematics do not include any trees, bushes or other landscaping. Moreover, strips of land no
wider than 6’ separate the building from the Property’s southern, northern and western borders.
These borders are hardly sufficient to support screening landscaping. Additionally it is difficult
to lend credence to the Developer’s statement (in the Architectural Narrative) that it “takes great
pride in the quality of landscape planting” at its properties and will “continue that tradition” at 21
Crowninshield. The Developer’s claim in this regard flies in the face of the Developer’s
destruction of the trees and shrubbery that formerly graced the Property and which had served to
buffer the neighborhood from the commercial development on Commonwealth Avenue.
The unsuitability of the Proposed Project as a transition is further evidenced by the existence of a
1926 easement that was intended to act as a defining edge between the neighborhood and
Commonwealth Avenue.
d. Parking
The Developer’s plans show a large surface parking lot with 18 spaces for residents. The lot
fronts Crowninshield Road, contrary to DHCD’s affordable housing guideline that parking not
be included in the front setback. (Handbook, p.27). Moreover, the lot is located on the south side
of the Property, where it abuts a neighbor’s 100+ year old house, rather than on the north side of
the Property, which abuts the Enterprise Rental Car parking lot. The location of the parking lot
directly on the street creates a jarring contrast to the rest of the Crowninshield Neighborhood,
where homes generally have a single driveway leading to garages behind the house. It also
disturbs the visual pattern of an uninterrupted procession of houses along the street.
In addition, the 18 space parking lot will not be adequate for 20 residential units (two of which
have 3-bedrooms), especially when visitors and deliveries are taken into account. 7 Parking is
already extremely limited in the Crowninshield Neighborhood because on-street parking is
prohibited at all times. 8 Additionally, residents and visitors of the proposed Development will
7

The Developer says that 18 parking spaces will be sufficient for 20 units based on “its experience.” An
objective analysis should be undertaken.
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The neighborhood already experiences continuing problems with illegal parking. Most Monday
mornings, rental cars line up along Crowninshield Road near Enterprise while waiting to be processed
after their return.
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likely be compelled to over-park on the site or illegally park in the street, emergency vehicle
access.
e. Adverse Impact on Neighborhood Traffic
The Project’s 20 units represent a 30% increase in residences in the 61-house Crowninshield
neighborhood. This will cause significant traffic problems in a neighborhood already
experiencing traffic congestion issues.
Crowninshield Road, on which the Project is located, is one-way, heading north to
Commonwealth Avenue. It was designated as a one-way street almost forty years ago after a car
driving north hit a young boy playing in the street. The street was heavily travelled because
drivers were using it as a shortcut from Commonwealth Avenue to avoid the light at Pleasant
Street. Now, despite the one-way signs, it is still used that way, especially when the line of cars
waiting at the light stretches down Commonwealth Avenue for blocks. This portion of
Commonwealth Avenue has become one of the most congested roads in the city of Boston, due
to the construction of Agganis Way and large Boston University dormitories, and the traffic spill
over extends to the Crowninshield and adjoining neighborhoods. Drivers at Enterprise Rental
Car and the Firestone Tire at the corner of Crowninshield and Commonwealth Avenue also drive
the wrong way on the street as a shortcut. Because of its size and the addition of residents to the
neighborhood, the Project will predictably exacerbate the amount of one-way traffic on
Crowninshield Road.
The location of the parking lot in the proposal for 21 Crown creates additional traffic problems
on other streets in the neighborhood, particularly Adams Street. The proposed parking lot’s exit
is directly across from Adams Street. This will encourage cars to speed across a one-way street
to and from Adams Street. The increase in traffic on Adams Street will worsen existing
problems at the other end of Adams Street. Here, the one-block long street intersects Pleasant
Street, just south of Commonwealth Avenue. Just a zigzag away, Dummer Street intersects with
Pleasant Street from the opposite side. This creates a traffic pattern where drivers on Adams
Street and Dummer Street each decide they have the right of way to turn onto Pleasant, which
already frequently results in the cars nearly hitting each other. Cars parked on Pleasant Street
narrow the street and obstruct visibility. Further, there is often a line of cars on Pleasant Street
waiting for the light to change so they can turn onto Commonwealth Avenue. This creates a
logjam preventing traffic from exiting Dummer Street and Adams Street. The proposed
Development will exacerbate these already undesirable conditions.
f. Reduction of open and green spaces
The Developer’s First Floor Plan and the Zoning Information sheet prepared by surveyor Everett
M. Brooks and Company show that there will be no useable outdoor space in the Project. This is
visually unappealing not only for the Crowninshield neighborhood but also for future residents
of the Project. Although the Project’s plan indicates that it will have 30% “landscaped open
space,” this will be hard to realize because the land surrounding the building and parking lot is
too narrow to host mature trees or shrubbery. Failing to retain or provide adequate open space
on the Property further demonstrates the proposal’s inconsistency with local needs.
4. Conclusion
6

Simply put, the Proposed Development is poorly suited for the Neighborhood. It is vastly out of
scale and is incompatible with the neighborhood’s unique historic character. It will exacerbate
existing traffic and parking problems, and will reduce open and green space. We urge the
Planning Department to recommend to MassHousing that it reject the proposed eligibility
application.

a.
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APPENDIX 2
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To Meet Affordable Housing Needs

APPENDIX 2
PREVIOUS MUNICIPAL ACTIONS TO MEET
AFFORDABLE HOUSING NEEDS
The Department of Housing and Community Development’s regulations for Comprehensive
Permits under Chapter 40B direct that the Subsidizing Agency “tak[e] into consideration
information . . . regarding municipal actions previously taken to meet affordable housing needs
such as inclusionary zoning, [and] multi-family districts adopted under M.G.L. Chapter 40A….”
Brookline has a robust commitment to multi-family and affordable housing, which is evident in
its zoning by-laws and its funding and other support of affordable housing.
A.

Multi-Family Housing in Brookline.
Brookline has nineteen (19) zoning districts that permit multi-family housing
(more than a two-family structure) covering approximately 18% of the Town’s
land area. The impact of the Town’s zoning is clear—approximately 20,360
units, or 77% of the Town’s housing units, are in multi-family buildings.
Approximately half of Brookline households rent their homes. Of these renters,
approximately 50% pay less than 30% of household income for gross rent. This
rate is comparable to that of the entire Boston – Quincy – Cambridge
Metropolitan Statistical Area and the state average.

B.

Affordable Housing in Brookline.
Brookline has a longstanding commitment to affordable housing and has often
been cited by state officials as an exemplar community for creating and
preserving opportunities for affordable and multi-family housing that address the
goals of Chapter 40B. As of August, 2013, approximately 2,118 of the Town’s
26,201 dwelling units (US Census, 2010), or just over 8%, qualified for the
Subsidized Housing Inventory, with another 78 units completed or in the pipeline
that are Chapter 40B eligible, as well as an additional 73 occupied affordable
units serving households with incomes between 80% and 110% of area-median
income. The current 40B-eligible units include 923 units owned by the Brookline
Housing Authority; 403 subsidized rental units owned by private investors; 707
subsidized rental units owned or controlled by non-profit organizations; and 85
owner-occupied homeownership units. Of the Chapter 40B-eligible units, 233
contain three or more bedrooms.
The Town has expended substantial municipal resources in support of all of its
affordable housing programs and initiatives, facilitating the development and
preservation of affordable housing, as more fully discussed below. Since 1992,
the Town has spent more than $20 million of Town appropriations, Housing Trust
Funds, and Town controlled resources to support affordable housing. This is in
addition to the more than $10 million ($9.7 million on operations and $1.1 million
on property modernization) expended annually by the Brookline Housing
Authority. In 1987, the Town established an Affordable Housing Trust Fund,

under the control of the Housing Advisory Board and the Board of Selectmen.
The Town has regularly directed a portion of the Town’s Free Cash to the Trust
Fund under circumstances where the unreserved Fund balance is less than $5
million, in order to ensure that significant resources are available without need for
Town Meeting action whenever opportunities to support affordable housing
projects arise. In accordance with this policy, the Town deposited $555,000 into
the Trust Fund in FY2014.
In 2005, the Town completed a multi-year comprehensive planning process,
which reaffirmed affordable housing as one of the Town’s most important longstanding goals and challenges and established an overall goal of at least 10%
affordability, consistent with Chapter 40B, and an annual goal of 25 new
affordable units per year through conversion or new construction. The Town has
adhered to its commitment in both the creation of new affordable housing and the
preservation of affordability in “expiring use buildings.” Since 2002, the Town
has added 246 new affordable units, 60% of which serve families.
C.

Brookline’s Affordable Housing Policies, Programs and Initiatives.
Under the direction of the Town’s Housing Advisory Board, which provides
advice and recommendations on the Town’s affordable housing policies and
initiatives, and the Housing Division of the Town’s Department of Planning and
Community Development, staffed by three (3) housing professionals who are
responsible for implementing housing policy, the Town has employed a multifaceted approach to increasing and preserving the Town’s affordable housing
stock. As discussed below, the Town uses virtually all possible opportunities and
strategies to accomplish its goals, including regulatory incentives such as
inclusionary zoning policies; financial and technical assistance to non- and forprofit property owners and developers to preserve existing affordable units and
create additional affordable units through conversion and new construction; tax
incentives; the utilization of Chapter 40B in Town-supported affordable housing
developments; and technical and financial assistance to those seeking to purchase,
rent and rehabilitate affordable homes in Brookline.
1.

Inclusionary Zoning.
The Town has significantly increased the number of affordable housing
units in mixed-income developments through the Town’s inclusionary
zoning provisions set forth in Section 4.08 of the Town’s zoning by-law.
Adopted in 1987 and revised several times since then, these provisions
require developers of residential projects with 6 or more units to offer at
least 15% of the units to households with incomes under 100% of area
median income. At least two-thirds of these units must meet Chapter 40B
requirements, that is, serve households with incomes under 80% of area
median. In lieu of providing on-site units, developers of projects with 15
or fewer units may choose to make a cash payment to the Town’s Housing

Trust in accordance with a specific schedule. This cash payment is based
upon a percent of the sales price of each unit minus $125,000 (the imputed
price of an affordable unit). The percent charged ranges from 3% for a 6unit project to 9.75% for a 15-unit project, encouraging developers at the
higher end to provide on-site units.
Between 1996 and the present, these inclusionary zoning provisions have
directly produced 96 affordable rental and condominium units (74 of
which serve households with incomes under 80% AMI) in 18 properties,
and another 7 units in 2 properties are under development. In addition, the
zoning by-law has resulted in $6.4 million in contributions to the Town’s
Housing Trust Fund. This source, along with $3.3 million in Town
appropriations and $1.4 million in investment income, has resulted in total
revenues of $11.1 million to the Housing Trust since its inception in 1987.
Housing Trust allocations have already leveraged much greater amounts
of State, federal and private funding for Brookline projects.
Examples of projects developed under the Town’s inclusionary zoning
program include:
Goddard House, a 115-unit development, providing 17 belowmarket, assisted-living units to low- and moderate-income seniors;
Longwood Towers, the addition of 26 units to an existing rental
complex, resulting in 2 new on-site affordable units and 4
affordable units in an existing building off-site;
Kendall Crescent, a 35-unit development combining preservation
of a former public school and new construction, and providing 5
affordable condominium units, including one fully accessible unit;
Cypress Lofts, a newly constructed 45-unit condominium in which
the Applicant retained 5 units for low-income renters.
Park Place Condominium, a newly constructed 9-unit
condominium with 2 affordable units;
The Hammondswood, a newly constructed 59-unit condominium,
providing 9 affordable units; and
The Parkway, a newly construction 16-unit condominium with 2
affordable units.

2.

New Affordable Housing Development.
Brookline has provided financial support and assistance to developers of
new affordable housing, including projects on private properties, as well
as Town and other publicly-owned properties. These Town-funded
developments went through an extensive planning process, resulting in
designs compatible with the surrounding neighborhoods as more
particularly described below.
The Olmsted Hill project, completed in 2012, is located on a 4.8 acre
former Town-owned reservoir site in the single-family neighborhood of
Fisher Hill. After several years of community planning and developer
selection, the Town partnered with New Atlantic Development
Corporation, which dismantled and filled two underground reservoirs,
created a subdivision, sold 10 market-rate, single-family lots, and
developed an affordable condominium complex. This project contains 24
affordable two and three bedroom units in three buildings, including 12
units that will serve families with incomes up to 80% of AMI and 12 units
that will serve families with incomes up to 100% of AMI. The 2 ½ -story
and 3-story multi-family buildings are designed to harmonize with the
surrounding single family neighborhood by resembling a large estate
home and carriage house. Permanent subsidy provided by the Town for
the affordable units includes $1,273,982 in HOME funds, as well as
$820,605 from Brookline’s Housing Trust, $2,326,600 in revenue from
the sale of the lots and a discount to the developer by the Town on the
value of the land. All 24 units were sold with long-term deed restrictions.
In 1999, the Town began working with the Archdiocese of Boston
Planning Office for Urban Affairs (POUA) to develop St. Aidan’s Church
as a “friendly 40B” development. POUA submitted an application to the
Board of Appeals that conformed with redevelopment principles and
guidelines established by community process. The 59-unit development
was completed in 2009, and includes 36 affordable units (20 low-income
rental and 16 homeownership units); preservation of the church building
through adaptive reuse; and conservation of open space and specimen
trees. The 3-to 5-story buildings are organized around common green
space designed for passive and active recreation. The Town’s contribution
of $6.1 million in Housing Trust, HOME and CDBG monies leveraged $5
million in gap funding from the state and $4.5 million from private
investors under the federal Low Income Housing Tax Credit program.
This project was identified by Housing and Community Development
Undersecretary Aaron Gornstein during his introductory remarks at the
September 28, 2012 conference on Chapter 40B, co-sponsored by DHCD
and CHAPA, among others.

At present, the Town is supporting the Brookline Housing Authority in its
first venture as a developer of privately owned affordable housing. The
Town is providing $542,331 in predevelopment funds and a total
commitment of up to $1.7 million towards the development of a 32-unit
Low Income Housing Tax Credit project, to be constructed on an existing
under-utilized parking lot serving the BHA’s Trustman Apartments. The
project already has zoning approval, is shovel-ready, and is awaiting a
final allocation of state funding and tax credits.
3.

Renovation of Existing Affordable Housing Units
The Town supports the preservation of existing affordable housing by
providing funding for capital improvements. The Town regularly funds
improvements at Brookline Housing Authority developments, to which it
has contributed over $2.3 million. It also has assisted various residences
serving individuals with special needs, including a total of $363,000 to
Humanity House, a home for 10 developmentally disabled individuals,
and $614,000 to a Pine Street Inn project in Brookline, a lodging house at
1043-1045 Beacon Street which serves 28 low-income individuals.
Federal AARA dollars were allocated by the Town for energy-saving
improvements to several properties controlled by nonprofits, including
properties under the umbrella of Specialized Housing, Inc., which serves
disabled adults at several locations in Brookline. The Town and the BHA
have proven their commitment to modernizing and improving the Town’s
existing affordable housing stock.

4.

Redevelopment of Existing Market Rate Housing.
Brookline has provided extensive financial and technical assistance to
property owners and for-profit and non-profit entities proposing to
redevelop existing market rate housing into affordable housing units.
Currently the Town is working with the Pine Street Inn on strategies to
preserve two lodging houses at 51-53 and 55-57 Beals Street. These long
term lodging houses have been managed by Pine Street under a lease with
the owners since 2004 and Pine Street Inn now has an opportunity to
exercise an option to purchase. The Town has committed approximately
$1.3 million towards acquisition costs for the project. As a result of recent
changes to the Town’s zoning by-law and lodging house regulations, the
Pine Street Inn will be able to redevelop the buildings into approximately
31 “enhanced” single room occupancy (SRO) units including small
bathrooms and mini-kitchenettes.
In 2001, the Town financed the purchase of a dilapidated lodging house at
1754 Beacon Street by the non-profit Brookline Improvement Coalition,
Inc. (BIC), the Town’s Community Housing Development Organization,
and assisted BIC in the selection of a non-profit developer to rehabilitate,

own and manage the lodging house. Pine Street Inn, the successful
applicant, used the Town’s investment of over $907,000 in HOME monies
to leverage an additional $1.6 million commitment from three state
sources for the rehabilitation of this historic building. The 14 rooms and
efficiencies, permanently affordable for income-eligible persons, were
occupied in the fall of 2003. The project has been both nationally
recognized for innovative use of HOME funds and by the Massachusetts
Historic Commission as an exemplary preservation project.
During the summer of 2002, the Housing Division staff learned of another
deteriorated lodging house on the market at 1876 Beacon Street. After
several affordable lodging house operators viewed the property, the Town
agreed to support Caritas Communities, Inc., in acquiring the building. At
the same time, the developer of Longyear Estates was seeking property to
satisfy its off-site affordable housing obligation under the inclusionary
provisions of the Town’s zoning by-law. By partnering Caritas with
Longyear and supporting Caritas in advocating for additional funding
from state agencies, the Town was able to assure that Caritas received the
$1.1 million in gap funding required to complete the acquisition,
rehabilitation and long-term affordability of another 15 S.R.O. units for
lower-income individuals.
At the end of 2003, the Town was notified of the sale of a 6-family
building at 154-156 Boylston Street. BIC purchased and completed the
rehabilitation and occupancy of this building in 2005 with $593,000 in
Town-controlled CDBG funds, leveraging about $500,000 in gap funding
from the Massachusetts Housing Partnership.
5.

Preservation of Affordability in Expiring Use and Other Projects.
Brookline also has actively sought to preserve affordability in its existing
housing stock. One strategy has been to extend affordability at the
Town’s “expiring use” properties.
For example, in 2001, the Town assisted the Hebrew Rehabilitation Center
for the Aged (Hebrew Rehab) in connection with its acquisition and
rehabilitation of the senior housing at 100 and 112 Centre Street and 1550
Beacon Street, three such “expiring use” properties. The Town’s
commitment of $1 million in Housing Trust funds and an agreement to
terminate the projects’ 121A tax agreements gave this non-profit the
competitive edge needed to purchase the properties. At that time, only
about 280 of 516 units were still affordable, with a potential loss of
another 160 affordable units when restrictions expired in 10 to 15 years.
As a result of the Town’s commitment, Hebrew Rehab acquired and
modernized the properties, and is operating them under the name of Center
Communities of Brookline, with at least 60% (338) units preserved as
affordable for an additional 40 years.

In 2004, the Town modified its 121A tax agreement with the owner of the
subsidized project at 1371 Beacon Street, resulting in the extension of the
affordability of the project’s 30 units until 2028. The Town also
negotiated with the Board of the 116-unit Brookline Cooperative,
preserving 32 units as affordable condominium units, when the Co-op
converted upon the expiration of the original HUD mortgage guarantee.
6.

Other Affordable Housing Activities and Funding.
The Town actively supports affordable homeownership in several ways. It
has operated a first-time homebuyer down payment assistance program
since 1992. With assistance increasing over the years from a maximum of
$25,000 to a maximum of $175,000 per buyer, the program has provided
over $5 million in HOME and CDBG funds, with some of this total
reflecting the recycling of loan payoffs upon resale. In addition, since all
new units are sold subject to permanent deed restrictions, the Town
regularly exercises its right of first refusal by identifying an eligible buyer
upon unit resale.
The Town also has dedicated HOME-funded operating support to BIC,
which has collaborated with the Town in carrying out several projects in
addition to those already noted. Over the past three years, the Town
administered a recently concluded $667,400 Homelessness Prevention and
Rapid Rehousing Program.

In short, unlike many communities in the Commonwealth, Brookline’s efforts to create, promote
and preserve multi-family and affordable housing have been long-standing, committed,
comprehensive and effective. Brookline has committed significant Town resources to these
efforts and has made measurable progress in creating and preserving affordable housing. Unlike
many 40B projects, much of the affordable housing that has been created in the Town is subject
to permanent affordability restrictions. Through its own efforts and close cooperation with
private developers, Brookline has demonstrated that affordable housing does not need to be
incompatible with sound planning objectives, environmental concerns or its surrounding
community.

