City of Cambridge BEUDO Review Board
Public Meeting
Zoom Virtual Meeting
June 3, 2026, at 4:00 pm

View recording here, password: @&*b.2us

Board Members in Attendance: John Boehs, Margery Davies, Peter Glick, Joe Higgins,
Andrew Richardson, Benjamin Silverman, Liz Reichart, and Kay Mammo.

Board Members not in Attendance: Vivan Malkani

Staff Present: Susanne Rasmussen, Nikhil Nadkarni, Jennifer Ballew, and Cameron Macuch.

Call Meeting to Order

4:00 pm: A meeting of the Building Energy Use Disclosure Ordinance Review Board, hereafter
referred to as (BEUDO) was called to order on June 3, 2026 at 4:00 pm. This meeting was held
virtually.

Roll Call

4:01 pm: The following BEUDO Review Board members were in attendance: John Boehs,
Margery Davies, Peter Glick, Joe Higgins, Andrew Richardson, Benjamin Silverman, Liz
Reichart, and Kay Mammo. The following BEUDO Review Board member(s) were in not
attendance: Vivan Malkani.

The following Office of Sustainability staff were in attendance: Susanne Rasmussen, Nikhil
Nadkarni, Jennifer Ballew, and Cameron Macuch.

Others: Approximately two (2) members of the public attended this meeting.

First Agenda Item: Approval of April 15, 2026 Meeting Minutes

4:05 pm: Board Member P. Glick noted the word “vice” missing before the word “chair” in the
third bullet on page three (3) of the meeting minutes. City staff member C. Macuch stated this
revision would be reflected in the finalized version, upon Board approval. The Review Board
voted to approve the April 15, 2026 Meeting Minutes with corrections. Board Member M.
Davies made a motion to approve the meeting minutes. Board Member K. Mammo seconded the
motion. Eight (8) Board members voted in favor. Zero (0) Board member(s) voted against. Zero
(0) Board member(s) abstained. The motion carried at 4:05 pm.




Second Agenda Item: CP1161, 767 Concord Avenue & 55 Spinelli Place Administrative
Modification Plan Application

4:05 pm: Staff Comments

City staff member C. Macuch presented staff comments on the CP1161, 767 Concord Avenue &
55 Spinelli Place Administrative Modification Plan Application. The Covered Property
comprises two Non-Residential buildings totaling 33,740 Covered Square Feet. One building
received its Certificate of Occupancy in 2024, establishing Default Baseline years 2025-2026 for
the Covered Property. The applicant met all eligibility requirements for hardship consideration
under the Baseline vacancy criteria, supported by documentation including a vacancy letter and
lease agreement. Staff noted that due to partial occupancy of the buildings during the Default
Baseline years, the applicant requested shifting the Baseline period forward to 2026-2027.

4:07 pm: Board Q&A

Board Member J. Boehs opened the Q&A with a clarifying question regarding Covered Square
Footage. He noted that the application materials referenced different square footages across
multiple documents, including the narrative section of the application, ENERGY STAR Portfolio
Manager, and the BEUDO Covered Properties Tool. Board Member J. Boehs asked for
clarification on the actual square footage for each building.

e Applicant representative, D. Last, responded that two buildings comprise the Covered
Property and that rounding in the narrative created some variation. He explained that
33,740 square feet is the correct combined total. He added that discrepancies between
ENERGY STAR values and Cambridge’s Covered Square Footage occur because
ENERGY STAR excludes certain areas, such as open-air covered parking, that
Cambridge includes.

Board Member J. Boehs followed up to note that the ENERGY STAR figures for the two
buildings add to the same total Covered Square Feet, suggesting the two values may have been
transposed.

e D. Last acknowledged the possibility, noting he did not have the BEUDO Covered
Properties Tool in front of him but confirmed that the application’s formal entries used
the correct values.

e C(City staff member J. Ballew added context, explaining that Portfolio Manager data,
including listed square footage, is often used for many reporting purposes unrelated to
BEUDO, and therefore building owners are not required to adjust ENERGY STAR’s
gross floor area to match Cambridge’s BEUDO-Covered Square Footage. She confirmed
that the transposition error occurred only in the narrative section, not in the formal
application fields, and that those fields were correct.



Board Member M. Davies asked whether the applicant’s justification for shifting the Baseline
years—specifically the building being under 50% occupied in 2025—was accurate.

e D. Last confirmed that the two tenants moved in at staggered times (one in early 2025,
the other months later), causing average occupancy to remain below 50%.

Board Member M. Davies then asked City staff whether BEUDO regulations include any
quantitative threshold a building has to hit in order to be considered occupied or not fully
occupied. She further inquired if someone could change their Baseline year if a building was not
fully occupied for a month and noted that the Board’s decision on this application could inform
precedents for later application review.

e C(City staff member J. Ballew confirmed that BEUDO currently has no strict percentage
threshold for determining Baseline-year vacancy. She explained that a more formal
definition of vacancy is planned for a future phase of regulations, but that this definition
is intended for the purpose of annual exemptions, not Baseline years. This definition will
likely not translate well to Baseline years. For Baseline adjustments, the intent of the
Board’s discussion and decision is to take the information and evidence provided by the
applicant regarding vacancy of their Covered Property and determine if it is suitable to
move that Baseline year. It is up to the Board’s discretion to judge vacancy based on the
evidence presented by the applicant rather than a fixed rule.

Board Member M. Davies followed with another question regarding the relationship between
ENERGY STAR Portfolio Manager metrics and BEUDO emissions metrics.

e C(City staff member J. Ballew explained that ENERGY STAR scores are required because
the Ordinance mandates that all hardship applications include some form of audit or
technical analysis. For Administrative Modifications, ENERGY STAR Portfolio Manager
scores provide a lower-lift alternative to a full audit. The Board is not expected to analyze
those values in depth, but they do provide a general snapshot of the building’s current
performance.

Board Member P. Glick raised a concern about whether allowing applicants to shift their
Baseline years into the future could inadvertently allow them to increase energy use in the
chosen Baseline year, thereby improving their compliance position.

o City staff member S. Rasmussen responded that Baseline adjustments exist to prevent
penalizing owners whose buildings were not fully occupied during the original Baseline.

Board Member P. Glick clarified that the answer to his question may be that such an instance
could not be prevented.



e C(City staff member S. Rasmussen explained for this application, the Baseline adjustment
does not change emissions reductions since emissions reductions will start in 2030, as the
building is under 100,00 Covered Square Feet.

Board Member B. Silverman added that in the present case, the risk of “gaming” is low because
the buildings are tenant-occupied, limiting the Owner’s ability to "game the system.” He noted
that the Board’s review process itself is intended to protect against such scenarios.

Board Member L. Reichart added that the application appeared to be a straightforward correction
that accurately reflects the building’s occupancy and energy-use patterns.

Board Members J. Higgins, K. Mammo, and L. Reichart indicated they had no additional
questions.

Board Member B. Silverman then asked whether the applicant was preparing for upcoming
BEUDO compliance deadlines with a shorter timeline in mind.

e D. Last confirmed that internal discussions had begun, and that the older building is
likely to be the primary focus for future efficiency improvements, as the newer building
is already more efficient.

4:26 pm: Public Comment
No public comments.
4:27 pm: Board Discussion

Board Member M. Davies stated her belief that the application was reasonable and that she was
in favor of approving it.

4:29 pm: Board Member B. Silverman made a motion to approve CP1161, 767 Concord Avenue
& 55 Spinelli Place Administrative Modification Plan Application. Board Member P. Glick
seconded the motion. Eight (8) Board members voted in favor. Zero (0) Board member(s) voted
against. Zero (0) Board member(s) abstained.

In-favor: Boehs, Davies, Glick, Higgins, Mammo, Reichart, Richardson, and Silverman.
Against: None
Abstaining: None

Absent: Malkani

Meeting Adjournment



4:30 pm: Board Member K. Mammo made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Board Member J.

Higgins seconded the motion. All Board Members in attendance (8) voted in favor. The motion
carried at 4:30 pm.

Documents used by the Board during the meeting:
e Posted agenda 5/28/26
e Draft public meeting minutes of 4/15/26
e Posted slides of 6/3/26 meeting
e (CPIl161 Administrative Modification 767 Concord Ave application
o CPI1161 Administrative Modification 767 Concord Ave staff comments



