
City of Cambridge BEUDO Review Board 

Public Meeting 

Zoom Virtual Meeting 

April 15, 2026, at 4:00 pm 

View recording here, password: Zl69u*pP 

Approved as corrected on June 3, 2026 

Board Members in Attendance: John Boehs, Margery Davies, Peter Glick, Joe Higgins, 

Andrew Richardson, Benjamin Silverman, Liz Reichart, Vivan Malkani, and Kay Mammo. 

Board Members not in Attendance:  

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

Call Meeting to Order  

The meeting was called to order by S. Rasmussen, City of Cambridge Deputy Climate Chief, 

acting as proxy chair for this inaugural meeting until Board officers were elected. 

4:01 pm: A meeting of the Building Energy Use Disclosure Ordinance, hereafter referred to as 

(BEUDO) was called to order on April 15 at 4:01 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, Vivan Malkani, and Kay Mammo. 

The following Office of Sustainability staff were in attendance: Susanne Rasmussen, Nikhil 

Nadkarni, Jennifer Ballew, and Cameron Macuch. 

Others: Approximately five (5) members of the public attended this meeting. 

First Agenda Item: Chair and Vice Chair Nominations & Elections 

4:04 pm: S. Rasmussen facilitated nominations and election for the position of Review Board 

chair. 

• S. Rasmussen shared initial nominations for chair received in writing. 

o Nominees: 

▪ A. Richardson 

▪ B. Silverman 

▪ L. Reichart 
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▪ M. Davies 

▪ P. Glick 

▪ V. Malkani 

• S. Rasmussen asked each nominee if they accepted or declined the nomination. 

o All nominees declined the nomination. 

• S. Rasmussen facilitated a second round of nominations, calling for additional 

nominations from the floor. 

o In the second round of nominations, additional nominations were made: 

▪ Board Member P. Glick nominated Board Member J. Higgins and Board 

Member J. Boehs for the position of chair. 

o Both nominees declined the nomination. 

• Board Member V. Malkani inquired about the path forward if the Review Board is not 

able to elect a chair. 

• Board Member V. Malkani asked if there is flexibility on the length of the 3-year chair 

term. 

o S. Rasmussen explained that while the chair appointment is a three-year 

appointment, the chair may choose to step down earlier. 

• Board Member V. Malkani added that it may be beneficial for the Review Board 

members to agree that the chair position may rotate more frequently than 3 years. 

• S. Rasmussen asked N. Nadkarni to confirm that there is no prohibition to a shorter chair 

term in the BEUDO Ordinance. 

o N. Nadkarni confirmed that the ordinance states that the Review Board members 

will elect a member every three years to serve as chair. The ordinance requires 

that a Review Board chair is elected no less than every three years. 

• Board Member A. Richardson revoked his decision to decline his nomination for chair 

and accepted the nomination for chair. 

• S. Rasmussen reiterated that Board Member A. Richardson has accepted nomination for 

chair, with the understanding that elections for chair may happen more frequently, but not 

less frequently, than every three years. 

• S. Rasmussen invited Board Member A. Richardson to share a statement of candidacy. 

o Board Member A. Richardson shared a statement of candidacy including 

experience as an architect coordinating complex teams, skills in facilitating 

meetings, balancing stakeholder interests, and managing technical input. 

4:16 pm: S. Rasmussen conducted a roll-call vote for the election of Board Member A. 

Richardson for the position of Review Board chair. The Board voted to elect Board Member A. 

Richardson to the position of Review Board chair. All Board Members in attendance (9) voted in 

favor; J. Boehs, M. Davies, P. Glick, J. Higgins, A. Richardson, B. Silverman, L. Reichart, V. 

Malkani, and K. Mammo. The motion to elect A. Richardson as chair of the Review Board 

carried at 4:17 pm.  



4:18 pm: S. Rasmussen facilitated nominations and election for the position of Review Board 

vice chair. 

• S. Rasmussen requested approval from Chair A. Richardson to facilitate nominations and 

election for the position of Review Board vice chair. 

• Chair A. Richardson approved S. Rasmussen’s continued facilitation. 

• S. Rasmussen shared initial nominations for vice chair received in writing. 

o V. Malkani 

o P. Glick 

o L. Reichart 

o B. Silverman 

o A. Richardson (withdrawn due to election as Chair) 

• S. Rasmussen asked each nominee if they accepted or declined the nomination. 

o V. Malkani – accepted 

o L. Reichart – accepted 

o P. Glick – declined 

o B. Silverman – declined 

• S. Rasmussen invited Board Member V. Malkani and Board Member L. Reichart to share 

statements of candidacy. 

o Board Member V. Malkani emphasized facilitation skills, consulting background, 

and experience in building electrification. Indicated an intention to vote for Board 

Member L. Reichart, highlighting relevant board experience. 

o Board Member L. Reichart described experience implementing Washington 

State’s building performance standard, familiarity with reviewing applications, 

managing trackers, and administrative processes such as running meetings under 

Robert’s Rules. 

• S. Rasmussen asked C. Macuch to set a timer for two minutes, allowing Review Board 

members time to contemplate their vote. 

4:24 pm: S. Rasmussen conducted a roll-call vote for the election of Board Member V. Malkani 

or L. Reichart for the position of Review Board vice chair. The Board voted to elect Board 

Member L. Reichart to the position of Review Board vice chair. Two (2) Board members, A. 

Richardson and M. Davies, voted in favor of V. Malkani for vice chair, with seven (7) Board 

members opposed; J. Boehs, P. Glick, J. Higgins, B. Silverman, L. Reichart, V. Malkani, and K. 

Mammo. Seven (7) Board members voted in favor of L. Reichart for vice chair; J. Boehs, P. 

Glick, J. Higgins, B. Silverman, L. Reichart, V. Malkani, and K. Mammo, with two (2) Board 

members opposed; A. Richardson and M. Davies. The motion to elect L. Reichart as vice chair of 

the Review Board carried at 4:26 pm. 

Second Agenda Item: Review Board Rules 



4:28 pm: C. Macuch presented a high-level overview of the six (6) sections of the draft Board 

Rules. Section one (1) covers the Review Board Rules adoption process and provides 

background on the rules, such as a quorum of the Board must adopt Review Board Rules during 

a regular meeting and may change them at a regular meeting. The adopted Review Board Rules 

will be published on the city website. Section two (2) includes definitions of key terms such as 

“Board,” “Owner,” “Applicant,” “Member,” and “OOS.” Section three (3) covers Board 

composition and officer roles, including how the Board is appointed, when chairs are elected, 

and who acts as chair in the chair’s absence. Section four (4) details meeting procedures, such as 

meeting cadence and start time, meeting notices, and approval of meeting minutes. Section five 

(5) outlines time limits for Applicant presentations and public comment, guidelines on hearing 

continuances, and Board deliberation. Section six (6) covers timelines on Board decisions for 

Hardship Compliance Plans and Deferral Plans and the final steps for the signing and filing of 

approved Plans. 

4:31 pm: Board Q&A 

• Board Member M. Davies inquired about Section 5.17 of the draft Review Board Rules and 

asked what happens if the Board cannot make a decision in one (1) meeting and expressed 

concern over absent Board members resulting in a lack of quorum to make decisions on an 

application.  

o C. Macuch clarified that under Open Meeting Law, members may miss one hearing 

session and still be able to vote if they certify in writing that they have examined all 

evidence received at the missed session. If the Board feels that they do not have 

enough information to come to a decision on a hearing, they have the discretion to 

continue the hearing to a public meeting at a later date, to give time for the Applicant 

or City staff to address Board concerns.  

o S. Rasmussen added that the Board is to still operate within the 65-day decision 

deadline. The Board may, with the approval of an applicant, move to extend a hearing 

beyond the 65-day decision window if needed. 

• Board Member V. Malkani commented on Section 5.11 of the draft Review Board Rules, 

stated that it would be helpful if written testimonies were sent to the Board on the Friday 

prior to the meeting, and inquired what Board members should expect these testimonies to 

cover.  

o C. Macuch explained that Review Board could make a revision to adjust the 

deadline for written testimonies and stated that the proposed Monday deadline 

intended to give members of the public time to see and respond to meeting notices 

and agendas. Written testimonies are an alternative to public comments provided 

during the public meeting during the public comment period. Written testimonies 

may include a member of the public’s insight into a given hearing. 

o S. Rasmussen added that Open Meeting Law states that meeting agendas must be 

posted no later than 48 hours prior to the public meeting. City staff intends to 



publish the meeting agenda earlier than 48 hours prior to the public meeting, but 

the draft deadline for written testimony would allow time for public testimony in 

a last-minute scenario. 

• Board Member V. Malkani asked if application materials will be posted publicly as part of 

the meeting agenda and how much information members of the public will have when 

providing comments. 

o C. Macuch explained that Open Meeting Law requires that meeting notices and 

agendas are posted 48 hours in advance of the meeting. City staff intend to post 

application materials and other meeting materials at the same time as the meeting 

notice. The meeting materials for the April 15, 2026, meeting were publicly posted 

the prior Friday. 

• Board Member V. Malkani noted that the Board may have another conversation later about 

what the Board expects the norms to be. 

• Board Member J. Higgins inquired about Section 5 of the draft Review Board Rules and if, 

following public comment, the applicant would be afforded opportunity to respond to any 

issues raised during the hearing. 

o C. Macuch clarified that the draft Rules outline that an Applicant will have the 

opportunity to present if they would like. The Board may decide in the future that 

certain applications, such as Administrative Modifications, may not necessitate 

applicant presentations. Applicant presentations for Long-term and Short-term 

Hardship Compliance Plans will likely be encouraged. The Applicant will share their 

request during their presentation, after which the Review Board members will ask 

questions. City staff or the Applicant themselves, will respond to Board questions, 

allowing the Applicant the opportunity to answer questions and clarify potential 

misunderstandings. 

o J. Ballew pointed to Section 5.9 and 5.10 of the draft Review Board Rules as the rules 

that guide dialogue amongst meeting participants. Comments and responses from 

members of the public during public comment will go through the chair and there will 

not be cross examination of the public and the Applicant. 

o Chair Richardson added that the Board may generally allow applicants to have a 

chance to respond to any comments that have been made. 

o S. Rasmussen highlighted that cross examination between the Applicants and 

members of the public is explicitly not permitted. 

• Board Member J. Boehs asked about Section 2 of the draft Review Board Rules and asked 

City staff to confirm if any of those definitions are the same as what is in the BEUDO 

Regulations. 

o C. Macuch explained that the term “Owner” in the draft Review Board Rules is 

directly from the BEUDO Ordinance; other definitions apply only to the Board Rules. 



4:46 pm: Board Member P. Glick made a motion to adopt the Review Board Rules as proposed. 

Board Member L. Reichart seconded the motion. All Board Members in attendance (9) voted in 

favor. The motion carried at 4:47 pm. 

Meeting Adjournment 

4:49 pm: Board Member M. Davies made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Board Member V. 

Malkani seconded the motion. All Board Members in attendance (9) voted in favor. The motion 

carried at 4:50 pm. 


