Land Use Committee Report

City of Newton
In City Council

Tuesday, May 26, 2020

Present: Councilors Lipof (Chair), Kelley, Greenberg, Auchincloss, Markiewicz, Downs, Bowman, Laredo
Also Present: Councilors Albright, Norton, Malakie, Gentile, Krintzman, Crossley, Wright

City Staff Present: Chief Planner Neil Cronin, Associate City Solicitor Jonah Temple, Senior Planner
Michael Gleba

All  Special Permit Plans, Plan Memoranda and Application Materials can be found at
http://www.newtonma.gov/gov/aldermen/special permits/current special permits.asp. Presentations
for each project can be found at the end of this report.

#244-20 Petition to amend Special Permit #105-95 to allow new units at Cabot Park
KRE-BSL HUSKY CABOT PARK LLC petition for SPECIAL PERMIT/SITE PLAN APPROVAL to
amend Special Permit Board Order #105-95 to construct a five-story addition with 18 new
units and common accessory use space, extending the non-conforming structure to the
extent necessary and to determine density and dimensional controls at 280 Newtonville
Avenue, Ward 2, on land known as Section 22 Block 07 Lot 48, containing approximately
146,435 sq. ft. of land in a district zoned MULTI RESIDENCE 3. Ref: Sec.7.3.3,7.4,3.2.2.A.3,
7.8.2.C.1 of Chapter 30 of the City of Newton Rev Zoning Ord, 2017.

Action: Land Use Held 8-0; Public Hearing Continued

Note: Attorney Alan Schlesinger represented the petitioner KRE-BSL Husky Cabot Park, LLC. Atty.
Schlesinger presented the request to amend Special Permit Board Order #105-95 to allow the
construction of 18 new dwelling units at Cabot Park Village with enhancement of interior program
facilities. As part of the project, the petitioner proposes to designate three units as affordable. Atty.
Schlesinger noted that currently there are 100 units for independent seniors at the site, accessed from
Munroe Street. He stated that Cabot Park Village has become an important resource that allows families
to live near each other. Atty. Schlesinger explained that the City’s Newton Leads 2040 Housing strategy
suggests that the population over 65 will increase by 5,000 residents between 2010 — 2030, while the
population of residents aged 45-65 is expected to decline. Benchmark Development Director Mike
Cantalupa presented details of program as shown on the attached presentation. Mr. Cantalupa explained
that benchmark has 62 senior living communities with several in Newton. Cabot Park Executive Director
Todd Raymond noted that it is the intent to focus on community engagement and resident connection.
He explained that as part of the project, enhancements to the on-site facilities are proposed. These
enhancements include: a new lobby with concierge and bistro, lounge space in the lobby, a new living
room, a refinished dining room, community space for presentations and activities, and a green area to
supplement the pool and fitness center. Mr. Raymond noted that they have and continue to work closely
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with Ward 2 Councilors and members of the community. Architect for the project David Udelsman
presented details of the project as shown on the attached presentation. Mr. Udelsman confirmed that
access will remain from Munroe Street and the park will not be impacted. The proposed addition will
extend out and over the existing cul-de-sac drop off, which will be recreated, underneath the building
creating a covered drop-off. The proposed design uses similar architecture as the current facilities. Mr.
Udelsman noted that it is the petitioner has worked hard to ensure that existing deciduous trees and
larger pines on the site can be preserved. Planning Horizons Traffic Engineer Lou Mercuri noted that the
100 parking spaces on-site are available for residents (41, permitted), open to accommodate visitors (39)
and allocated for use by the Cabot School (20). He noted that the Cabot School spaces are typically used
until mid-afternoon and approximately 12/20 are used. He stated that the parking demand for the site
(including the proposed expansion) is 66 spaces and noted that the parking study indicates that even
during the busiest times, there are approximately 28 available parking spaces.

Atty. Schlesinger noted that based on the Planning Memo, the petitioner will be filing some supplemental
information to include; a revised Engineering plan with the relocated water main (requested by the
Engineering Department), a revised landscape plan with additional plantings south of the
walkway/adjacent to the building, and a revised fencing plan on the westerly boundary to show a PVC
fence not a chain link fence. Atty. Schlesinger noted that Associate City Engineer John Daghlian submitted
a finding on the 1&I fee of $160,000 dollars. While the petitioner intends to pay the I&I fee, it is their
intent to have a discussion with the Planning Department as to whether to request that the Council
allocates a portion of that to other local improvements.

Senior Planner Michael Gleba reviewed the requested relief, criteria for consideration, zoning, land use,
proposed plans and photos of the site as shown on the attached presentation. Mr. Gleba noted that the
Planning Department is still working with the petitioner to determine compliance with the Inclusionary
housing requirements and noted that they have asked the petitioner to consider extending the number
of affordable units. Mr. Gleba noted that a request has been made that the petitioner consider additional
screening and landscaping.

The Public Hearing was Opened.

Greg Antoine, 40 Salisbury Road, questioned the definition of affordable based on the individuals living
in the community and questioned how the units will increase the diversity of the community?

Jennifer Sula, 167 Munroe Street, has been in contact with the petitioner. Ms. Sula asked that during
construction and post construction, petitioner should continue to work to ensure that deliveries are not
in the middle of the night, garbage is collected during office hours and that during construction they
adhere to construction hours and ensure that no trucks and vehicles are parked on Munroe Street.

Julie Cohen, 87 Norwood Avenue, questioned whether the large trees will be coming and if the petitioner
will investigate whether additional greenery can be added? She noted that the community spaces sound
nice but questioned whether they account for new post-COVID-19 policies.

It was confirmed that the petitioner will investigate opportunities for additional landscaping and the
petitioner has created new operational protocols that may result in physical changes.
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Marian Knapp, 250 Hammond Pond Parkway, noted that seniors need varied types of living
accommodations and expressed support for the proposed expansion.

Sam Cornstein, 117 Norwood Avenue, shares the western fence along their property line. He noted that
the petitioner has been responsive to his concerns and has created a thoughtful design. He expressed

support for the proposed expansion.

Ed Mints, 7 Munroe Street, expressed concern relative to the length of construction and the safety of his
children during construction.

Committee Questions & Comments

The Committee expressed support for the inclusion of an additional affordable unit. The Committee
expressed support that the 20 spaces will remain for use by the Cabot School but requested further
investigation on whether residents will need more spaces than currently projected. The Committee asked
that the petitioner make sure no shadows are being creating by the proposed angling of the building.
With that, the Committee voted unanimously in favor of a motion to hold the item from Councilor Kelley.

#252-20 Petition to extend FAR and allow accessory apartment at 30-32 Salisbury Road
SHARONA MIZRAHI AND DAVID NAHOUMI petition for SPECIAL PERMIT/SITE PLAN
APPROVAL to construct a first-floor addition to the principal dwelling and to construct
dormers to the existing detached garage to allow for an accessory apartment in a detached
structure, further increasing the non-conforming FAR to .66 where .64 exists and .48 is
allowed and where the structure does not meet principal setback requirements at 30-32
Salisbury Road, Ward 2, Newton, on land known as Section 13 Block 07 Lot 16, containing
approximately 9,773 sq. ft. of land in a district zoned MULTI RESIDENCE 1. Ref: Sec. 7.3.3,
7.4,3.2.3,3.2.11, 7.8.2.C.2, 6.7.1.E.1, 6.7.1.E.5 of Chapter 30 of the City of Newton Rev
Zoning Ord, 2017.

Action: Land Use Held 8-0; Public Hearing Continued

Note: Architect Lee Mclntyre represented the petitioners Sharona Mizrahi and David Nahoumi.
Ms. Mclntyre presented the request to construct dormers on an existing detached garage to locate an
accessory apartment in addition to a first-floor powder room addition. Planning Associate Katie Whewell
presented the requested relief, criteria for consideration, land use, zoning and proposed plans as shown
on the attached presentation.

The Public Hearing was Opened.

Greg Antoine, 40 Salisbury Road, is opposed to the proposal. He noted that there has been a lot of
construction on Salisbury Road and there are a lot of two-unit homes. Mr. Antoine noted that he does
not want a rental property so close and stated that he has concerns about setting a precedent with the
setbacks, etc.

John Fitzgerald, 36 Salisbury Road, lives east of the subject parcel. Mr. Fitzgerald expressed concerns
about how the new deck will encroach near his property and noted there is a window near his yard. He
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noted that the FAR is already above the allowable limit, where the HVAC units will go and the size of the
deck?

Mike Nicolini, 42 Salisbury Road, expressed concern relative to the increase in parking and the increase
in traffic on Salisbury which is being more frequently used as a cut through to get to Cabot. He questioned
whether approval of this project will encourage other residents to increase the capacity at their homes
and how that will further degrade traffic.

Scott Rodman, 26-28 Salisbury Road, expressed concern relative to the size of the deck, the FAR and the
space issues.

Committee members noted that the petitioner has not taken the opportunity to communicate the
proposed plans to members of the neighborhood. Councilors expressed support for an opportunity to
visit the site prior to voting on the petition. The Committee asked the petitioner to evaluate the size of
the proposed deck. Ms. Mcintyre confirmed that she would work with the petitioners to evaluate the size
of the deck. The Committee asked that the Planning Department ensure that the size of the proposed
accessory apartment is being calculated with the correct formula. With that, Committee members voted
unanimously in favor of a motion to hold the item.

#26-20 Request to Rezone Approximately 4.4 acres to MU-3 to Create a Contiguous MU-3 Zone
MD 399 GROVE OWNER, LLC/RAMIREZ CONCORD, LLC/BH NORMANDY RIVERSIDE,
LLC/MASSACHUSETTS BAY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY petition for a change of zone to
Mixed Use 3/Transit Oriented District for portions of land located at 355 Grove Street
(currently zoned BU-2) and 399 Grove Street (currently zoned BU-5), also identified as
Section 42, Block 11, Lots 3, 4, and 4A, abutting the existing MU-3 Zone.

Action: Land Use Held 8-0; Public Hearing Continued

#27-20 Petition to allow Mixed Use Transit Oriented Development at Riverside Station
MD 399 GROVE OWNER, LLC/RAMIREZ CONCORD, LLC/BH NORMANDY RIVERSIDE,
LLC/MASSACHUSETTS BAY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY petition for SPECIAL
PERMIT/SITE PLAN APPROVAL to construct a mixed use, transit-oriented development of
residential units, office, retail, personal services, restaurant, hotel, and related commercial
uses not to exceed 1,025,000 square feet of gross floor area, with residential uses
comprising not less than 60% of the total gross floor area with a residential density of not
less than 800 square feet per unit with not less than 560 units nor more than 620 units
with special permit relief and/or waivers as follows: as to dimensional standards, a
development of more than 20,000 square feet of gross floor area, building height of up to
170 feet, buildings up to 11 stories, Floor Area Ratio of up to 2.5, beneficial open space of
not less than 15%, increase of height of certain buildings with the Grove Street Area
Corridor (to the extent necessary), and reduction in setback from Grove Street for certain
buildings within the Grove Street Corridor Area (to the extent necessary); as to design
standards, waiver of the sustainable development design standards and placement of a
retaining wall greater than 4 feet in height located in a setback; as to uses, for-profit
educational use, retail sales of over 5,000 square feet, restaurant with more than 5,000
square feet of gross floor area, personal service use of over 5,000 square feet, place of
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amusement, health club on ground floor, animal services, hotel, bank up to and over 5,000
square feet, theatre/hall, laboratory/research facility, parking facility, accessory, multi-
level, parking facility, non-accessory, single level; as to parking, reduction of the residential
parking requirement to 1.25 stalls per unit, reduction of the overall commercial parking
requirement by 1/3, and waiver of parking stalls not to exceed 685 stalls, above and
beyond the reductions specified above; as to parking facilities, waivers of the parking stall
dimension requirements, the end stall maneuvering space requirements, the driveway
entrance and exit requirements, the 5% interior landscaping requirements, the interior
planting area requirements, the tree requirements, the bumper overhang requirements,
the one-foot candle lighting requirement, the parking stall striping requirements (to the
extent necessary), the curbing, wheel stop, guard rail, or bollard requirements, and the
number of off-street loading facilities requirements; and as to signage, waiver of the
number, size, type, location, and design requirements, all at 355 and 399 GROVE STREET
on land known as Section 42, Block 11, Lots 3, 4 and 4A, containing approximately 13.05
acres of land in districts zoned Mixed Use 3 Transit Oriented (MU3), BU2 (a portion to be
rezoned to MU3), BU5 (to be rezoned to MU3). Ref:Sec. 4.2.2.B.1,4.2.2.B.3,4.2.3,4.2.4,
424A4,4248B3,424.G.2,4.4.1,5.1.4,5.1.4A,5.1.4.C,5.1.8.B.1,5.1.8.B.2, 5.1.8.B.4,
5.1.8.B.6, 5.1.8.0.1, 5.1.8.D.2, 5.1.9.B.1, 5.1.9.B.2, 5.1.9.B.3, 5.1.9.B.4, 5.1.10.A.1,
5.1.10.B.3, 5.1.10.B.5, 5.1.12, 5.1.12.B.4, 5.1.13, 5.2, 5.2.13, 5.4.2.B, 5.12, 6.4.29.C.5,
7.3.3,7.3.5, 7.4 of the City of Newton Revised Zoning Ordinance, 2017. Additionally, as to
infiltration and inflow mitigation, an abatement of the infiltration/inflow mitigation fee
pursuant to Section 29-170 of the City of Newton Revised Zoning Ordinance, 2017.
Action: Land Use Held 8-0; Public Hearing Continued

Note: Attorney Steve Buchbinder, office of Schlesinger and Buchbinder, 1200 Walnut Street,
represented the petitioner. Chief Planner Neil Cronin and Form & Place Urban Designer Michael Wang
presented an overview of the Design Guidelines and the design review/consistency process as shown on
the attached presentations. Mr. Cronin noted that the proposed Design Guidelines require the petitioner
to go through a consistency review process prior to applying for a building permit application. This differs
from the process approved during the Northland Special permit which allowed the petitioner the option
to seek a consistency review prior to applying for a building permit. Mr. Cronin noted that final approved
special permit plans will be governed by the MU-3/TOD zone, the Council Order, and the Design
Guidelines. The Planning Department, Urban Design Commission (UDC) and the City’s consultant will be
responsible for reviewing the plans at each phase of design to ensure the plans are compliant with the
special permit and the design guidelines. Many of the elements of the plan will be fixed upon approval of
the special permit. The attached flow chart details the steps from Council Approval to Final Plans. Each
phase of review will be followed by written opinions from Planning and the UDC.

Mr. Wang presented details of the Evaluation Template and provided examples of how the Design
Guidelines have evolved from when they were initially presented to the Council in March 2020. The edits
are based on feedback from the Council and were made in consultation with the Planning Department,
the petitioner, the design team and the UDC. The Design Guidelines differ from the Northland Design
Guidelines as they focus more on the relationship of the buildings in the Urban design context rather than
solely on the architectural details. Additionally, there is a section that details preferred materials and
facade treatments. Mr. Wang noted that the design guidelines reflect on the importance of building
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heights, footprints, scale, relationship to the perimeter and places an emphasis on visual permeability

into the site. He confirmed that the revised Design Guidelines includes more prescriptive and direct

language than the previous draft. Mr. Wang showed examples of how the design guidelines provide
specific samples of different facades with consistent, cohesive elements.

Consistency Review Process

The three-part consistency review includes review of Schematic Design, plans at design development
review phase (civil plans, landscape plans, dimensions, materials) and final review at issuance of building
permit. Samples of the evaluation templates and drawings expected to be submitted for the different
phases of design are shown in the attached presentation.

Comprehensive Sign Package
Chief Planner Neil Cronin comprehensive sign package with Wayfinding signs, Base building signage and
commercial/retail tenant signage. A key of the locations for the different types of signs is shown below.

Sign Type
M Vehicular Pylon
Pedestrian Pylon
o = Directory/Kiosk
4 ’ 8

10 — 9 ‘
4 ] i
P 7

3 } | | 5 6 |

Mr. Cronin noted that the Planning Department has recommended removal of one/some of the vehicular
pylon signs and some of the pedestrian pylon signs, both of which are close together on the Grove Street
frontage. He noted that the Planning Department requires additional information on the proposed pole
mounted signs.

With regard to the large signs, the Urban Design Commission has recommended a limit of two, 200 sq. ft.
signs on Building 1 with the possibility to increase to 300 sq. ft. depending on the final design of the
building. Building 2 has a recommendation for one 200 sq. ft. sign. For buildings 3, 7 and 9, the UDC has
recommended that each building is permitted to have one building identification sign with a limit of 65
sq. ft. The UDC will have to review all commercial and retail signs at the site but suggest that each building
may be allowed a 25 sq. ft. building identification sign in the lobby entrance.
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Chair of the UDC Michael Kaufman, and Vice Chair Jim Doolin noted that the Commission met with the

petitioner three times. Mr. Kaufman noted that the petitioner has made progress on the site plan and

showed flexibility in terms of the sign package. He expressed support for the design guidelines, noting

that allowing flexibility makes sense, understanding that the buildings and programs will evolve over time.

Mr. Doolin commended the design guidelines, noting that they set clear expectations for the petitioner.
He expressed appreciation for the input from the Lower Falls Improvement Association (LFIA).

Atty. Buchbinder confirmed that although the petitioner initially requested 350 sq. ft. signs for Buildings
1 and 2, they are comfortable with the reduction to 200 sq. ft. with the potential to increase to 300 sq.
ft. Elkus Manfredi Architect John Martin presented details of the sign package. Mr. Martin noted that the
petitioner is in agreement with the recommendations made by the UDC and has agreed to reducing the
illumination on signs after 11:00 pm. Mr. Martin emphasized the importance of signs for companies who
have concerns about visibility and brand identity. Mr. Martin presented some examples of signs proposed
and noted that the nearest home to the illuminated signs would be approximately 550 sq. ft. away. He
suggested that if permitted, the petitioner could install a third, logo only sign on Building 1. Atty.
Buchbinder confirmed that the petitioner is still working with the Planning Department and the UDC on
the wayfinding signage. He noted that the MBTA will have their own wayfinding signage. Atty. Buchbinder
noted that limitations in the Zoning Ordinance for temporary signs may be too restrictive and noted that
this is something that may need additional review by the UDC.

Public Comment

Ted Chapman, 91 Cornell Street, questioned where the opportunity for public input is during the separate
approval processes. He noted that on Grove Street, the appearance of the buildings can be softened. Mr.
Chapman expressed support for mansard rooflines and rounded window caps. He noted that removal of
the northbound bike lane on Grove Street provides an opportunity for 2’ in the setback for trees/plantings
to buffer the buildings and the Grove Street experience. He noted that while buildings 1-3 are 500’ from
residences, the glass surfaces will reflect noise from 1-95 and questioned whether they can be modified
to soften the noise.

Liz Mirabile, 19 Hallron Road, noted that the LFIA submitted a letter and urged the Committee to review
the contents and photos contained. She expressed support for public comment during the UDC process
for signage as well as during the consistency process for Design Guidelines. Ms. Mirabile noted that they
have requested a smaller cap for the signage for the office tower. With regard to a third sign facing Lower
Falls, the LFIA does not feel it is necessary. Ms. Mirabile questioned when the parameters for the
temporary signs would be set.

It was noted that the UDC typically entertains public comment during their review process. Atty.
Buchbinder noted that the temporary signage would come when the buildings are approximately halfway

done.

Committee Questions & Comments

Q: Should the Design Guidelines speak to the solar-readiness of the buildings?
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A: All architectural finishes are subservient to the sustainability goals that will be contained in the Council
Order. All buildings will be solar ready.

Q: Where have you used Design Guidelines before, and can you provide specific, comparable examples
and lessons learned? (to the City’s peer reviewer)

A: There is a range of context. Wayland Town Center, Steel Point Harbor (Bridgeport, CT). We have
created a lot of form-based code which is built into the zoning. For these Design Guidelines we used the
Assembly Row Guidelines, but we did not create the Design Guidelines for Assembly. We have been
responsible for a lot of large-scale mixed-use developments throughout the Northeast.

C: These Design Guidelines are very much improved from the first draft. All materials allowed in the
primary, secondary, and tertiary areas should be durable and sustainable.

C: The Design Guidelines should not have any information that is not related to this project.

The Committee expressed appreciation for having the UDC involved in the review process, noting that
their expertise will be invaluable in reviewing details of the project. The Committee noted that the liaison
committee will also be involved in providing feedback on the design. Some concern was expressed
relative to the lack of Council involvement/jurisdiction after approval of the special permit and emphasis
was placed on the importance of clearly defining parameters for aspects of the project (signage, solar,
etc.). Committee members questioned whether the Council Order should require solar facilities on
specific buildings, noting that solar has been emphasized throughout the City on private and municipal
buildings. It was noted that the petitioner has agreed to achieve Passive House certifiability in some
buildings which is more important with regard to the energy consumption of a building. It was also noted
that some suggestions have been made with regard to how the petitioner may use the rooftop space.
The Committee requested that future documents provided are redlined for comparison. With that,
Councilor Markiewicz motioned to hold the item which carried unanimously. The MBTA’s letter detailing
their commitment to solar can be found at the end of this report.

The Committee adjourned at 10:10 pm.
Respectfully Submitted,

Richard Lipof, Chair



Schlesinger and Buchbinder, LLP

Attorneys at Law
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Parking Study

e 100 parking stalls located on-site

e Will not limit the continued use of 20 stalls
for the Cabot School

e parking study shows healthy surplus of
parking available on-site to support the 18
additional units

e 66 total required for the expanded project
under current zoning



Relief Requested

e special permit required for:
e amendment to Council Order #105-95

e determination of density and dimensional controls
(Section 3.2.2.A.3)

e extension of a nonconforming structure (to the extent
applicable) (Section 7.8.2.C.1)







Department of
Planning and Development

PETITION #244-20
280 NEWTONVILLE AVENUE

SPECIAL PERMIT/SITE PLAN
APPROVAL TO AMEND SPECIAL
PERMIT BOARD ORDER #105-95 TO
CONSTRUCT A FIVE-STORY ADDITION
WITH 18 NEW UNITS AND COMMON
ACCESSORY USE SPACE, EXTENDING
THE NON-CONFORMING STRUCTURE
TO THE EXTENT NECESSARY AND TO
DETERMINE DENSITY AND
DIMENSIONAL CONTROLS

MAY 26, 2020



Requested Relief

Special Permit per §7.3.3 to:

e to amend Special Permit #105-95

e to determine the density and dimensional controls (§3.2.2.A.3)



Criteria to Consider

When reviewing the requested special permits the Council should
consider whether:

> The Multi Residence 3 (MR3) zoned site is an appropriate location for
the proposed expanded congregate care facility (§7.3.3.C.1; §3.1.2.A.3)

> The proposed expanded congregate care facility as designed will
adversely affect the neighborhood (§7.3.3.C.2; §3.1.2.A.3)

> The proposed expanded congregate care facility as designed will
create a nuisance or serious hazard to vehicles or pedestrians (§7.3.3.C.3;
§3.1.2.A.3)

> Access to the site over streets is appropriate for the types and
numbers of vehicles involved (§7.3.3.C.4, §3.1.2.A.3)



Affordability

= Planning and other City staff reviewing information related to the project’s
compliance with the Inclusionary Zoning provisions of the NZO (Sec 5.11.4)

= Petitioner offer to extend the affordability of the existing 20 affordable units
at the facility
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Zoning

City of Newton,

Massachusetts
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Department of
Planning and Development

PETITION #252-20
30-32 SALISBURY ROAD

SPECIAL PERMIT/SITE PLAN
APPROVAL TO ALLOW AN
ACCESSORY APARTMENT IN A
DETACHED STRUCTURE THAT DOES
NOT MEET PRINCIPAL BUILDING
SETBACKS AND TO INCREASE THE
NONCONFORMING FLOOR AREA
RATIO

MAY 26, 2020



Requested Relief

Special Permits per §7.3.3, 7.8.2.C.2 of the Newton Zoning Ordinance to:
» Allow an accessory apartment in a detached structure (§6.7.1.E.1);

» Allow an accessory apartment in a detached structure that does not meet the
principal dwelling setback requirements (§6.7.1.E.5); and

» To increase the nonconforming FAR from 64 to .66, where .48 is the maximum
allowed by-right. (§3.2.3, §3.2.11)



Criteria to Consider

When reviewing this request, the Council should consider whether:

>

The site is an appropriate location for the proposed detached accessory apartment in a
structure that does not meet principal setbacks. s67.1.6.1,56.7.1.65 5733.c1)

The proposed accessory apartment will not adversely affect the neighborhood. (ss.7.1£1,
§6.7.1.E.5, §7.3.3.C.2)

There will be no nuisance or serious hazard to vehicles or pedestrians. (s6.7.1.e.1, 56.7.1.E5, §7.33.c.3)

Access to the site over streets is appropriate for the types and numbers of vehicles
involved. (§6.7.1.E.1, §6.7.1.E.5, §7.3.3.C.4)

The proposed increase in the nonconforming FAR from .64 to .66, where .48 is the
maximum allowed by-right, is not substantially more detrimental to the neighborhood
than the existing nonconforming structure. (s3.2.3, §3.2.11, and §7.8.2.c.2)
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Proposed Findings

The specific site is an appropriate location for the proposed detached accessory
apartment in a detached structure that does not meet principal setbacks because the
proposed apartment is within the footprint of the existing garage. (s.7.1.61, s6.7.1.€5,§7.33.c.1)

The proposed accessory apartment will not adversely affect the neighborhood because
the site and surrounding neighborhood are within a Multi Residence 1 zoning district

and many properties in the neighborhood have multifamily residential uses. 6711,
§6.7.1.E.5, §7.3.3.C.2)

There will be no nuisance or serious hazard to vehicles or pedestrians because the
petitioner is not proposing any changes to the site. (s6.7.1£.1, 56.7.15,§7.33.c3)

Access to the site over streets is appropriate for the types and numbers of vehicles
involved. (§6.7.1.E.1, §6.7.1.E.5, §7.3.3.C.4)

The proposed increase in the nonconforming FAR from .64 to .66, where .48 is the
maximum allowed by-right is not substantially more detrimental than the existing
nonconforming structure is to the neighborhood because the additions are within the
footprints of the existing structures. (s3.23,53.2.11, and §7.8.2.c.2)



Proposed Conditions

Plan Referencing Condition.
Accessory Apartment Conditions.
Standard Building Permit Condition.

Standard Final Inspection/Certificate of Occupancy Condition.
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Department of
Planning and Development

PETITIONS #26-20 AND
#27-20

REQUEST TO REZONE AND SPECIAL
PERMITS TO ALLOW A TEN-
BUILDING, MIXED USED
DEVELOPMENT “RIVERSIDE”

MAY 26, 2020



Building Permit Approval Process

Council Schematic Design

Design Development

——————————————————

Approval

- «Site Plans | -+ Building -+ Facade
-« Design ; - Footprints | . Hierarchy
Guidelines | -+ Elevations -« Template

-« Final Plans
-« Template

Construction

Documents

______




Layers Governing the Project

» Council Order '
A e
of gs

» Design Guidelines




Comprehensive Signage Package

Wayfinding Signs
Base Building Signage
Commercial/Retail Tenant Signage



Wayfinding Sighage

Sign Type

B Vehicular Pylon
Pedestrian Pylon
= Directory/Kiosk

x 10 o 9 B




Building Tenant Identification Signage

O

350 SF SIGN Signage Zone

Signage Zone

Elevation A Elevation B - facing Recreation Road




Building Tenant Identification Signage
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Urban Design Commission Review

The Urban Design Commission (the “UDC”) suggested that the
petitioners be allowed two signs on Building 1 of two hundred
square feet with the possibility to increase the size to 300 square
feet depending upon the final design of the building. The UDC
also suggested that the petitioners be allowed the flexibility to
install a third sign facing Interstate 95, but such request may be
denied by the UDC.

The UDC also suggested that the petitioners be allowed a
similarly sized sign on the southern facade of Building 2.

All other commercial/retail tenant signage will be as of right.



Urban Design Commission Review Continued

The UDC suggested that Buildings 3, 7, and 9 each be allowed
one building identification sign of 65 square feet due to the
prominent locations as seen from Interstate 95, Main Street, and
the intersection of Grove Street and Road B, respectively.

The UDC suggested that each building be allowed a 25 square
foot building identification sign per lobby entrance.
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Riverside Station Development
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BUILDINGS AND
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|. Connectivity to Surrounding Context

2. Building-Site Relationships
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|. Overall Architectural Character
2. Sustainable Design: Green Buildings
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MATERIALS

|. Facade Hierarchy
2. Facade Materials
3. Facade Design




CITY OF NEWTON DESIGN GUIDELINES

Riverside Station Development

PART I: RECENT UPDATES

Edits based on comments from Planning
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A. NEIGHBORHOOD EDGE DESIGN YL ' e - 2,

A.01| Relationship to Surrounding Streets

Buildings at the perimeter of new large-scale
developments - individually and collectively - shall be
detailed in a way that is consistent with their siting,
and that promotes compatibility with surrounding,
desirable development patterns. Their role in defining
appropriately scaled streetscapes shall focus on
accommodating pedestrian and bike activity, as well as
contextual landscaping.

A.02| Visual Permeability
The detailing of buildings, and the open spaces
between them, should allow for a high degree of visual
permeability along neighborhood edges. Vehicular and
pedestrian gateways, including streets, major open
spaces and pocket parks, should incorporate a mix
of hard-scape and soft-scape environments that are
functionally and aesthetically welcoming.

B. HIERARCHY IN DESIGN:ADDRESSING
VARIED FRONTAGES

B.0l| Grove Street
Detail buildings along the Grove Street frontage to

achieve a human scale that appropriately relates to
the existing open space along the corridor.The siting
and architectural treatment on facades shall allow
buildings to integrate thoughtfully with the changing
topography and ensure visual connectivity into the
development

B.02| Route 128
Design buildings facing Route 128 to address
multiple scales, helping to brand the project from
distant viewpoints along the highway corridor while
providing an appropriate level of architectural detail
to enhance the local context.

B.03| MBTA Rail Yard
Facades of buildings facing the MBTA rail yard will
not have a great deal of visibility from surrounding
contexts and, as such, can have a simpler approach to
architectural detailing, Durable and quality materials
shall be used.

oy
)

Oy

SEAN N

A. NEIGHBORHOOD EDGE DESIGN

A.01| Relationship to Surrounding Streets

Buildings at the perimeter of new large-scale
developments - individually and collectively - shall be
detailed in a way that is consistent with their siting,
and that promotes compatibility with surrounding,
desirable development patterns. Their role in defining
appropriately scaled streetscapes shall focus on

v

{ ) accommaodating pedestrian and bike activity, as well as

contextual landscaping.

A.02| Visual Permeability
The detailing of buildings, and the open spaces
between them, should allow for a high degree of visual
permeability along neighborhood edges. Vehicular and
pedestrian gateways, including streets, major open
spaces and pocket parks, should incorporate a mix
of hard-scape and soft-scape environments that are
functionally and aesthetically welcoming.

Footprint / Siting will
be fixed but the
building details will
add scale, and the
public realm design
should allow for visual
permeability




CITY OF NEWTON DESIGN GUIDELINES

Riverside Station Development

PART |: RECENT UPDATES

Edits reflecting a more direct / prescriptive approach to
the criteria language

|

o
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E. GROUND LEVEL DESIGN

E.Ol| Programming/ Uses
Architectural design at the ground level of buildings

should reinforce the street typology onto which
it fronts. Commercial storefronts should promote
vibrancy by having qualities that invite engagement
of the pedestrian, such as transparency or areas
for outdoor dining. Residential areas should
incorporate design approaches that offer a degree
of privacy by utilizing strategies such as landscape
buffer zones or changes in elevation between first
floor units and grade.

E. GROUND LEVEL DESIGN B S;E‘\
E.Ol| Programming/ Uses "

Use architectural design at the ground level of
buildings to reinforce the streetscape onto which
it fronts. Promote vibrancy along storefronts

by incorporating qualities that invite pedestrian
engagement, such as transparency or areas for
outdoor dining, For residential areas, incorporate
design approaches that offer a degree of privacy by
utilizing strategies such as landscape buffer zones
or changes in elevation between first floor units
and grade.

_ E.02| Ground Floor Commercial Storefronts Outdoor dining enlivens the strectscape  E.02| Ground Floor Commercial Storefronts
@ Commercial storefronts should support the vitality Design commercial storefronts to support the vitality

of pedestrian environments by incorporating the of pedestrian environments by incorporating the
following guidelines: following guidelines:

a. Entrances to commercial storefronts should be
spaced as close together as is practical, especially to
enliven hierarchically more important streetscapes.
Facade treatments such as pop-out bays and
recessed storefront areas are desirable and can help
create visual interest and an engaging pedestrian
environment.

a. Space entrances to commercial storefronts as close
together as is practical, especially to enliven more
important pedestrian streetscapes. Fagade treatments
such as pop-out bays and recessed storefront areas
are desirable and help create visual interest and an
engaging pedestrian environment.

b. Commercial storefronts shall provide a high degree
of visual transparency into ground floor spaces,
especially between 2 feet and 8 feet in height above
the sidewalk level.

b. Commercial storefronts should provide a high = 1 R
degree of visual transparency into ground floor >
spaces, especially between 2 feet and 8 feet in height
above the sidewalk level.

¢. Use storefront canopies to provide shade and
shelter, especially at entry points. Design canopies to

¢. The use of storefront canopies is encouraged
to provide shade and shelter, especially at entry

enhance the architectural style of the storefront.

points. Canopies should be designed to enhance the
architectural style of the storefront.

d. Design individual tenant storefronts to allow for
ample brand expression while being respectful of the
architectural style of the base building.

d. Individual tenant storefronts should be given the
opportunity for ample brand expression while being

respectful of the architectural style of the base
building.

e. Continuity of commercial storefronts _is
encouraged and promotes an active pedestrian

experience. [ransparent storefronts that wrap

building corners are desirable and help activate
secondary frontages. Large stretches of unarticulated
storefront should be avoided.

MARCH 2020

e.Achieve continuity of commercial storefronts to
promote an active pedestrian experience, including
wrapping building corners to activate secondary
frontages. Avoid large stretches of unarticulated

storefront

MAY 2020




CITY OF NEWTON DESIGN GUIDELINES

Riverside Station Development

PART I: RECENT UPDATES

Edits reflecting a more direct / prescriptive approach to
the criteria language

A.03| Secondary Spaces
Pocket parks and pedestrian mews that provide
through-block connections are an important aspect
of any finely grained urban environment. These
smaller public spaces can be activated through the
careful placement of lighting, landscaping and urban
furniture. Buildings can contribute to their activation
by including transparent storefronts that turn the

corner.

B. BUILDINGS AND VIEWS
B.0 1| FramingVisual Corridors

In an urban setting, buildings often work together to
delineate significant visual axes.VWhether at a gateway
location or at a transition point from a significant
open space to a related streetscape, consideration
should be given to how adjacent buildings - usually

at their corners - complement each other and frame
views.

B.02| Terminating Views/ Focal Points
Certain buildings, by the nature of their location at
the head of significant streets or their prominent
positioning on public spaces, play a role as focal points
in the urban landscape. These buildings, or sections of
buildings, should receive a higher level of architectural
articulation consistent with their hierarchically
important role in the neighborhood.

NO. 2

B PARKING AND SERVICE

C.01l| Location and Access
Parking and service areas should be visually
unobtrusive and clustered, where possible, to allow
access points that minimize impacts on key pedestrian
environments [excessive curb cuts], primary building
entries and abutting properties.

C.02| Liners, Screening and Landscaping
For above-grade structured parking, building “liners”
or significant architectural fagade treatments should
be incorporated to screen important pedestrian
environments. Additional visual buffers, including
fences and site walls, can be utilized as well and should
feature materials consistent with adjacent building

: 5 : J N PUBLIC Al
architecture. Integrating landscaping to embellish the | B — . 1
public side of site walls is recommended. re e anill CLUN (o E i | R
' &4 b b g '.‘.A" 'w.’| '

MARCH 2020

A.03| Secondary Spaces

Activate smaller public spaces, like pocket parks

and pedestrian mews, that provide through-block
connections, by the careful placement of lighting,
landscaping and urban furniture. Include transparent
storefronts that turn the corner to contribute to the
activation of secondary spaces.

B. BUILDINGS AND VIEWS
B.01| FramingVisual Corridors

Design buildings to delineate significant visual axes.
Whether at a gateway location or at a transition point
from a significant open space to a related streetscape,
design adjacent buildings - often at their corners - to
complement each other and frame views.

B.02| TerminatingViews/ Focal Points

Certain buildings, by the nature of their location at
the head of significant streets or their prominent
positioning on public spaces, play a role as focal points
in the urban landscape. These buildings, or sections of
buildings, shall receive a higher level of architectural
articulation consistent with their hierarchically
important role in the neighborhood.

s, PARKING AND SERVICE

C.01| Location and Access

Design parking and service areas to be visually
unobtrusive and clustered together, where possible,
to allow access points that minimize impacts on
key pedestrian environments [excessive curb cuts],
primary building entries and abutting proper ties.

C.02| Liners, Screening and Landscaping

For above-grade structured parking, building “liners”
[sections of buildings with occupied space, such

as single-loaded residential units] or significant
architectural fagade treatments shall be incorporated
to screen important pedestrian environments.
Additional visual buffers, including fences and site
walls, featuring materials consistent with adjacent
building architecture, can be utilized as well. Integrate
landscaping to embellish the public side of site walls.

:F. K
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CITY OF NEWTON DESIGN GUIDELINES

Riverside Station Development

PART I: RECENT UPDATES

Reorganization of Building Facade Desigh and Materials section

o
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NO.I

FACADE HIERARCHY

The materials and configurations of building facades shall respond to the
relative importance and visibility of that fagade. There will be three essential
fagade types: Primary, Secondary, and Tertiary. Primary Facades are located at
the most important corners, gateways, and public spaces within the project.
Secondary Facades are less prominent but are still open to public view.Tertiary
Facades directly face the rail yard and are not generally visible from pedestrian
environments within the development. These three categories are used to
determine which materials, configurations, and building details should be used in
different locations.

FACADE HIERARCHY

= Primary

s Secondary

e Tertiary

= » Primary at platform level (tertiaryabove)

% = » Prmary where visible from the highway (tertiary below)

[

/N

N | E——

The above figure lays out the location of the different fagade types, with the following general instructions:

[Note: additional detail is provided in subsequent sections]

. When a fagade type changes around a corner, the higher quality fagade type shall wrap the corner, with the
transition happening in an way that provides for a reasonable continuity of architectural expression.

. Except for the segment closest to Grove Street, the upper floors of the north facade of Building 7 can
be largely considered a Tertiary fagade. On the lower level, the wall against the T platform shall

be considered a Primary Fagade at the passenger level.

. The northwest facade of Building | is not generally visible from pedestrian environments within the
development and can be considered Tertiary, except for its upper stories which can be seen from
Route |28 South and shall be considered a Primary Fagade at those levels.

. The base of every Secondary Fagade — generally comprised of the first story above grade - shall be built to

Primary Facade standards.

. Facades, or portions thereof, designated as Secondary may, at the developer’s option, be constructed to
meet some or all requirements of Primary facades. Facades, or portions thereof, designated as Tertiary may,
at the developer’s option, be constructed to meet some or all requirements of Secondary or Primary

facades.

{@4.) DESIGN GUIDELINES | RIVERSIDE STATION | MAY 2020 |DRAFT
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NO.2

FACADE MATERIALS

PRIMARY FACADE MATERIALS

. Brick

. Thin brick (detailed to resemble dimensional brick)

¢ Stone

. Cast stone

. Pre-cast concrete

. GFRC (glass fiber reinforced concrete)

. Tile (ceramic, porcelain, terra cotta)

y Stucco

. Metal panels with a high quality, durable coating (zinc, Kynar or equal)

¢ Metal trim

. Aluminum curtain wall

. Structurally reinforced windows (not including vinyl windows, except
where needed to meet Passive House standards)

. Metal storefront

. Wood storefront

v FRP (fiber reinforced plastic) — trim elements only

SECONDARY FACADE MATERIALS
. Any Primary fagade material listed above

¢ Cementitious siding or panels (e.g. “Hardieboard”)

. Fiber cement

¢ Fiberglass windows

. Vinyl windows (where needed to meet Passive House standards)
. High density polyurethane — trim elements only

TERTIARY FACADE MATERIALS

. Any material acceptable under Massachusetts codes and City of
Newton ordinances, provided it is durable and maintains a quality
finish over time.

M4.) DESIGN GUIDELINES | RIVERSIDE STATION | MAY 2020 |[DRAFT

FACADE DESIGN

NO.3

PRIMARY FACADES

Primary Facades are exterior building elevations that front onto and give shape to key public spaces and street edges.
Primary facades shall receive the highest level of architectural facade treatments and detailing commensurate with their
prominent locations. See the preceding diagram for the location of Primary Facades.

A.02|

Materials & Finishes

Primary Facades shall utilize exterior finish materials
acceptable for Primary Facades, as listed separately
under Fagade Materials [See list in section 2A].
Primary Facades shall utilize a single primary wall
material, except at the ground level or uppermost
stories, where a second primary material may be
utilized,

Incorporating Secondary and Tertiary
Facade Materials

Secondary and Tertiary Fagade materials may be
incorporated into primary facades with the following
two limitations. For the second floor and above, but
not including the upper-most floor, no more than 20%
of the total fagade may utilize secondary materials
and all secondary materials utilized shall convincingly
resemble primary materials. The upper-most floor

of a Primary Fagade may incorporate Secondary or
Tertiary Facade materials at any ratio but in all cases
these materials shall convincingly resemble primary
materials when viewed from the ground.

A.03| Upper Facade Zone

A.04

PG. 20

The upper-most zone of the fagade, located between
the top of the upper floor windows and top of
parapet shall be articulated to create visual interest
and provide a cap to the building fagade. This can
be accomplished with changes in plane, recesses

or reveals, accent materials or variation in parapet
profile. Such treatments shall be consistent with the
fagade’s architectural style or aesthetic. Avoid the
application of materials and elements that appear
thin, under or over-scaled, or inappropriate to the
building’s architectural expression.

Punched Window Openings

For facades, or portions of facades with punched
window openings, provide enhanced details, such as
lintels or opening surrounds in a contrasting material,
color or bond pattern (e.g. jack arch), as well as a
projecting sill. In lieu of this, or in addition, set the
window back from the leading face of the window
unit.

846.) DESIGN GUIDELINES | RIVERSIDE STATION | MAY 2020 [DRAFT

A.05| Larger Fenestration

For facades or portions of facades fenestrated with
larger expanses of windows (e.g. curtain wall, window
wall, ribbon windows), including larger punched
openings, subdivide glazed areas with a hierarchy

of window framing members (e.g. frames, sashes,
mullions, muntins) of varying widths and depths to
create rhythm and depth within the openings.

A.06| Storefronts

At commercial storefronts, window and door
assemblies shall setback from the finished face of the
adjacent wall plane to the leading edge of the window
or door system.

A.07| Building Base

At the ground level, use a masonry base material
where the facade meets a paved surface. Utilize a
durable, masonry material, different from the primary
siding material in order to create a visual accent that
demarcates where the building meets the ground
plane (e.g. cast stone base on a brick fagade, brick
base on a metal fagcade). At facades that employ
stone, or stone-like material (precast, cast stone,
stucco scored to appear as stone) as the primary
material, the base may be the same as primary
material, provided the base extends beyond the
plane of the facade above and the material is durable
enough to maintain a high quality finish over time.

A.08| Building Vent Terminations

Through-fagade building vent terminations should be
located to minimize visual impact. Where feasible,
vent terminations should be located near an inside
corner (e.g. next to a balcony or bay projection).
Where visible, vent terminations shall be integrated
architecturally [e.g. aligned and centered vertically
and horizontally within a fagade area] to the greatest
extent possible. Avoid fixtures with domed or sloped
profiles in favor of fixtures with shallower profiles.

PG. 21
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CITY OF NEWTON DESIGN GUIDELINES PART 2: PROCESS

Riverside Station Development

Edits to the “consistency”
review process

RIVERSIDE STATION DEVELOPMENT
DESIGN GUIDELINES

INTRODUCTION

This Design Guideline document was created by the City of Newton Planning & Development Department to provide a framework

. Following Special Permit approval, and at each phase of implementation of the master plan, the proponent will be required to file a

Call consultant, Form + Place, Inc., the proponent Mark Development and the proponent’s design team, these guidelines were
adopted by the Newton City Council during the Special Permit approvals process. This document is intended to be a tool for both

il o S i building permit application. In each instance, prior to the application filing, the proponent will fill out the Design Guideline Evaluation
emplate, explaining how the proposed development responds to the recommended design criteria and is consistent with the

e s i e e approved Special Permit application. In addition to the written responses to the Design Guidelines, the proponent can reference site
R N e st and architectural drawings required in the Building Permit application to illustrate the design intent.

are intended to allow the City to take a more detailed look at the architectural qualities of the proposed buildings and their role in
reinforcing place-making goals within the development.

PROCESS — — The City will then undertake a consistency determination process, which will include reviews and recommendations by Planning &
xpmm Development Department Staff [Staff] and/or their Peer Review consultants, as well as the Urban Design Commission [UDC]. Since
Comm T the Special Permit is being granted at an early stage of design and is based on architectural drawings that consist of site plans, building
e ans and exterior renderings, among other exhibits, the proponent will be required to have a series of consistency reviews, at
B St el ettty B regular intervals, as the design evolves from schematic design through design development to contract documents.

of the Newton Inspectional Services Department for consideration and final approval

The City will then undertake a consistency determination process, which will include reviews and recommendations by Planning &
Development Department Staff [Staff] and/or their Peer Review consultants, as well as the Urban Design Commission [UDC]. Since
the Special Permit is being granted at an early stage of design and is based on architectural drawings that consist of site plans, building f'o O !-* p

o~

Once Staft and UDC consistency determinations have been completed, a recommendation will be forwarded to the Commissioner

C

(@) o=s1oN GUIDELINES | RIVERSIDE STATION | APRIL 2020 [DRAFT PG | of the Newton Inspectional Services Department for consideration and final approval

BUILDINGS AND el - Since dESign Is at an early
schematic level, a three-
Af:lj::LnGt::ls.:::el:o(‘:;()(i::x:::;:ial oreronts City Response:. p a rt c o n S i St e n cy revi ew

DESIGN process will be required as

E.03| Entries

GUIDELINES hor — .
EVALUATION TEMPLATE the prOJECt eVOI\’eS

RIVERSIDE STATION DEVELOPMENT S e e e e N °
= e towards the building
A g ‘ [ ° °
permit application

Document references:

Document references:

F ROOFSCAPE DESIGN
F.01| Roof Forms
Applicant response: (100 word max.) City Response:

Pre[‘:are‘d by the Cty of Newton, MA |

" ; r\; DESIGN GUIDELINES | RIVERSIDE STATION | MAY 2020 |[DRAFT PG. 25
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CITY OF NEWTON DESIGN GUIDELINES PART 2: PROCESS

Riverside Station Development

Edits to the “consistency”
review process

THREE-PART CONSISTENCY REVIEW:

* PARTI SCHEMATIC DESIGN REVIEW [Preliminary]
e PART2  DESIGN DEVELOPMENT REVIEW [Preliminary]

* PART 3 BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION [Final]

E. GROUND LEVEL DESIGN

BUILDINGS AND AoBcin gt 15 were ) iy Resporss
ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN

Applicant general comments for building design: (250 word max.)

Document references:

E.02| Ground Floor Commercial Storefronts
Applicant response: (100 word max.) City Response:

D E s I G N Document references:

E.03| Entries

G U I D E LI I q E s Applicant response: (100 word max.) City Response:

EVALUATION TEMPLATE

RIVERSIDE STATION DEVELOPMENT ‘ Document references:
;(;W:; e \,f—'“""": e 2 ¥ Y - i;,,, | I W{} E.04| Building Signage
> i o ) > : 3 2 /‘.‘\‘.‘, = Applicant response: (100 word max.) City Response:

Document references:

F ROOFSCAPE DESIGN
F.01| Roof Forms

Applicant response: (100 word max.) City Response:

\

<
e SRR - > J
Prepared by the City of Newton, MA

| DESIGN GUIDELINES | RIVERSIDE STATION | MAY 2020 |DRAFT

Document references:
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Riverside Station Development

Schematic Design

NAME OF PROJECT Schematic Design

Project Number: Date:
Prepared By: Updated:
Action Notes

Deliverables for Phase

Drawings

In general drawings indicate the scale and relationship of Project
components

All plans have spaces generally defined
Representative area plans generally graphically fixed

Full building elevations generally graphically fixed for typical areas

Representative wall sections drawn

Typical floor elevator and stair plans with preliminary sections

Representative area partition types defined

Preliminary civil and landscape drawings

Structural plans, foundation defined, columns sized and located, lateral
design defined

MEP/FP systems defined, major mechanical spaces fixed in plans,
representative plan area coordinated, initial riser diagrams

Outline Specifications

General statement of purpose of Schematic Design Package

Projectdescription

Outline Specifications including general description of systems and finishes
sufficient to meet the General Objectives of Phase

Project performance criteria established

Attachments and additional information as project requires

© AlIA 2017 7
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Schematic Design .
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Design Development

NAME OF PROJECT Design Development

Project Number: Date:
Prepared By: Updated:
Action Notes

Deliverables for Phase

Drawings

Civil plans, landscape plans and architectural site plans are generally
complete

Plans generally complete

Reflected ceiling plans of typical areas drawn and coordinated

Partial elevations drawn with dimensions, notes and sections referenced

Typical wall sections drawn

Representative larger scale section details drawn

Majority of partition types drawn

Door and room finish schedules for typical areas complete

Structural plans generally complete; columns, beams, slabs, lateral design
elements scheduled and detailed

MEP/FP plans generally complete, equipment scheduled, riser diagrams
generally complete

Coordination is well underway

Project Manual

General statement of purpose of Design Development Package

Outline Specification expanded or edited down as draft full sections are
included

Draft of select full specification sections

GMP or early bid packages - the following sections may be required for
preliminary bidding; 1) foundation system, 2) structure, 3) major building
envelope systems, and 4) elevators

© AlA 2017 7
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Riverside Station Development

i & SORNICE .
3 +35%<0
H
) H
2 ; :
3 i
ey Y
‘\,,\ & 1 e ataatee ]
» C ®
k) |

8'eip”

; BN .
R | o | e Voo | RRUGS | WEGSR | WGTAR | WeSw | SR | WSGNG | CHDON | sange | WSS | SREER |
St R % iy % 2 %

Y

A~378 '~|’
A %‘ /C‘; *
& luwxmuu@xlﬂnlm EBRA | S | ST

W

473"

s iprs g nen e e R e
3 R S 5 S5k % 4364/ SIM.
¥ | +3 Ao .
i 11 l
: i
- i H . % e a .@__<_ RG_O_F
5 : |- MULLIONS TO BE REINFORCED H ; . s A i I T T )
T P FOR FJTVRE AWNINGS. i ; ADRATIONAL CONHECTION THROUGH MORTAR ; i ol
B i AL LOW FOR 30PSF ATERAL : : JOINT TO BTEEL FRAME IF REQUIRED il Fonrad /‘2\\
g 7 : i e s i i : ALUAENUS TUBE AYNING FRAME ~ e 7T
H \ : VATH FIRE RESISTANT FABRIC ON i g 378
: I TOP AND SIDES. > '/ l:
R el R 5 e
: ! . : . : AGNING FRAME TG ' T ‘J_ oL N —
3 " = .S 5+ YVINDOWY FINISM Bl
. - : RIATCH WINDOY ] - =
L H — £ BEAM LOCATION
D ; i VARIES. RIFER
3 i ! TO STRUCTURAL
: i DRWINGS

I Y—cezuue ML
[, .

; : ' ADDITIONAL CONKESTION
THROUGH YORTAR JOINT TG
I . aofefrad : STREL FRAME I REQUIRED—{———
; | G . . I~ T S— .
i € ?: i NEF : h i
UNETYPE LEGEND ; i i i
SRePFRTY : | :
i E b i : : T e : R | GOEAIR ) SERN © | mea ¢ N . i 3 o
b . : f ¢ f ¥ L , . : e : g X L L BT IO RREEGE SOSIPICION 5 4 i i
- : , ; 2 : e . L itk : . ‘ Ltk . e e e 8 3. N ¥
: AR ; 2 b X ; i g 3 iy i : LS SR S i ) Zand (it H 3
[} : : , : ; : el ; /3N 18T ) ) = ; ; s
HOVE SEE SHEETLSOFOR |- 4§ & | 2 e : ) i : oy . " - ENG 25 i e el @, e 4 | %
SCTENT OF STRUCTLRAL s . : L : N T . : ol ; : A-342, : i
50—_“& ! / o — i ¥ i H
T T ! !
- ) . I AN SEAME Wi b i i B £
Bt B & ) i = : 1|
ot TTTTTT el i v skt w2 Kl ! L) t 3
Jd i +0" -3 +0" g
T ] bR AR Skt K5 L i N i i
= i i
! S : ] 2 FLooR |
- £l © ot ; & B
! ;
Wl
;i3 33 . - iR
3" STONELAPS | i3 F
BEHIND I : ]
rer Rt ey pel S8 i i e SEAN LODATION
E GARCE WAL W N i 38 CNZIS P
: - 5 L oiMeEnSIons
% SEATALL #2 2 ; L 308" el s ANETTY A T T VARY- REFER TO
A8 YEHISILAR ¢ w Ry e ks “ N gg&m,“,
- G A LG 3 : o K :
7 LEGEND il P> S =
5 R PR DL =y 2
“IGHT BGONCE Bass P |
TGt " E
MIGS U3 NAHEIT % e - T i
& BIUNNCUS SCHERETE B 1) ! 1 s L i
\,:’\ Riockup Requirsd As Per Specification: e o : ’?
{s); et 04400 Exterior Stone Cladding anct g P s ! W
:;;/\ '” 240" exterdor custom fighting fixkure Type TG-1 e -
R 2 IS, U, 3 % )
/ ok - - - :
\_S'_/ HIRRINGEY e 2R i reazaal b
LTy vt vse :? "] SIOREFRONTNAG. ! i
/"‘/ o) , w ~ !
\\i}} BRE-AST T FAVERS {127 5 22°) I b s e . .
— . - ~ i
R ‘3 = JRE CFEPRTMENT DEPREBSED SUABICODRDINA ;
K - L / ANECT'ON  CONGRETE FiL- WITH RETAN.
ks TENANT PLAN"‘"\
- el
4 = WAL FYORANT — q 1y P . 5
2 s PLAZA.-IMAEP*NJM\ NORKPOINT— |
) - !
- i
{47 % 127 BD - HLAZA AXiSnm, “
ot ¥
£ N PR {i75ET) TR PARLEAT (37 K 27 B
S T e SNGE RGN CLORE SIREST Lo 3 PO . Y1 L O l
HAAJOR PARK PLANTING SCHEDULE - - o—HER RS

ACIEE WaSABTCS SLOBE STREET LIGHT

[CHEET .12

YR | QHTY ] DOANCALBPE T CRaoN VM [ HTESREAC | CAUPER | ROOT | RODTEALLDIA] COMMENTS st LD A LT Elevation @ Southeast Corner ! (/Zl\‘ KeyElan
TRiES Soale: 4121 e Bl ? A-342/ Scate: 1/18"=10"
T + 80 '
: e e / 2\ Section @ Southeast Comer
%8 POST HOUED GLOSE LICHF @Smle 1, a*
SILEOL Lz B R

b LS DL 1Ok o @

13’-3" T0 COL. LINE 7.52 180" 20'-C0" TO COL. LINE 10 —
L¥ o . B
1416 T ‘\\
T /,/ D
J w
/'/
o ot ) ol EDGE OF
ptzsa P R LA RS
escounii’ Geapaedgar S

e A g A g N R o S N e S e T A NN ST N N

H 3 ¥ %
SRR PN D PPN NN N P NUEN IO NI S NI NI SISO S
¢ ¢

!B e
s ‘t i - PR THEE
ki Friongss L8 s
Wi s igr .
!=‘ \.'4'1‘ 284 | s ' ;%’
PEREMNALD - ! 5 g
e PRI St 5 2. -1
- SRCPGRED PER 3 {E
el
PR GG NS : é“"” g
@ 335
: - N N i
2 AQ DY i \, e |
o 2 /)* S / ir Plan @ Southeast Corner I
y O N % H
- \*// ke \ / \ 342/ seale: 12'=1-07 :
I~ B " // P4 3
e il 4 10°-10 1/
P i ; ok G 0" 10 1/92
7 V/ A B i i 100" 10 COL. UNE T.6 10°~0 —_— 20'~0 e :
L 74 PP AR RPN AP SN NP SN S N SN N S NS NP SRSV SN AP Ve -
2 :
f/ ¥ JEP [Tk W ]

o
SL09E 148" PER 12°
- TREST LN -~ ~ o~ 2N 7N 7= [ N\
_ : / 2 CT0 CO WS N N 6 03 " ' 48, 15.5) 16.3 16.8) (17
16 X 0 TUDE STHEL RAFTER - 820, - AB201 - AS2.0S, NG \. N S \. \,
AHROWSTREST ARCHITECTS DWGS. o x 7-8 & o &) [
MG, 2\ ¢ e  amancem 1 | | i
sz COPNGAI) ™" 3 =70 ) N i | | t |
/ CONT. MTL i | i |
CWBATT  COUNTERFASHING ~ ; : ’ f |
INSULATION TP, ¥ " \ ! ; '
< s X7, TRAATRO WoCD, i 1 | i it i |
O —— Y } RoWooo__ | o bR l ! i f { 1 ! | | ‘ ;
STEGL TUBE MSBBIAM SCE { STEFL ANGLE #8TIELSTUD @ 16 I i H i | i | |
e STRUGTURAL DRAVANGS Lonkxild @ 0-0° oC. YR | 1 i ! |
FOR. ‘f i | [H ; i ! | |
/. CoRtCTs I | i \» | | |
~ ARCAINE ROOK TC | | | it | 3 i
0003 | esron STRUGTURL ;‘\ | | | Rl . RS X |
- | | | ® — o
B0 Hi | ! | . -
. N Sote 5 < |
CONTINUOUS STEEL TuAS | 88 ANOLE | @
HBBaBNLe" s HORIZONTAL o = L S ~- —F . = i
TVP WET SEAL WSEALANT AND berrrgir TN (32)- i o | e I i ) : S
SKER HOD, INTERMEDIATE : = | | | H Y | s
OLOCKING AS NECESEATY : ’ 11 [ | | i ¥
STEEL TUBE HEI1/4, == / 1 | | | H
TYVEX WEATHERIZATION SYSTEM WEEP @74 0. wesTone(3s)-> | A S— - - il - i
0F EGUAL ADHERE WITH LINES OF ~ — = T - i
CONSTRUCTION AT 16°0 G STONE S+1MED *""! —— - [ ey 1l .
LUCOBOND OR EQUALPANTED ________/ . AHOHORAD YO IV - ! EL 4 020 8 150R
ALUMINM COMPOSITE PANEY, (42) ¥ 20 GA METAL DEGK g s
NSNAT 4 "~ .
o un PSR . ‘ )
7 ULV CAP (1) (_ cons ) +0 i | o
1) ALUNINUM 57001 i |
wsit) 7378 St FINGH TO MATCH | .
= - . - pue!
- ¥ STECLSTUDQ =3 v ! S— | | e — {
o - 18°0.C.TYP | :
@1 |
ST +3 { 1 I _FLO03
FOLLOWS CORNICE PROTILE W iy S ! | T — N
—__CONTINUOUS STEEL ANGLE % S o6 umssJ(’Lo\f A —_— - | ) &—GR2D TIZ0R
I ™ —_— = T : | | gy
ALUCoBOND OR EQUAL et GTCEL STUD TS W CURVED, | | i {
PAINTED ALUMINUM.- e STEGL TURE 1 | i (I
 PANEL (M2) (WK COMMEACAL 1 ; ‘ |
.W i = o . . , 1 \
o A ]
Lo CONTRIOUS 10x10° STEEL TUBE Wi i ! I CEILNGN.C i 5
ey CONNECTE ARCADE -~ 1 | 1 | i | LLIONS ceo| | 5
i ROOF YO STRUCTURS I | i | FOR FUTURE AWNINGS, i
e one R Il i | o 2\ South East Elevation SEEAM2
WEATHER BEALANT == [ ' : = e — SO e
e £a g =3 { - 0"
LmceTone(ss ¥ s
O\ S | el i §
5.5, STRAP ANCHOR , | 4 s l 4 b @ g 8 1LO0%
WISHIM ™ COL8TUO @ 18 + o —2" 10" TYP Z § s et
- | a0 o0 Hi b i | R i
1 i J ? i et o0
t | i - | ¥ | i
— GV ASSEMDLY @ ! } | f {10
| BTOOL BAS | | H '
SAPING AND SMOKE | | | i i
STOP GYSTEW | 1 ]-- P P t | : b
suroTvG, ; . e ‘ i i 11
- ‘ SAFING CLIP ! | i . -
(Pyosmac —— E Il |- ‘ z (
A378) Soae: o1 JEQGTYP, | BEAV DIVENSIONS i i [
A | ANDLOCATION i — — L |
) A VAUES REFEN - s : e e i o—
NeoPRERE A | Ve STRUCTURAL T e i
“FALSHING 4 | & ORAWINGS 1 [ 3 B 1 :i PORST R &1 <
ROCF DALLAST | i AN i o ; &
| 0 if FACE OF BULI FACE OF BULDING———
FILTER FABRIC i il ¥ .
. | | B 8 .
ROOE INGULATION | / } e g | R J "/ > e
|} r 8.8 ANGUEwer = B STEEL STUO a l -
MONOLITHIC e WSTEELSTUD® W OC | QW aC. Y0 =3 N i o
ROOK MEMBRANE WIBAT T INSKLATION. | ORIP e, g
55, STRAD ANGHOR/ \ : .
SUPPORTING. " 1 +3 b
e oA ‘ ——————— : |
3 STEEL STUD @ 1 O.C ) pre———— e 1 T |
LHCL LI _ _— T . weonstcons
CONCRETC SLAD | |
ON §TEEL DECK | | | | FAGE OF COLUMN—
| ] i
i | |
: | | | i
TN () i l | | 1
| | i
e | | , ; S
GAVB ASUEMBLY
- 8700 8A ; > .
& 8 SHEETROOK ARAND TYPE Lo /8 Partial Elevation — (BTN Partial Section /52 Partial Section
3 2 At e AY Scals. W4 = 1" A2 Scale: 34" = 1'0* 4
O . 6\ Detall @ Southeast Cormer 232 Scale; 34" 10 A - ! .
VTN R e e e e R |
N e 2 J o
i . ’ O EQUIVALINT NOTE: FOR MATERIAL KEY SEE |
) b BUPPORTING. SPECIFICATION SECTION 09891 }
- -
ARCADE ROOF - REFER \ BAFING CLP | SEE NG 2/A-201
WSTREET 5 S— i
4 Y S———aPRHR
2 / GTEEL PLATE & POSTS £ M e
iy T S 2 PR
7 NEOPRENE FLABHING- 4
FLAS \ BEAM DIMENSIONS
K LABHNG 9 \.. VARY ReFiR
{. o L . ROOF BALLAST { WERR 8LOT- TRUGTURAL
S [ FILTER FABRC
xwmc.mmn\ ATES J e
e PIREGUARD )™ — ROOF INBULATION A & I
T oo T 44 COF INSULA B o ! i R + de 1008
{ MONCLITHIG ROOF ¥ ik T, L iAo
3 o ) (comncim wiap ) HoRZON !:,//
OB g Lo |
)
3 —— 1 | VERTICAL-—~__
5 | BMULLION /
> 8 \ Detail @ Area C West Spandrel oz MOLUTONE va:ﬁ r;sm:gncq \f STOREFRONTS AT RETAIL
378, Soaer 321 o | FORFUTUREAMNINGR. . [ AREA C BY TENANTS U.ON. h
5 P | 31 (1) __EastElevation
\ e Q\.:o)/ Scale. 178" * 140°
{ nore
\ 1. EXTERIOR SHEATHING TO BE
\ DENSGUAES GO K° THICK EXTERIOR .
BIEATIMIC PANLS. (LB N) ]
D VANE S A A AP !
5 N 5 lC ‘j}r ] 3 S — /BT Parial Plan /AT Detail Axo @ Mullion
\ A ON $TEEL DECK NOTE, FOR MATERIAL KEY 9€E 2 D 2323 saw 514
A = e ro
é 9"\ Dolail @ Area C Arcade Roof Posts )( SPECGIF/CATION SECTION 00 &g/ seoe
L ry — s




CITY OF NEWTON DESIGN GUIDELINES

Riverside Station Development

RIVERSIDE STATION DEVELOPMENT

o~ : \\"J o‘l;-" 2 : -> #ﬁ\mﬁaa‘?‘ v - '*'-\".ﬁ_}; 6—;" _'W&?‘v --‘\.","(/’ ;“\"" ._-..
psEeEs N = MO W% | Enty from1-95 N g 195 :;33,)‘- New Main Street g . €
:- ... " ) A \ ‘ " " ;° N
-y b ' &. - S '.

.
N :

e 3 s o
T ORI

~. .1 A

/ of Ne

- 5




DocuSign Envelope ID: 30812B9A-9CD3-4273-8AEC-6772B5C1E29D

Charles D. Baker, Governor
Karyn E. Polito, Lieutenant Governor
Stephanie Pollack, MassDOT Secretary & CEO

Steve Poftak, General Manager Massachusetts Department of Transportation

May 27, 2020
BY FIRST CLASS MAIL AND BY EMAIL (rlipof@newtonma.gov)

Councilor Richard Lipof
Chairman, Land Use Committee
Newton City Council

Newton City Hall

1000 Commonwealth Avenue
Newton, MA 02459

Re: Proposed Riverside Mixed-Use Development

Dear Chairman Lipof,

At a meeting of the Land Use Committee earlier this year, representatives of the MBTA were asked
if the MBTA would be willing to install solar panels on the roof of the MBTA garage at the site (the
“ICF”). At that time, representatives of the MBTA responded that it would consider doing so,
recognizing that the inclusion of solar panels on the roof of the ICF would be required to go
through a state mandated procurement process.

In exploring this matter further with representatives of Mark Development (“MD”), we are pleased
to report that the MBTA and MD have arrived at the following understanding with respect to this
matter:

1. MD will design and construct the ICF to accommodate maximum solar panel coverage on
the roof of the ICF.

2. The design standards to accommodate solar panels will be reviewed and approved by the
MBTA when reviewing the overall design of the ICF.

3. When the ICF has been constructed, MD will furnish any required conduits and related
infrastructure to support solar panels on the roof of the ICF.

4, During the course of design of the ICF, the MBTA and MD will determine jointly the
preferred utility connection for the solar panels (i.e., connection to utilities on Grove Street
or on the remaining MBTA property).

5. Within six months of the delivery of the ICF by MD to the MBTA, the latter will undertake
the necessary procurement effort to implement solar on the roof of the ICF.

Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority
Ten Park Plaza, Boston, MA 02116
www.mbta.com
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6. To the extent that the procurement effort results in the selection of a third party vendor,
the MBTA will coordinate efforts with MD and the third party vendor to make the
implementation of solar on the roof of the ICF a reality.

| hope that the foregoing will convey the MBTA’s intention to achieve solar on the roof of the ICF
subject to the conditions noted above. Please feel free to contact the undersigned with any
questions.

Very truly yours,
DocuSigned by:
Q);\Ao.n‘ *)\U\J(r$o~

29526E1394A0...

Richard Henderson
Chief Real Estate Officer, MBTA

cc: (By Email)
Ms. Nadia Khan, Committee Clerk (nkhan@newtonma.gov)
Mr. Barney Heath, Director of Planning and Development (bheath@newtonma.gov)
Mr. Robert Korff (rkorff@markdevlic.com)
Mr. Damien Chaviano (dchaviano@markdevlic.com)





