
 

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 

http://www.newtonma.gov/gov/aldermen/special_permits/current_special_permits.asp
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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 I&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.  



Land Use Committee Report 
Tuesday, May 26, 2020 

Page 3 
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 McIntyre represented the petitioners Sharona Mizrahi and David Nahoumi. 
Ms. McIntyre 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, 
4.2.4.A.4, 4.2.4.B.3, 4.2.4.G.2, 4.4.1, 5.1.4, 5.1.4.A, 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.D.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 
façade 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. 
 

 
 
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 I-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 
 



280 Newtonville Avenue
Special Permit Application to Newton City Council



Site Overview



Entry



Existing Conditions



Adelaide of 
Newton Centre

The Falls at 
Cordingly Dam

Evans Park at 
Newton Corner

Benchmark 
Newton Properties 

Cabot Park 
Village 



Existing Conditions



Proposed Conditions



Rendering



Rendering



Proposed Floor Plans



Landscape Plan



Parking Study

⚫ 100 parking stalls located on-site

⚫ will not limit the continued use of 20 stalls 
for the Cabot School

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

⚫ 66 total required for the expanded project 
under current zoning



Relief Requested

⚫ special permit required for:

⚫ amendment to Council Order #105-95

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

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





Department of 
Planning and Development

P E T I T I O N  # 2 4 4 - 2 0

2 8 0  N E W T O N V I L L E AV E N U E

S P E C I A L  P E R M I T/ S I T E  P L A N  
A P P R O VA L  T O  A M E N D  S P E C I A L  
P E R M I T  B O A R D  O R D E R  # 1 0 5 - 9 5  T O  
C O N S T R U C T  A  F I V E - S T O R Y  A D D I T I O N  
W I T H  1 8  N E W  U N I T S  A N D  C O M M O N  
A C C E S S O R Y  U S E  S PA C E ,  E X T E N D I N G  
T H E  N O N - C O N F O R M I N G  S T R U C T U R E  
T O  T H E  E X T E N T  N E C E S S A R Y  A N D  T O  
D E T E R M I N E  D E N S I T Y  A N D  
D I M E N S I O N A L  C O N T R O L S

M AY 2 6 ,  2 0 2 0



Requested Relief

Special Permit per §7.3.3 to:

• to amend Special Permit #105-95

• 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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Department of 
Planning and Development

P E T I T I O N  # 2 5 2 - 2 0
3 0 - 3 2  S A L I S B U RY  R O A D

S P E C I A L  P E R M I T/ S I T E  P L A N  
A P P R O VA L  TO  A L LO W  A N  
A C C E S S O R Y  A PA R T M E N T  I N  A  
D E TA C H E D  S T R U C T U R E  T H AT  D O E S  
N OT  M E E T  P R I N C I PA L  B U I L D I N G  
S E T B A C K S  A N D  TO  I N C R E A S E  T H E  
N O N C O N F O R M I N G  F LO O R  A R E A  
R AT I O

M AY  2 6 ,  2 0 2 0



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.  (§6.7.1.E.1, §6.7.1.E.5, §7.3.3.C.1)

➢ The proposed accessory apartment will not adversely affect the neighborhood. (§6.7.1.E.1, 

§6.7.1.E.5, §7.3.3.C.2)

➢ There will be no nuisance or serious hazard to vehicles or pedestrians. (§6.7.1.E.1, §6.7.1.E.5, §7.3.3.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. (§3.2.3, §3.2.11, and §7.8.2.C.2)



Aerial/GIS Map
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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. (§6.7.1.E.1, §6.7.1.E.5, §7.3.3.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. (§6.7.1.E.1, 

§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. (§6.7.1.E.1, §6.7.1.E.5, §7.3.3.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 than the existing 
nonconforming structure is to the neighborhood because the additions are within the 
footprints of the existing structures. (§3.2.3, §3.2.11, and §7.8.2.C.2)



Proposed Conditions

1. Plan Referencing Condition.

2. Accessory Apartment Conditions.

3. Standard Building Permit Condition.

4. Standard Final Inspection/Certificate of Occupancy Condition.



Riverside Station
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Department of 
Planning and Development

PETITIONS #26-20 AND

#27-20

R EQ U EST  TO  R E Z O N E  A N D  S P EC I A L  
P E R M I T S  TO  A L LOW  A  T E N -
B U I L D I N G ,  M I X E D  U S E D  
D E V E LO P M E N T  “ R I V E RS I D E ”

M AY  2 6 ,  2 0 2 0



Building Permit Approval Process

Council 
Approval

• Site Plans
• Design 

Guidelines

Schematic 
Design

• Building 
Footprints

• Elevations

Design 
Development

• Façade 
Hierarchy

• Template

Construction 
Documents

• Final Plans
• Template



Layers Governing the Project

➢MU-3/TOD Zone

➢Council Order

➢Design Guidelines

Square Footage; Heights; 
Setbacks

Site Plan; Number 
of Dwelling Units; 

Other 
Commitments

Architecture 
of Buildings



Comprehensive Signage Package

➢Wayfinding Signs

➢Base Building Signage

➢Commercial/Retail Tenant Signage



Wayfinding Signage



Building Tenant Identification Signage



Building Tenant Identification Signage



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 façade 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.



PRESENTATION TO

Land Use Committee 
Newton City Council

DATE

26 May 2020

PRESENTED BY

Michael A. Wang
AIA, LEED AP BD+C

Form + Place, Inc.
City of Newton Urban Design On-Call Consultant 



CITY OF NEWTON DESIGN GUIDELINES
Riverside Station Development

PART I RECENT UPDATES TO DESIGN GUIDELINES & EVALUATION TEMPLATE

PART II CONSISTENCY REVIEW PROCESS



CITY OF NEWTON DESIGN GUIDELINES
Riverside Station Development



CITY OF NEWTON DESIGN GUIDELINES
Riverside Station Development

Edits based on comments from Planning 
Staff, LUC, UDC and Peer Review Team

Footprint / Siting will 
be fixed but the 

building details will 
add scale, and the 

public realm design 
should allow for visual 

permeability

PART I:  RECENT UPDATES



CITY OF NEWTON DESIGN GUIDELINES
Riverside Station Development

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

PART I:  RECENT UPDATES

MARCH 2020 MAY 2020



CITY OF NEWTON DESIGN GUIDELINES
Riverside Station Development

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

PART I:  RECENT UPDATES

MARCH 2020 MAY 2020



CITY OF NEWTON DESIGN GUIDELINES
Riverside Station Development

Added precedent examples and diagramming

PART I:  RECENT UPDATES



CITY OF NEWTON DESIGN GUIDELINES
Riverside Station Development

Reorganization of Building Façade Design and Materials section

PART I:  RECENT UPDATES



CITY OF NEWTON DESIGN GUIDELINES
Riverside Station Development

PART I RECENT UPDATES TO DESIGN GUIDELINES & EVALUATION TEMPLATE

PART II CONSISTENCY REVIEW PROCESS



CITY OF NEWTON DESIGN GUIDELINES
Riverside Station Development

PART 2:  PROCESS

Since design is at an early 
schematic level, a three-
part consistency review 

process will be required as 
the project evolves 

towards the building 
permit application

Edits to the “consistency” 
review process



CITY OF NEWTON DESIGN GUIDELINES
Riverside Station Development

THREE-PART CONSISTENCY REVIEW:

• PART I SCHEMATIC DESIGN REVIEW [Preliminary]

• PART 2 DESIGN DEVELOPMENT REVIEW [Preliminary]

• PART 3 BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION [Final]

Edits to the “consistency” 
review process

PART 2:  PROCESS



CITY OF NEWTON DESIGN GUIDELINES
Riverside Station Development

Schematic Design

PART 2:  PROCESS



CITY OF NEWTON DESIGN GUIDELINES
Riverside Station Development

NOTE: Example not from Riverside project

NOTE: Examples not from Riverside project

PART 2:  PROCESS

Schematic Design



CITY OF NEWTON DESIGN GUIDELINES
Riverside Station Development

Design Development

PART 2:  PROCESS



CITY OF NEWTON DESIGN GUIDELINES
Riverside Station Development

PART 2:  PROCESS

Design Development



Contract Documents / Building Permit Application

CITY OF NEWTON DESIGN GUIDELINES
Riverside Station Development

PART 2:  PROCESS



CITY OF NEWTON DESIGN GUIDELINES
Riverside Station Development

THANK YOU



Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority 

Ten Park Plaza, Boston, MA 02116 

www.mbta.com 

 
 

 
  

 

                                                                                                                                     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. 
 

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



Riverside Mixed-Use Development 

May 27, 2020  

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. 

 
I 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,   
 
  
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@markdevllc.com) 
        Mr. Damien Chaviano (dchaviano@markdevllc.com) 
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