
CITY OF NEWTON 
 

IN BOARD OF ALDERMEN 
 

ZONING & PLANNING COMMITTEE REPORT 
 

WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 15, 2014 
 
Present:  Ald. Johnson (Chairman), Danberg, Baker, Hess-Mahan, Leary, Yates and Sangiolo 
Absent:  Ald. Kalis 
Also Present:  ALd. Lipof, Blazar, Crossley, Fuller, Brousal-Glaser, Harney and Albright 
City Staff Present:  James Freas (Acting Director, Planning & Development), Eve Tapper 
(Acting Associate Director), John Lojek (Commissioner, Inspectional Services), Marie Lawlor 
(Assistant City Solicitor), Maura O’Keefe (Assistant City Solicitor), Karyn Dean (Committee 
Clerk) 
Planning & Development Board Present:  Scott Wolf (Chairman), Roger Wyner, Peter Doeringer 
and James Freas 
 
Appointment by His Honor the Mayor 
#347-14 JOHN GELCICH, 28 Jefferson Street, Newton Corner, appointed as an alternate 

member of the PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT BOARD for a term to expire 
February 1, 2017 (60 days 12/05/14) [09/29/14 @ 9:32AM] 

ACTION: APPROVED 5-0 (Ald. Yates and Sangiolo not voting) 
 
NOTE:  Mr. Gelcich joined the Committee.  He explained that he is a Planning professional with 
the City of Chelsea as a Land Use administrator staffing the Planning Board and the Zoning 
Board of Appeals.  Chelsea is set up a bit differently that Newton but he is very knowledgeable 
about zoning in Massachusetts.  He has housing experience in housing and affordable housing as 
well as some private sector experience and non-profit experience.  He feels this breadth of 
experience will be useful for the Planning and Development Board in Newton.  He attended the 
last meeting of the P&D Board and was very interested.   
 
The Committee asked if there were any interesting projects in Chelsea. He noted that the new 
regional FBI headquarters is coming to Chelsea and he is getting familiar with that project and it 
poses some unique challenges.  It is located in the Urban Renewal Area of Everett Ave. which is 
a focus point in Chelsea of development.  This along with some other development will bring a 
great deal of investment in Chelsea.  It will be tied into the Silver Line and is a perfect nexus of 
development and investment and something that Chelsea hopes will bring significant positive 
change to them.  The Wynn casino development is coming to Everett and will bring traffic to 
Chelsea.  They will be looking for ways to mitigate the problems it might bring as well as hope it 
will bring some positive aspects to the city.  They have little control since it is not in Chelsea and 
it is challenging. 
 
Ald. Hess-Mahan moved approval and the Committee voted in favor. 
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Appointment by His Honor the Mayor 
#348-14 PETER DOERINGER, 35 Pulsifer Street, Newtonville, currently an associate 

member, appointed as a regular member of the PLANNING AND 
DEVELOPMENT BOARD for a term to expire February 1, 2018 (60 days 
12/05/14) [09/29/14 @ 9:32AM] 

ACTION: APPROVED 6-0 (Ald. Sangiolo not voting) 
 
NOTE:  Mr. Doeringer joined the Committee.  He has been an alternate member for several 
years and is now becoming a regular member.  He said when he appeared before Committee for 
his last appointment he promised to make fair minded decisions made on objective information 
and to learn more about zoning, which he had no experience with.  He was happy that Mr. 
Gelcich is joining the Board as he has extensive zoning experience.  Mr. Doeringer feels he has 
been fair and objective during his term.  He said some data has been a bit thin on some projects 
and he is still learning about HUD regulations.  He has attended many meetings of the Board and 
his voting record is available.  He hopes to work with the Planning Department to get some 
better data to help with strategic planning and work performance based information on how 
programs have been doing to know which are working and which are not. 
 
Ald. Hess-Mahan asked what Newton could do to improve economic development and housing 
opportunities.  Mr. Doeringer said much of the focus of the Board has been on housing.  Mostly 
it has been about housing diversity and low-income housing within the larger context of what’s 
going on in the housing field.  The big drivers of the Massachusetts economy are transportation, 
good education and skills training, and not housing.  Bringing more good jobs to Massachusetts 
in general is what is important.  Newton’s good school system contributes to what is happening 
in the state.  Focusing on providing more low-income housing would be helpful.  As an 
economy, the area is doing well because it is insulated from the things that make an economy go 
bad, for instance, manufacturing, and is insulated from the import/export world which is going 
downhill very rapidly.  The state economy is in a good position. 
 
Ald. Danberg asked which industries would be a good fit for Newton.  He said the workforce 
here could work in many different industries and is very well educated.  Retail and services in 
the villages and restaurants would be desirable.  The best thing to do is make Newton a great 
place to live and an easy place to get in and out of.  He has no particular industry he would 
target. 
 
Ald. Danberg moved approval and the Committee voted in favor. 
 
Appointment by His Honor the Mayor 
#349-14 VINCENT F. O’DONNELL, 10 Leighton Road, Auburndale, appointed as a 

member of the NEWTON HOUSING AUTHORITY for a term to expire August 
15, 2017 (60 days 12/05/14) [09/25/14 @ 1:39PM] 

ACTION: HELD 7-0 
 
NOTE:  Mr. O’Donnell was unable to attend the meeting.  There was an error on the original 
docket item that mistakenly appointed Mr. O’Donnell to the Planning & Development Board.  
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However, he was meant to be appointed to the Newton Housing Authority.  This appointment 
should appropriately be referred to the Programs & Services Committee.  The correction will be 
made. 
 
Appointment by His Honor the Mayor 
#350-14 JONATHAN YEO, 275 Lowell Avenue, Newtonville, appointed as a regular 

member of the PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT BOARD for a term to expire 
February 1, 2019 (60 days 12/05/14) [09/29/14 @ 9:32AM] 

ACTION: APPROVED 7-0 
 
NOTE:  Mr. Yeo joined the Committee and stated he served 8 years on the School Committee 
and that was a great experience.  He would like to continue to serve the City and he felt this 
would be a great opportunity to be involved with the interesting issues of planning, housing and 
development. He is not an expert but he has worked as a planner for 8 years at the MWRA and 
he managed a team of planners to implement the watershed protection act that protects the water 
supply.  Before he came to Newton, we was involved in master planning issues in North 
Cambridge and CDBG Committee work there as well in housing issues.  He has a masters in 
public policy and his interests are in wide -anging public policy matters.  On the School 
Committee he asked a lot of questions and likes to see a lot of data and would like to see the 
performance data that Mr. Doeringer expressed an interest in as well, in order to be able to move 
the City forward.   
 
Ald. Hess-Mahan asked what Mr. Yeo’s background is in dealing with fair housing issues.  He 
said it’s been a while since he did that in Cambridge and things have changed but he will be 
asking a lot of questions around that.  Ald. Hess-Mahan said there is interest in how CDBG 
funds are used in fair housing and accessibility issues.   
 
Ald. Johnson said she would like the Planning & Development Board to attend Zoning & 
Planning Committee meetings on issues they would be involved with.  It seems to her they get 
involved after the Committee has had many discussions and is so much further along.  It would 
be helpful for them to stay apprised of the progress of the Committee’s work and deliberations.  
She asked that the Board receive regular information from the Committee.  Ald. Sangiolo said 
regular conversations with the Board would be helpful as well.   
 
Ald. Sangiolo moved approval and the Committee voted in favor. 
 
Appointment by His Honor the Mayor 
#351-14 STEVEN SCHWARTZ, 20 Kenwood Avenue, Newton Centre, appointed as an 

associate member of the ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS for a term to expire 
September 30, 2015. (60 days 12/05/14) [09/29/14 @ 9:32AM] 

ACTION: HELD 7-0 
 
NOTE:  Mr. Schwartz was unable to attend this meeting and has been re-scheduled to the 
November 10th meeting. 
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#80-13 THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT requesting update discussions of the zoning 
reform project. [02/25/13 @ 12:31 PM] 

ACTION: HELD 7-0 
 
NOTE:  James Freas distributed the latest draft of the Phase One Zoning Ordinance.  The plan is 
for the Committee to review the draft so that a detailed discussion can happen at the next 
meeting.  The draft will be posted online tomorrow morning.  The red lines changes are the same 
as in the last draft, and the purple lines changes reflect new edits since then. There is a look-up 
table so it is easier to use as a digital file rather than a printout.  The clerk will send the e-version 
to the Committee. 
 
The comment sheet will be posted online as well which includes comments from staff, advisory 
groups, and the Zoning & Planning Committee, along with comments back from the consultant.  
Mr. Freas said he still needs to put together the updates to the Land Use table and he will have 
that for the next meeting. There are other unresolved items in the draft which he will address at 
the next meeting as well.   
 
Ald. Baker would like to see the changes and the rationale for the changes in order to make 
intelligent decisions.  Part of the difficulty is that the Zoning & Planning Committee is 
responsible for reviewing this and is then responsible for explaining it to their colleagues in a 
way that is successful for everyone.  The Recodification Committee did a memo explaining 
changes that were made and a similar document would be helpful.  Mr. Freas said it would 
probably be helpful also to refer back to all previous memos because everything is included in 
them.  He would work on a summary document for the Committee with references. 
 
Ald. Johnson said she would like to see this work done by the end of the year and asked the 
Committee’s cooperation with perhaps having extra meetings. 
 
Ald. Yates asked that some items from the Recodification Committee get NAN’d at the next 
meeting that the Committee feels have been resolved.  Mr. Freas said he would check the agenda 
and put them all on. 
 
The Committee voted to hold this item. 
 
A Public Hearing was held on the following item: 
#237-14  ALD. SANGIOLO requesting amendments to the City of Newton 

Zoning Ordinance, Chapter 30, to create a temporary moratorium, 
to extend no later than December 31, 2015, on the full or partial 
demolition of single- and two-family residential dwellings where 
the gross floor area of the replacement structure or the gross floor 
area of the resulting structure including any addition will be greater 
than 120% of the gross floor area of the existing structure. Such 
moratorium is for the purpose of allowing the City adequate time 
to complete a planning process to address the loss of the City’s 
more moderately priced housing stock and the impacts on 
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neighborhoods resulting from full and partial demolitions of 
existing single- and two-family residential dwellings where the 
replacement or addition results in large scale buildings out of 
character with the surrounding neighborhood.  During this 
moratorium this City will consider adoption of zoning amendments 
to modify dimensional or other controls on construction of single 
and two-family residential dwellings. 

ACTION: HEARING CLOSED; HELD 7-0 
 
NOTE:  Ald. Johnson opened the public hearing for the Zoning & Planning Committee and 
Scott Wolf opened the public hearing for the Planning & Development Board.   
 
Ald. Sangiolo Presentation 
Ald. Sangiolo presented a PowerPoint which is attached.  Please refer to it for details. Ald. 
Sangiolo also prepared a memo for the Committee which was a response to the last memo from 
the Planning Department and it is also attached.  Both can be found online as well, on the Zoning 
& Planning webpage along with other related documents. 
 
Ald. Sangiolo concluded her presentation with the following comments: 
“As a co-docketer of the large house review item, I agree this is one of the tools that Newton 
should employ in terms of dealing with the problem of large houses.  That’s why it was 
identified in the presentation I made in Zoning & Planning as a tool our neighboring had 
employed to control development.  We the Zoning & Planning Committee and the Board seem to 
be stuck because the Planning Department has been unwilling to address many of the issues 
we’ve identified in the moratorium proposal and independently as docket items on the agenda, 
preferring instead to address them under zoning reform phase 2.  Even our esteemed folks who 
served on the FAR Working Group had suggested problems and issues that needed to be 
addressed two years ago with the FAR regulations they had recommended.  That too, under the 
recommendation of the Planning Department has been referred to zoning reform phase 2. 
 
What is driving the move for a moratorium is the lack of leadership in addressing zoning, 
particularly by-right zoning regulations.  When residents walk down Auburn Street or 
Watertown Street and see a new build where the side of the house is facing the street, where the 
back of the new house abuts the side of its neighboring house, where rear setbacks are now side 
setbacks.  When these residents ask us how this could be allowed, what’s our response?  The 
answer is “It’s allowed in our zoning ordinances” and we have not been able to address these 
because they have been kicked into a zoning reform phase 2 process which is already two years 
behind schedule, which hasn’t even begun and is anticipated to take three years to complete.  Is 
that acceptable?  And how many more of these types of developments will take place while we 
wait at least three years for zoning reform to be implemented?   
 
Demolitions are on the rise and with these demolitions are new builds where the existing zoning 
regulations allow for the type of development that can truly negatively impact the character of 
the streetscape and neighborhood.  Changes need to be made now within a finite time period, 
shorter than three years, while we wait for the comprehensive zoning reform process to take 
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place.  I’m telling you, the stuff that we see and we hear our constituents complain about – we 
made those ordinances.  These developers are just following the rules that we make and they 
only want to follow the rules we make.  Maybe you aren’t ready for a moratorium and a 
moratorium is a very strong, heavy-handed way of dealing with this, but something needs to be 
done now.  And that is what I’m hoping to accomplish.” 
 
Planning Department Presentation 
Eve Tapper, Acting Associate Director of the Planning Department, presented a PowerPoint, 
which is attached.  A memo from the Planning Department is also attached and both can be 
found online on the Zoning & Planning webpage. 
 
Ms. Tapper said that the Planning Department recognizes that there are some issues with 
increased density and larger homes in some neighborhoods and around the City, however, it does 
not feel that this moratorium is the solution to the problem and is not a proportional response to 
the issues.  Please refer to the PowerPoint and the memo for the details of Ms. Tapper’s 
presentation. 
 
Public Comment 
Ald. Johnson explained to the audience that each speaker will have 3 minutes to comment and 
she asked that the speakers be respectful of the time limit and each other. 
 
The following residents spoke in favor of the proposed moratorium: 
Sule Aksun  94 Cresent Street 
Chris Pitts  1756 Beacon Street 
John Koot  430 Winchester Street 
Rick Jacobson  117A Crescent Street 
Paul Eldrenkamp 111 Spiers Road 
Elaine Rush Arruda 1921 Commonwealth Avenue 
Isabelle Albeck 240 Windsor Road 
Stephen Reuys  12 Kappius Path 
Ronald Mauri  35 Bradford Road 
Richard Paisner 30 Pine Crest Road 
William Roesner 72 Fuller Street 
Lisa Thorson  37 Kappius Path 
Mary Ann Payne 12 Kappius Path 
Pat & Mary Canavan 40 Van Wart Path 
Ann Dorfman  9 Henshaw Street 
Julia Malakie  50 Murray Road 
Jack Porter  79 Walnut Street 
Matt Yospin  156 Kirkstall Road 
Peter Simon  341 Waban Avenue 
Simon French  47 Glen Avenue 
Natasha Staller 120 Herrick Road 
Nina Koch  Address not given 
Rena Getz  Pine Ridge Road 



ZONING & PLANNING COMMITTEE REPORT 
WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 15, 2014 

PAGE 7 
 

The concerns and opinions expressed by these speakers in favor of the moratorium included the 
following: 
 

 Loss of green space, mature trees and open space in general  
 Loss of  character of neighborhoods around the city due to increased density 
 Construction noise,  
 Over-sized, out-of-scale houses  
 Increase in the carbon footprint of the oversized houses and its impact on the 

environment along with the waste resulting from demolitions,  
 Loss of moderately sized and affordable homes 
 Loss of socio-economic diversity and housing diversity 
 Wastefulness of demolishing smaller homes that are still in very good condition 
 People are being priced out of Newton with the large homes being developed 
 One big house starts a trend in a neighborhood and before long entire streets and 

neighborhoods are changed 
 Low demo fee encourages demolitions 
 Zoning Reform is going to take far too long to protect neighborhoods 
 There is no plan in place for the preservation of neighborhood context as stated in the 

Comprehensive Plan 
 Zoning Ordinances are out of date, last updated in 1987 and are not working for today’s 

needs 
 Historical Commission is only able to protect homes for, at the longest, 18 months 
 Housing can still be sold at market rate during moratorium and instead of a developer 

taking it over a family would join the neighborhood. 
 Smaller homes are sufficient for people and larger homes are not necessary 
 One year is not too much to ask in order to find a better solution to the problem 

 
The following residents spoke in opposition to the proposed moratorium: 
Ted Pass  24 Woodbine Terrace 
Alan Mayer   479 Walnut Street 
Paul Ash  48 Greenwood Street 
Jay Walter  83 Pembroke Street 
Phil Herr  20 Marlboro Street 
Laurance Lee  26 Taft Avenue 
Jeffrey Popma  303 Cabot Street 
Greer Swiston  80 Orchard Avenue 
Steve Garfinkle 40 Warren Street 
Peter Sachs  20 Hunter Street 
Brian Rooney  82 Fair Oak Avenue 
Rodney Farnsworth 161 Edinboro Street 
Janet Sterman  121 Church Street 
Ralph Robart  48 Arlo Road 
Miceal Chamberlain 99 Gate House Road 
Dev Gandhi  133 Dudley Street 
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Tun-Hou Lee  80 Farina Road 
Michael Quinn 115 Staniford Street 
Adam Kessler  32 Park Avenue 
Terry Sack  Address not given 
Peter Nogh  Address not given 
Cindy    1212 Boylston Street 
Gregory Vasil  Greater Boston RE Board, Boston 
Stefanos Erstrapoudakis   128 Highland Street 
Matthew Montgomery      60 Manchester Road 
 
The concerns and opinions expressed by these speakers opposed to the moratorium included the 
following: 
 

 Moratorium would lower the value of homes 
 Existing zoning controls and Historical Commission review are sufficient to control 

demolitions and re-builds 
 The response is far too dramatic for the proposed problem 
 Zoning Reform is a better tool to deal with the issues 
 Small houses will be very limited on how much they could add under this moratorium; 

while larger houses will have a greater advantage and this is unfair and nonsensical 
 Various family situations require sale of home immediately – medical bills, change in 

income, retirement, need to go to a nursing home, sudden illness, divorce, etc.   
 Need to increase home size to accommodate children, in-laws, elderly parents, caretakers,  
 Need to increase home size to accommodate a disabled family member 
 Projects underway and financial commitments already made on properties could put 

families in serious financial jeopardy 
 Proposal will do real harm to elderly residents whose homes are their only asset.  This is 

their nest egg and their retirement income and they deserve to be able to maximize that 
asset.  

 Belmont’s moratorium was very narrowly constructed and was not a city-wide ban, as 
this proposal is 

 Bad examples of houses can certainly be found but are not indicative of the citywide 
landscape 

 Carbon footprint of a new house is much smaller than that of an old house due to newer 
materials and building methods 

 The very strong tree ordinance does an excellent job protecting trees and requiring 
replacement of any trees lost in construction. 

 The rise in demolitions is from the improvement in the economy, which is a positive 
thing 

 The tear-downs are only a very small percentage of the housing stock in the City and is 
not a pervasive problem 

 Some of the teardowns are reaching the end of their lifespan and almost fully depreciated 
 The cost in restoring some of these older homes is not practical 
 This City has never been “affordable” 
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 Economic damage to city – permit fees and demo fees and the potential taxes on larger, 
more valuable homes will be lost to the city.   

 Design review board would be a better solution 
 

The following resident was undecided: 
 
Lynn Slobodin  61 Washburn Avenue 
 
All submitted comments have been provided to the Board of Aldermen. 
 

Ald. Johnson thanked everyone for their cooperation and their comments, and then closed the 
public hearing.  The Committee voted to hold the item and a working session will take place on 
October 27th.   Scott Wolf closed the public hearing for the Planning & Development Board. 
 
Meeting adjourned. 
 

 
 

 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Marcia T. Johnson, Chairman 
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M EMO R A N D UM  

 
DATE:      October 10, 2014 

TO:      Alderman Marcia T. Johnson, Chairman 

      Members of the Zoning and Planning Committee 

FROM:      James Freas, Acting Director of Planning and Development 
        Eve Tapper, Acting Associate Director of Planning and Development 

RE:  #237‐14             ALD.  SANGIOLO  requesting  amendments  to  the 
City  of  Newton  Zoning  Ordinance,  Chapter  30,  to  create  a 
temporary moratorium,  to extend no  later  than December 31, 
2015, on the full or partial demolition of single‐ and two‐family 
residential  dwellings  where  the  gross  floor  area  of  the 
replacement  structure  or  the  gross  floor  area  of  the  resulting 
structure including any addition will be greater than 120% of the 
gross floor area of the existing structure. Such moratorium is for 
the purpose of allowing  the City adequate  time  to  complete a 
planning  process  to  address  the  loss  of  the  City’s  more 
moderately  priced  housing  stock  and  the  impacts  on 
neighborhoods  resulting  from  full  and  partial  demolitions  of 
existing  single‐  and  two‐family  residential  dwellings where  the 
replacement  or  addition  results  in  large  scale  buildings  out  of 
character  with  the  surrounding  neighborhood.   During  this 
moratorium  this  City  will  consider  adoption  of  zoning 
amendments  to  modify  dimensional  or  other  controls  on 
construction of single and two‐family residential dwellings. 

 

MEETING DATE:    October 15, 2014 

CC:      Board of Aldermen 
      Planning and Development Board  
      Donnalyn Kahn, City Solicitor 
	

Setti D. Warren 
Mayor 

City of Newton, Massachusetts
Department of Planning and Development 

1000 Commonwealth Avenue Newton, Massachusetts 02459 

 

Telephone 
(617) 796-1120 

Telefax 
(617) 796-1142 

TDD/TTY 
(617) 796-1089 

www.newtonma.gov 
 

James Freas 
Acting Director
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Petition #237‐14 proposes a zoning amendment that would place a moratorium until December 31, 
2015 on one‐ and two‐family full and partial residential demolitions where the replacement structure 
will be greater than 120% of the size of the original.  While intended to address the recent growth in 
single‐family home “tear‐downs”, the proposal would significantly impact Newton residents and is 
unlikely to address the issues presented. The Zoning and Planning Committee held two working 
sessions (August 7th and September 4th) on this issue before agreeing on September 4th to formalize 
the docket language and bring the item to a public hearing on October 15th.   
 
 
BASIS FOR THE PROPOSED MORATORIUM 
 
The proponents of this proposed zoning amendment assert that the demolition of older homes in 
Newton and their subsequent replacement with newer, significantly larger and more expensive 
single‐family homes or with multi‐family dwellings have led to the problems of: 
 

 additional density in the city 

 physical and fiscal stresses on City infrastructure; and  

 the loss of:  
o the integrity and character of existing neighborhoods 
o moderately‐priced houses, as defined as residences in Newton that cost $800,000 or 

less to purchase 
o historic houses 
o the mature tree canopy and neighborhood green space; and 
o socio‐economic and generational diversity 

 
To quantify this issue, the following table shows the number of residential buildings that have been 
demolished in the City since fiscal year 2009.  The table also reports the number of new house 
building permits that have been issued over that same period. These numbers are slightly lower than 
previously reported as staff did a second review and removed permits issued for garages and 
commercial structures.  As expected, in a largely developed community like Newton, the number of 
demolition permits tracks closely with the number of building permits.  
 

  FY09  FY10  FY11  FY12  FY13  FY14 

Demolition Permits*  44  54  64  72  80  102 

New House Building 
Permits* 

48  48  68  69  81  110 

*Includes single‐, two‐ and multi‐family buildings 

 
The sponsors believe that a more than one‐year moratorium on these residential demolitions will 
allow the community to address several issues that contribute to these problems including:  

 the size, setback and height of new construction 

 conversions from single‐family to multi‐family dwellings 

 the often confusing distinction between two‐family dwellings and attached dwellings 

#237-14
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 the design of homes that do not face the street or whose front facades are dominated by 
garages  

 topographical changes and drainage issues   and; 

 the need to preserve “naturally affordable” housing stock 
 

 
CONSIDERATIONS FOR A DEMOLITION MORATORIUM IN NEWTON 
 
Moratoriums represent an extreme level of regulation as they effectively remove an entire category 
of property rights for a period of time. Implementation of a moratorium should therefore be done 
with careful consideration for the balance between the severity of the problem to be addressed and 
the impact of a moratorium.  
 
According to the Newton Assessor’s office, 91.1% of the 19,807 single‐ and two‐family residences in 
the City were built before 1964.  As all of these homes are now over 50 years old, the Newton 
Historical Commission must review any demolition application (see section below for more detail on 
this process).  Thirty‐two percent of the homes less than 50 years old were built since 2003 and given 
their age are unlikely candidates for to be torn down.  Of the remaining homes built since 1965, only 
752 houses have 3000 square feet of living area or less which make them the most likely teardown 
options.  Simply said, the proposed demolition moratorium would only add protection to these 752 
houses while its impact would be felt by residents throughout the City.  While the proponents of the 
proposed moratorium have some legitimate concerns, their solution is not an appropriately balanced 
approach to addressing these issues. 
 
Existing controls on demolitionThe proponents of this amendment are concerned about the large 
number of homes that have been demolished in Newton each year over the last several years and 
they expect this trend to continue.  This statement is misleading and suggests that there are no 
controls currently in place to prevent wholesale demolition throughout the city. On that point, the 
City’s demolition delay ordinance requires homeowners who wish to completely or partially demolish 
homes that are at least 50 years old to apply first to the Newton Historical Commission.  If the 
Commission finds the structure to be historically significant, including with respect to the historic 
context of the neighborhood, it can impose a one‐year demolition delay on the property (18 months 
if the property is on or eligible to be on the National Register of Historic Places).  
 
In fiscal year 2014, the Commission reviewed 254 demolition applications.  Of that total, 172 were for 
full demolitions, the rest requested only partial demolition (82).  The Commission found that 69 
structures should be “preferably preserved” and imposed a demolition delay.  For many of these 
applicants, the delay already placed on their properties will expire before the proposed moratorium.  
While the purpose of the demolition delay is to incentivize property owners to find a way to 
accomplish their goals for their property without demolishing an historic structure, sometimes this is 
not possible.  The proposed moratorium will unfairly change the rules mid‐stream for these property 
owners and further delay long‐awaited construction plans. 
 
Enforcement 
A moratorium like the one proposed will be difficult to enforce.  The proposed language would 
prohibit full and partial demolition if the replacement structure will be greater than 120% of the 
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original.  But the language does not address what would happen if there are no plans available for a 
replacement at the time the demolition permit is submitted.  Further, there is no guidance regarding 
a situation where the replacement plans show a structure that is less than 120% of the original, but 
changes are made during the construction period and the final structure exceeds that threshold.    
Adopting this unenforceable regulation will have the same outcome as not adopting the provision at 
all.  But many residents, who have planned their retirement based on selling their property in Newton 
for fair market value in the next year, could be adversely affected  
 
Additional density 
According to the proponents, the moratorium will not apply to projects that require a special permit 
from the Board of Aldermen.  Since current zoning does not allow multi‐family developments (i.e. 
three or more units) by right anywhere in the City, the moratorium will not prevent projects that may 
significantly increase density in a particular neighborhood.  In addition, 40B affordable housing 
projects would not be subject to local zoning ordinances and regulations and would therefore not be 
bound by the moratorium on residential demolition. As a result, the only additional density that could 
be curbed by the proposed zoning amendment is the by‐right conversion of a single‐family home into 
a two‐family dwelling.  These by‐right scenarios add only one additional housing unit at a time, which 
certainly is not the cause of traffic and other infrastructure problems.   
 
Finally, while staff understands the desire for clarification on the design parameters of two‐family 
dwellings that tend now to look like more like townhouses rather than the traditional double‐deckers 
or “Philadelphia‐style” two‐family structures, this problem developed over time in a piecemeal 
manner and will take time to be resolved in a meaningful and comprehensive way. 
 
Special Permit exemption 
As noted in the section above, the zoning amendment would not apply to special permit projects 
approved by the Board of Aldermen.  Floor area ratio (FAR) is a dimensional control that measures 
the massing of a building.  It is the calculated as the ratio between the size of the house and the size 
of the lot.  For each zoning district in Newton, there is a limit for FAR that cannot be exceeded except 
with a special permit.  If a moratorium is approved, homeowners may choose to apply for a special 
permit to exceed FAR and thus be allowed to avoid the moratorium.  Not only would these new 
homes be necessarily larger than what could built by right, the Board would have to process several 
more special permits per year.  
  
Neighborhood character 
The City of Newton is made up of 13 villages and surrounding residential neighborhoods.  Each village 
center and its surrounding areas have a distinct character.  While it is not the purpose of this memo 
to describe the character of each village a few examples are helpful. The storefronts along 
Watertown Street in Nonantum are primarily smaller than elsewhere in the City.  They are also often 
locally‐owned and neighborhood‐oriented.  The residential neighborhoods in and around the village 
consist of modest homes on small lots.  At the other end of the spectrum is Chestnut Hill whose 
commercial spine along Boylston Street (Route 9) is made up of high‐end retail outlets clustered 
within several shopping malls.  The residential character in this area of the City is also upscale with 
many significant‐sized and historic homes.   
 

#237-14



5 
 

A final example is the village of Oak Hill on the south side of the Newton.  Oak Hill has very limited 
commercial activity and its primary residential neighborhood, Oak Hill Park, was completely built‐out 
in only a few years on land the City purchased to provide housing for returning veterans after World 
War II.  The original houses were built along and faced an internal path system to encourage 
community interaction.  In recent years as the original residents in this neighborhood have aged and 
moved on, the character of this neighborhood has changed significantly.  A large number of the 
smaller, starter homes have been purchased, demolished and replaced by much larger buildings that 
now face the roadway system and not the internal pathways.   
 
This change in Oak Hill Park and the fear that it will happen at the same rate in other neighborhoods 
in the city may be the driving force behind this zoning amendment.  But change will come in every 
neighborhood whether we plan for it or not.  So we need to thoughtfully plan for the change that we, 
as a community, want to see in each of our neighborhoods. To do this takes time.  First, we need to 
understand existing conditions, engage with the community about future needs and expectations, 
and only then can we develop appropriate plans, policies and regulations. 
 
Moderately priced housing 
 
Supporters of the proposed moratorium on demolition have stated that one of the problems that the 
so‐called rapid demolition of homes in Newton has caused is the loss of moderately priced housing.  
They define this category as homes priced at “less than $800,000.”  The median home price in 
Newton in 2013 was $884,000 (according to the Newton Assessing Department).  In order to afford a 
house at this price using industry standard assumptions for interest rates, mortgage insurance and 
percent of income spent on housing costs, a family or individual would have to make between 
$145,000 and $244,000 per year.  The median income for a Newton household of four is $104,887, 
while the area median income (AMI) for a household of four in the Boston‐Cambridge‐Quincy area 
that includes Newton is $94,400.  Using industry standards for housing costs and interest rates a 
household earning the Newton median income can afford a home priced between $382,000 and 
$635,500 and a household earning 100% of the regional AMI can afford a house priced between 
$343,650 and $572,000.   
 
Unfortunately there is little or no housing stock in Newton being offered for sale at these prices. 
Planning staff contends that to truly address the problem stated as the loss of socio‐economic and 
generational diversity in the City, we must address the issue of housing for low‐and moderate‐income 
families and individuals, and for higher‐income wage earners and older adults who want to “age in 
place” in Newton all of whom are still priced out of the local housing market where the median sale 
price is almost $900,000 and rising driven by regional housing dynamics characterized by high 
demand and low supply.  
 
 
ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS TO THE IDENTIFIED PROBLEMS 
 
Amendment proponents believe that a moratorium on residential demolition will allow City staff, 
residents and decision‐makers adequate time to address the problems identified through the 
imposition of limits on the size, setback and height of newly constructed buildings and through 
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regulations that require specific architectural designs (i.e. houses that face the street and/or do not 
have the protruding garages).  This is a lofty goal.  
 
The Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Working Group was formed with a similar directive – to “more accurately 
reflect the current conditions [existing community character], be easier to apply and enforce, and 
result in new construction that is in keeping with surrounding structures and the Newton 
Comprehensive Plan.” In its final report, the Working Group keenly noted that “[w]orking within 
existing zoning designations presents challenges to preserving the character of each neighborhood.”  
If as stated by the amendment sponsors, one of the main purposes of the proposed moratorium is to 
allow time to adopt regulations to preserve neighborhood character, we will have difficulty similar to 
that of the FAR Working Group if we try to find a relatively quick “one‐size fits all” policy to solve the 
problem.   
  
Instead of implementing piecemeal fixes to the systemic problems highlighted in this memo, Planning 
staff recommends that we address the legitimate concerns of the proponents of this zoning 
amendment by setting a vision and goals for the community.  Good planning allows an understanding 
of what the desired outcomes of the zoning ordinance are, which can then be codified into a 
coherent and consistent set of regulations.  
 
The Planning Department is proposing a Village and Neighborhood Master Plans approach to phase 2 
of the Zoning Reform project. The approach begins with community‐based master planning, leading 
to the creation of zoning districts that reflect local character and community needs and expectations. 
This approach is clearly recommended in Newton’s Comprehensive Plan and provides the greatest 
opportunity to tailor zoning to the unique characteristics of the many different village centers, 
commercial districts, and residential neighborhoods in the City. With the completion of the 
reformatting of the Zoning Ordinance through phase 1, new zoning districts will be able to be 
adopted into the Zoning Ordinance as they are completed.  
 
 
NEXT STEPS 
 
The Planning Department will be bringing the final draft of the phase 1 Zoning Ordinance to the 
Zoning and Planning Committee within the next month for review and public hearing. Discussions will 
also begin this fall on the work program, community engagement methodologies, and project 
timeline for phase 2.  
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DATE:   October 14, 2014 
 
TO:   Alderman Marcia Johnson, Chair 
   Members of the Zoning and Planning Committee 
 
FROM:  Amy Sangiolo, Ward 4, Alderman-at-Large 
 
RE:   #237-14 
 
MEETING DATE: October 15, 2014 
 
Cc:   Board of Aldermen 
   Planning and Development Board 
 
SUMMARY 
 
Petition #237-14 proposes a zoning amendment requesting a temporary moratorium on 
one and two family full and partial residential demolitions where the replacement 
structure will be greater than 120% of the size of the original structure.  Alderman 
Sangiolo recognizes the tremendous impact this would have on residents and businesses 
but believes it irresponsible to ignore the problems that Newton residents, colleagues on 
the Board, members of the FAR working group and even Planning staff have identified 
and wait until Phase 2 of Zoning Reform is completed. 
 
RESPONSE TO PLANNING DEPARTMENT’S OCTOBER 10TH MEMORANDUM 
 
As has been stated in previous memorandum by Alderman Sangiolo and stated in several 
committee meetings, the proposed temporary moratorium is to allow for a specific 
amount of time to address the following issues: 
 

1.  Clarify and revise the definition of two-family dwelling unit and the definition of 
attached dwellings; 

2. Create regulations that require front door orientation to the street for all new 
construction and discourage or prohibit the side facing construction and 
protruding garage or “snout house” construction 

3. Create a neighborhood context design and site plan review process for all new 
construction and expansion that would result in a structure that is 20% more than 
the existing structure for which demolition is requested 

4. Adopt additional zoning measures to deal with by-right development that will 
retain neighborhood character, preserve existing structures, trees and landscapes, 
and preserve moderately priced housing stock. 
 

The overall goal is to get better control over the by-right development that occurs after 
demolition and get the zoning issues associated with demolitions addressed sooner rather 
than wait for Zoning Reform Phase 2 which is already 2 years behind schedule and 
another 3 year process to complete. 
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RESPONSE TO PLANNING DEPARTMENT’S OCTOBER 10TH MEMORANDUM 
 
 
Staff makes a number of incorrect and misleading assertions that need to be addressed. 
The following is a section-by-section response. 
 
 
Existing controls on demolition 
 
Staff suggests that the concern Alderman Sangiolo and proponents have expressed about 
the increased trend in the number of demolitions and the likely continuation of that trend 
is “misleading” and further states: “proponents suggests that there are no controls 
currently in place to prevent wholesale demolition throughout the City.”  Neither 
Alderman Sangiolo nor opponents have made such an assertion.  The only control on 
demolition lies with the Historic Commission.  As correctly stated by Planning Staff, the 
City’s Demolition Delay Ordinance requires homeowners to go through the Newton 
Historic Commission for full and partial demolitions of structures that are 50 years or 
older.  The Newton Historic Commission can make a finding on whether the structure is 
preferably preserved or not and can issue a one year delay (or in the case of a structure 
listed on the National Register – an 18 month delay on demolition).   
However, Planning Staff left out several important pieces of information regarding the 
Historic Commission process: 
 

1. Not all structures get reviewed by the Newton Historic Commission.  The Newton 
Historic Preservation Planner in conjunction with the Chair of the Commission, 
determine whether or not the structure should even be reviewed by the full 
Commission. 

2. After 4-month period, an applicant can request and receive a waiver from the 
demolition delay. 

3. After the demolition delay has expired, the structure can be torn down – 
protection and prevention of the resource ends. 

 
The Newton Historic Commission recognizes that problems exist with their current 
process and are in support of two items currently on the Zoning and Planning 
Committee’s docket that have been identified as issues to be addressed under this 
proposal.  The items are: 
 
#265-14 ALD. BLAZAR, YATES AND DANBERG requesting to amend Section 22-50 
to increase the time period for determinations of historical significance to 30 days, and to 
increase the time period for hearings, rulings and written notice on appeals from 
historical significance determinations to 60 days; to amend Section 22-50 to increase the 
time period to hold a public hearing as to whether or not a historically significant 
building or structure is preferably preserved to 60 days; to amend Section 22-50 to 
increase the demolition delay period for buildings and structures on or eligible for listing 
in the National Register of Historic Places to 30 months; and to amend Section 22-50 to 

#237-14



increase the demolition delay period for all other preferably preserved buildings or 
structures to 24 months; and 
 
#266-14 ALD. BLAZAR, YATES AND DANBERG requesting to amend Section 22-50 
to require that in the event there is a transfer of legal or beneficial ownership of a 
preferably preserved property during the demolition delay period, the full demolition 
delay period will restart from the date of the transfer of ownership; and further requesting 
to amend Section 22-50 to require that in the event a transfer of legal or beneficial 
ownership of a preferably preserved property occurs after the expiration of a demolition 
delay period but prior to the issuance of a demolition permit, no demolition permit shall 
issue until the new owner complies with the procedures of Section 22-50(c)(5). 
 
The Newton Historic Commission’s letter of support for these items is attached to this 
document. 
 
Enforcement 
 
Staff raises the issue of enforcement.  They ask what would happen if there are no plans 
available for a replacement at the time the demolition permit is submitted.  Alderman 
Sangiolo’s response is that the applicant would not be granted a demolition permit unless 
they also can submit replacement plans showing that it meets the criteria.  Planning Staff 
goes on to suggest that there is no guidance regarding a situation where the replacement 
plans show a structure that is less than 120% of the original, “but changes are made 
during the construction period and the final structure exceeds that threshold.”  Alderman 
Sangiolo is puzzled by this as she has been under the impression that the current system 
does not allow for changes to a permit that has been approved without a subsequent 
approval.  She questions whether that is in fact the current practice implemented by the 
Inspectional Services Department and poses the following question:  If a building permit 
is issued for a set of plans and there are changes made to those plans that exceed what is 
allowed, what does the Inspectional Services Department do?   
 
Finally, in the enforcement section of the Planning Department’s memo, staff makes the 
following statement:  “But many residents, who have planned their retirement based on 
selling their property in Newton for fair market value in the next year, could be adversely 
affected.”  Was this statement meant to be in this section of the memorandum? 
 
Additional Density 
 
First, staff is incorrect about the applicability of this moratorium.  While it was originally 
proposed to exclude special permits, the discussions in the Zoning and Planning 
Committee suggested that there was sentiment that the proposal should apply to special 
permits and was amended accordingly. 
 
Second, the proponents of the proposal have never asserted that the proposal would 
somehow trump the Chapter 40B process.  As long as the City of Newton fails to meet 
the 10% affordable housing requirement and as long as the City is reluctant to adopt a 
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Housing Production Plan and meet the goals of such plan, the City remains limited in the 
amount of control it can exert over 40B projects. 
 
Finally, staff makes the following statement: “Finally, while staff understands the desire 
for clarification on the design parameters of two-family dwellings that tend now to look 
like more like townhouses rather than the traditional double-deckers or “Philadelphia-
style: two-family structures, this problem developed over time in a piecemeal manner and 
will take time to be resolved in a meaningful and comprehensive way.” It has been over a 
year since the following items dealing with this very issue were first docketed and 
nothing has been done to address these issues.   
 
#222‐13 ALD. HESS‐MAHAN, ALBRIGHT, BAKER, CROSSLEY, DANBERG, 
FISCHMAN & JOHNSON proposing to amend the definitions of "Common roof 
connector", "Common wall connector", and "Dwelling, two‐family" in Chapter 
30, Section 30‐1 of the City of Newton Zoning Ordinances. 
[06/07/133 @ 1:31 PM] 
 
#129‐13 ALD. HESS‐MAHAN proposing to amend and/or clarify definition and 
provisions for granting a special permit for “attached dwellings” in the City of 
Newton Zoning Ordinances, Chapter 30‐1, 30‐8(b)(13) and 30‐9(b)(5). 
[05/25/13 @5:14 PM] 
 

Since that time, two-family structures have been built, changing the streetscape, setting 
precedents and the altering the context of the neighborhoods that Zoning Reform Phase 2 
is supposed to preserve and protect. 
 
Special Permit exemption 
 
This issue is addressed above.  
 
Neighborhood character 
 
Staff describes the distinct character of several of our 13 villages.  However, first they 
state:  “But change will come in every neighborhood whether we plan for it or not,” 
suggesting we can’t control change and then go on to state:  “So we need to thoughtfully 
plan for the change that we as a community, want to see in each of our neighborhoods.”  
Huh? 
 
Moderately-Priced Housing 
 
Staff suggests that there is little or no housing stock in Newton being offered for sale at 
the price proponents are considering as moderately priced - $800,000.  Currently, a crude 
search on Hammond Real Estate’s website produced 53 single- and multi-family homes 
available at or below $800,000.  Trulia lists 26 single-family homes at or below $800K 
on its website and Realtor.com lists 88 single- and multi-family homes available at or 
below $800K. 
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The housing stock that does come to the market that is $800K or less are the ones that 
when demolished and torn down, are mostly converted to larger homes and sell far above 
the $800K price point as shown in the chart below. 
 

 
 
 
Alternative Solutions to the Identified Problems 
 
Staff continues to refuse to address the issues identified in this proposal now even though 
they acknowledge there is “a legitimate concern over the loss of character and diversity 
of housing in the City of Newton.”   
 
They refer to the work of the Floor Area Ratio Working Group as having been tasked 
with the difficult issue of reforming our FAR rules.  Yet, even the FAR Working Group 
suggested the need for changes to the rules they came up with.  The Planning 
Department’s report dated March 12, 2012 summarized the working group’s thoughts – 
consensus on some items and disagreement on others.  The recommendation at that time, 
was to continue to study the issue and track the impacts those new rules were having on 
development in the City.  When the issue was taken up again in July 2013 and November 
2013, the Planning Department recommended that consideration of changes to the FAR 
regulations be considered in the context of the comprehensive zoning reform Phase 2 
efforts. 
 
Many of us on the Board and in the community have bought into the notion of a 
Comprehensive Zoning Reform effort.  This proposal is not designed to interfere with 
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that effort.  The intent of this proposal to get some kind of control over the issues we are 
seeing with by-right development while we wait for the comprehensive, village by village 
zoning reform effort to unfold.  We have been waiting over 2 years to get to Phase 2 and 
Phase 2 is anticipated to take 3 years to complete.   
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Whether you support a temporary one-year moratorium or not the zoning issues identified 
within this proposal need to be addressed now.  The Board of Aldermen used to have 
control of the zoning process but we abdicated our responsibility to the Administration in 
the name of Zoning Reform.  We need to take back some control while that Zoning 
Reform process runs its course.  We need to do something to preserve and protect that 
very context and character that the Zoning Reform Phase 2 process is supposed to 
protect.  
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DEMOLITION MORATORIUM 
PROPOSAL

Public Hearing 
October 15, 2014
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THE PROBLEM OVERVIEW

o Single Family homes replaced by multi-family dwellings, 

overbuilt, out of scale, and stressing city infrastructure

o Replacement properties often 2-3x size and 3x price of 

previous home

o Environmental Impact – disposal of previous home and 

carbon footprint of new ones
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THE PROBLEM OVERVIEW

o Loss of neighborhood character

o Loss of historic and moderately-priced homes

o Loss of trees and open space
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FULL-HOUSE DEMO PERMITS 2006-2014
Data does not include partial demolitions
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FULL-HOUSE DEMO PERMITS 2006-2014

Data set extracted from assessor's office spreadsheet 
and presented in following slides 

Full document available on city website posted with 
docket item #237-14 public hearing documents

Planning Dept. data from memo dated October 10, 
2014
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FULL-HOUSE DEMO PERMITS ISSUED 2005-
MID 2014 BY WARD AND PRECINCT
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DATA DOES NOT INCLUDE PARTIAL 
DEMOLITIONS

Before After

Partial Demolitions like this one are not included in 
the Full-House Demo numbers previously shown
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CHANGES IN FLOOR AREA OF SINGLE FAMILY 
HOMES AFTER DEMOLITIONS, 2009-2013
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ASSESSOR'S DATA        (J SHAUGHNESSY) P-1GLA
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ASSESSOR'S DATA        (J SHAUGHNESSY) P-2GLA
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ASSESSOR'S DATA        (J SHAUGHNESSY) P-3GLA
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ASSESSOR'S DATA        (J SHAUGHNESSY) P-4GLA
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ASSESSOR'S DATA        (J SHAUGHNESSY) P-5GLA
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ASSESSOR'S DATA        (J SHAUGHNESSY) P-6GLA
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INCREASE IN SALE PRICE OF SINGLE FAMILY 
HOMES AFTER DEMOLITION AND NEW BUILD, 
2010-2013
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PRICE DIFFERENTIAL P-1
S O U R C E :  A S S E S S O R ’ S  DATA BA S E

#237-14



PRICE DIFFERENTIAL P-2
S O U R C E :  A S S E S S O R ’ S  DATA BA S E

#237-14



PRICE DIFFERENTIAL P-3
S O U R C E :  A S S E S S O R ’ S  DATA BA S E
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PRICE DIFFERENTIAL P-4
S O U R C E :  A S S E S S O R ’ S  DATA BA S E
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PRICE DIFFERENTIAL P-5
S O U R C E :  A S S E S S O R ’ S  DATA BA S E
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LOSING HISTORIC HOMES

Sargent St

Before
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LOSING HISTORIC HOMES

Sargent St

During
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LOSING HISTORIC HOMES
After

Sargent St
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LOSING 
HISTORIC 
HOMES

Wetherell House
Built 1835 
Demolished 2014
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LOSING HISTORIC AND 
MODERATELY-PRICED HOMES

Before

55 Auburn $580,000
1900 Gambrel Style 
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LOSING HISTORIC AND 
MODERATELY-PRICED HOMES

After

55 Auburn
2 Units - ?
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LOSING HISTORIC AND 
MODERATELY-PRICED HOMES

Before

29 Shute Path 
$375,000 
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LOSING HISTORIC AND 
MODERATELY-PRICED HOMES

After

29 Shute Path 
$1,099,000
Now 150 Spiers Rd 
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REBUILT PROPERTY UP TO 2-3X SIZE 
AND 3X PRICE OF PREVIOUS HOME

Before

24 Druid Hill $780,000
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REBUILT PROPERTY UP TO 2-3X SIZE 
AND 3X PRICE OF PREVIOUS HOME

After

24 Druid Hill $2,150,000
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REBUILT PROPERTY UP TO 2-3X SIZE 
AND 3X PRICE OF PREVIOUS HOME

Before

48 Druid Hill $705,000
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REBUILT PROPERTY UP TO 2-3X SIZE 
AND 3X PRICE OF PREVIOUS HOME

After

48 Druid Hill $2,050,000
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REBUILT PROPERTY UP TO 2-3X SIZE 
AND 3X PRICE OF PREVIOUS HOME

Before

40 Druid Hill $740,000
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REBUILT PROPERTY UP TO 2-3X SIZE 
AND 3X PRICE OF PREVIOUS HOME

After

40 Druid Hill $2,100,000
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REBUILT PROPERTY UP TO 2-3X SIZE 
AND 3X PRICE OF PREVIOUS HOME

Before

295 Upland $575,000 
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REBUILT PROPERTY UP TO 2-3X SIZE 
AND 3X PRICE OF PREVIOUS HOME

After

295 Upland $2,475,000 
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LOSS OF NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER

Hull property

100 & 104 Hull

Before
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MULTI FAMILY REPLACING SINGLE FAMILY
100 & 104 Hull

After
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LOSING HISTORIC AND 
MODERATELY-PRICED HOMES

Before

361 Winchester
1928 Colonial
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LOSS OF TREE CANOPY

During

361 Winchester
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REGRADE

During

361 Winchester
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RETAINING WALL

During

361 Winchester
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OVERBUILT AND OUT OF CONTEXT

361 Winchester

After
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OVERBUILT AND OUT OF CONTEXT

65 Albemarle
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OVERBUILT AND OUT OF CONTEXT
Oak Hill Park
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TARGETED MR1 NEIGHBORHOOD

Auburn 
Street 
corridor
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LOSS OF RESIDENTIAL OPEN SPACE

97 Auburn St, Built c1900
1800 sq ft house with grass and trees Before

#237-14



LOSS OF RESIDENTIAL OPEN SPACE

97 Auburn St, Built c1900
Replaced by 8400 sq ft. structure After
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LOSS OF MATURE TREE CANOPY

60 trees lost at Commonwealth Ave and Dartmouth St
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HURLEY HILL RAZED 34 Wilde

Before
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HURLEY HILL RAZED

34 Wilde

After

34 Wilde
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
DISPOSAL OF PREVIOUS HOME AND
CARBON FOOTPRINT OF NEW ONES 

Before
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
DISPOSAL OF PREVIOUS HOME AND
CARBON FOOTPRINT OF NEW ONES 

Insert new picts of beacon st

After
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SINGLE 
FAMILY 
HOMES 
REPLACED BY 
MULTI 
FAMILY 
DWELLINGS

125 Warren St.
Newton Centre

Before

#237-14



After

REPLACEMENT 
BUILD

125 Warren St.
Newton Centre
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After

NEW HOUSE 
3X LARGER 
THAN ANY 
HOUSES IN 
VICINITY

125 Warren St.
Newton Centre
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SINGLE FAMILY HOMES 
REPLACED BY MULTI FAMILY DWELLINGS

648 Watertown St.

Before
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SINGLE FAMILY HOMES 
REPLACED BY MULTI FAMILY DWELLINGS

648 Watertown St.

After
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CLARIFY DEFINITIONS OF ATTACHED 
DWELLING VERSUS 2 FAMILY NEEDED
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CORRECT DEFINITION OF TWO FAMILY?
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APPROPRIATE SETBACKS?
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CLARIFY DEFINITIONS OF ATTACHED 
DWELLING VERSUS 2 FAMILY STRUCTURE

95-97 Webster Park
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DESIGN ISSUES - SNOUT HOUSE

64 Freeman St
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DESIGN ISSUES - SIDEWAYS HOUSE

104 Hull St
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DR

MR1

TARGETED 
NEIGHBORHOOD

FULLER ST

DR

DR
New 
Build

DEMO
GH

2012 - Present

04-06 
Build

SR2
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TARGETED 
NEIGHBORHOOD
75 FULLER ST

HARDSCAPE FRONT YARD
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TARGETED 
NEIGHBORHOOD

1388 COMMONWEALTH AVE
HARDSCAPE FRONT YARD
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TARGETED 
NEIGHBORHOOD
33 HELENE ST

EXAMPLE OF CONTEXTUAL RENOVATION
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Before

TARGETED 
NEIGHBORHOOD
44 FULLER

Built in 1830
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After

TARGETED
NEIGHBORHOOD
44 FULLER

SNOUT HOUSE,
RAISING GRADE ON ENTIRE LOT
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TARGETED
NEIGHBORHOOD
50-52 FULLER ST

DEED RESTRICTED AFFORDABLE HOUSING
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TARGETED
NEIGHBORHOOD
81 FULLER ST

NEW BUILD USING OLD LOT SIDE SETBACKS
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TARGETED
NEIGHBORHOOD
81 FULLER ST

NEW BUILD USING OLD LOT SIDE SETBACKS
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TARGETED
NEIGHBORHOOD
15 COYNE RD

SNOUT HOUSE
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TARGETED
NEIGHBORHOOD
21 COYNE RD

SNOUT HOUSE
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TARGETED
NEIGHBORHOOD
12-14 COYNE RD

DEMOLISHED OCTOBER 2014
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TARGETED
NEIGHBORHOOD
8-10 COYNE RD

DEMOLISHED OCTOBER 2014
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TARGETED
NEIGHBORHOOD
18-20 COYNE RD

LONG ESTABLISHED GROUP HOME
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TARGETED
NEIGHBORHOOD
40 COTTER & 53 HELENE

ORIGINAL SINGLE FAMILY HOME

Before
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TARGETED
NEIGHBORHOOD
40 COTTER

CORNER BUILD TOWNHOUSES

After
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TARGETED
NEIGHBORHOOD
53 HELENE

CORNER BUILD TOWNHOUSES

After
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WHY A DEMOLITION MORATORIUM ?

To prevent further derogation of 
residential neighborhood character   
and housing diversity while new zoning 
provisions are developed and adopted.
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ISSUES TO ADDRESS

o Size, Setback and Height of New Construction

o Single Family to Multi-Family Conversions

o Distinction between Two-Family vs. Attached Dwelling

o Side-facing houses and snout houses

o Topographical changes
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WHAT HAVE OTHER COMMUNITIES DONE?

Belmont recently used a demolition moratorium 
to adopt new guidelines for rebuilding in MR 
districts
Wellesley instituted a large house review 
ordinance and 500 ft. front setback compliance
Needham has commissioned a study committee
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RECOMMENDATIONS
Adopt a time-limited, temporary moratorium on demolition of single and 
two-family structures while the City of Newton develops regulations that 
target the following :

1. Clarify and revise the definition of two-family dwelling units and the 
definition of attached dwellings;

2. Create regulations that require front door orientation to the street for 
all new construction and discourage or prohibit side facing 
constructing and protruding garage or “snout house” construction;

3. Create a neighborhood context design and site plan review process 
for all new construction and expansion that would result in a structure 
that is 20% more than the existing structure for which demolition is 
requested

4. Adopt additional zoning measures to deal with by-right development 
that will retain neighborhood character, preserve existing structures, 
trees and landscapes and preserve moderately priced housing stock.
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WHY NOT JUST WAIT FOR ZONING REFORM?

Zoning Report Final Report December 30, 2011
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DOCKETED ITEMS TO ADDRESS DEFINITION OF 
TWO-FAMILY AND ATTACHED DWELLINGS

#278-14 ALD. YATES proposing to amend Chapter 30 of  the city of  Newton Ordinances 
to restrict the two-unit structures allowed by-right in the multi-residence districts to 
structures with the two units side-by-side in a single structure, or one above the other as in 
double-deckers. [07/31/14 @ 12:03 p.m]

#222-13 ALD. HESS-MAHAN, ALBRIGHT, BAKER, CROSSLEY, DANBERG, 
FISCHMAN & JOHNSON proposing to amend the definitions of  “Common roof  
connector”, “Common wall connector”, and Dwelling, two-family” in Chapter 30, Section 
30-1 of  the city of  Newton Zoning Ordinances. [06/07/13 @1:31 PM]

#129-13 ALD. HESS-MAHAN proposing to amend and/or clarify definition and provisions 
for granting a special permit for “attached dwellings” in the City of  Newton Zoning 
Ordinances, Chapter 30-1 30-8(b)(13) and 30-9(b)(5).  [05/25/13 @5:14 PM]
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DOCKETED ITEMS TO ADDRESS 
DEMOLITION OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES
#265-14 ALD. BLAZAR, YATES AND DANBERG  requesting to amend Section 22-50 
to increase the time period for determination of  historical significance to 30 days, and to 
increase the time period for hearings, rulings and written notice on appeals from historical 
significance determinations to 60 days; to amend Section 22-50 to increase the time period 
to hold a public hearing as to whether or not a historically significant building or structure 
is preferably preserved to 60 days; to amend Section 22-50 to increase the demolition delay 
period for buildings and structures on or eligible for listing in the National Register of  
Historic Places to 30 months; and to amend Section 22-50 to increase the demolition delay 
period for all other preferably preserved buildings or structures to 24 months.

#266-14 ALD. BLAZAR, YATES AND DANBERG requesting to amend Section 22-50 
to require that in the event there is a transfer of  legal or beneficial ownership of  a 
preferably preserved property during the demolition delay period, the full demolition delay 
period will restart from the date of  the transfer of  ownership; and further requesting to 
amend Section 22-50 to require that in the event a transfer of  legal or beneficial ownership 
of  a preferably preserved property occurs after the expiration of  a demolition delay period 
but prior to the issuance of  a demolition permit, no demolition permit shall issue until the 
new owner complies with the procedures of  Section 22-50(c)(5).
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DOCKETED ITEMS TO ADDRESS 
TREE AND LANDSCAPE
#397-13(3) ALD. SANGIOLO AND DANBERG requesting creation of  an 
ordinance to protect trees deemed historic by the Historical Commission 
and the City’s Tree Warden. [05-05-14@4:32 PM]
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DOCKETED ITEMS TO ADDRESS 
FRONT DOOR ORIENTATION
#323-14 ALD. YATES proposing to amend Chapter 30 to require that the 
front doors of  single-family homes, two-family homes and other residential 
structures face the street on which their lots are located. [08/25/14 
@11:42AM]
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DOCKETED ITEMS TO ADDRESS NEIGHBORHOOD 
CONTEXT DESIGN WITH A SITE PLAN REVIEW 
PROCESS FOR ALL NEW CONSTRUCTION OR 
EXPANSION THAT WOULD RESULT IN A LARGER 
STRUCTURE

#338-14 ALD. HESS-MAHAN, KALIS, SANGIOLO AND DANBERG 
proposing a Large House Review ordinance requiring design review and 
approval of  by-right single and multi-residence residential structures 
exceeding certain dimensional limits to be determined, to expire by 
December 31, 2015." [09/05/14 @ 9:39AM] 

#237-14



DOCKETED ITEMS TO ADDRESS 
DRAINAGE
#11-12 ALD. HESS-MAHAN & LINSKY requesting discussion on the 
implementation and enforcement of  the provisions of  Section 30-5(c)(1) of  
the Newton Ordinances which requires that “[w]henever the existing 
contours of  the land are altered, the land shall be left in a usable condition, 
graded in a manner to prevent the erosion of  soil and the alteration of  the 
runoff  of  surface water to or from abutting properties.”
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DOCKETED ITEMS TO ADDRESS 
SIZE, MASS AND FAR
#142-09(7) ALD. HESS-MAHAN AND JOHNSON proposing a 
Resolution to request that the Director of  Planning and Development and 
the Commissioner of  Inspectional Services reconvene a Floor Area Ration 
working group to review and analyze the definition of  “Floor area, gross” 
for residential structures as it is used in the definition and calculation of  
“Floor area ration” in Section 30-1 with respect to actual usage, and, if  
necessary, make recommendations for amendments thereto and in the 
dimensional regulations contained in Section 30-15(u) and Table A of  
Section 30-15(u), the purpose of  which is to regulate the size, density and 
intensity of  use in the construction or renovation of, or additions to a 
residential structure, to more accurately reflect and be compatible with 
neighborhood character, and to ensure that a proposed residential structure 
is consistent with and not in derogation of  the size, scale and design of  
other existing structures in the neighborhood, and is not inconsistent with 
the City’s Comprehensive Plan. [07/07/14@9:10 a.m.]
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FULL-HOUSE DEMO PERMITS 2006-2014
Data does not include partial demolitions
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FULL-HOUSE DEMO PERMITS ISSUED 
2005-MID 2014 - WARD 1
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FULL-HOUSE DEMO 
PERMITS ISSUED 
2005-MID 2014 
WARD 2

HISTORIC
DISTRICT
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FULL-HOUSE DEMO 
PERMITS ISSUED 
2005-MID 2014
WARD 3
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FULL-HOUSE DEMO 
PERMITS ISSUED 
2005-MID 2014
WARD 4

HISTORIC
DISTRICT
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FULL-HOUSE DEMO PERMITS 
ISSUED 2005-MID 2014 - WARD 5

HISTORIC
DISTRICT
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FULL-HOUSE DEMO PERMITS ISSUED 
2005-
MID 
2014 
WARD 6
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FULL-HOUSE 
DEMO PERMITS 
ISSUED 
2005-MID 2014
WARD 7

HISTORIC
DISTRICT
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FULL-
HOUSE 
DEMO 
PERMITS 
ISSUED 
2005-MID 
2014
WARD 8
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