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CITY OF NEWTON, MASSACHUSETTS

Urban Design Commission

MEETING MINUTES

A meeting of the City of Newton Urban Design Commission (UDC) was held virtually on
Wednesday, August 13, 2025 at 7:00 p.m. via Zoom
https://newtonma-gov.zoom.us/j/85242037677

The Chair, Michael Kaufman, called the meeting to order at 7:01 P.M.

I. RollCall

Those present were Michael Kaufman (Chair), Jim Doolin (Vice Chair), John Downie,
Visda Saeyan, and Bill Winkler. Shubee Sikka, Urban Designer was also present.

Il. Regular Agenda

Sign Permits
1. 1314 Washington Street — Joanne Langione Dance Center

Applicant: Jaime
Proposed Signs:
1. One wall mounted principal sign, non-illuminated, with approximately 73
sq. ft. of sign area on the northern facade facing Washington Street.
2. One wall mounted secondary sign, non-illuminated, with approximately 73
sq. ft. of sign area on the northern facade facing Washington Street.
3. One wall mounted secondary sign, non-illuminated, with approximately 73
sq. ft. of sign area on the southern fagade facing the rear parking lot.
4. One window sign, non-illuminated, with approximately 15 sq. ft. of sign
area on the northern facade facing Washington Street.

Presentation and Discussion:

The Commission had the following recommendations:

Mr. Kaufman recommended that the applicant reduce the size of the rear-facing
sign to less than 50 sq. ft. Applicant agreed.

Mr. Winkler recommended reducing the size of the front-facing signs, so more
brick is visible around the sign, so they look like they are painting on the wall. How
are the signs mounted? The applicant responded that the signs are mounted on
the grout of the brick.

Mr. Doolin recommended the two signs facing Washington Street reduce to less
than 50 sq.ft. each and they can be split principal signs.

Ms. Saeyan asked about the sign for building number. The applicant responded

that there is no building number on the building, but they can add it. She also
recommended making the window signs more artistic, black & yellow.

Preserving the Past i’? Planning for the Future
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MOTION: Mr. Kaufman made a motion to approve the proposed sign with a stipulation at 1314
Washington Street. Mr. Downie seconded the motion. All the members present voted, with a
5-0 vote, Michael Kaufman, Jim Doolin, John Downie, Visda Saeyan, and Bill Winkler in favor
and none opposed. The Commission recommended approval of the following sign:

1. One wall mounted secondary sign, non-illuminated, with less than 50 sq. ft. of sign area

on the southern fagade facing the rear parking lot.

The Commission made the decision to approve the wall-mounted secondary sign with the
stipulation that the secondary sign is decreased to less than 50 sq. ft. Applicant submitted the
drawing with the revised sign on September 5 via NewGov.

The Commission approved the following signs with a stipulation that the signs facing Washington
Street are split principal signs that are both less than 50 sq. ft. each and the window sign is less
than 25% of the window area and that wall mounted signs will not have website, QR code, or
phone number but the window sign can have this information:

Two wall mounted split principal signs, non-illuminated, with less than 50 sq. ft. each sign area on
the northern facade facing Washington Street.

Two window signs, non-illuminated, with sign area less than 25% of the window area on the
northern facade facing Washington Street.

Applicant sent revised drawings by email to staff to share with UDC members. Staff heard back
by email from four members, Michael Kaufman, Jim Doolin, John Downie, in favor and Bill
Winker opposed. The Commission recommended approval of the following signs:

2. Two wall mounted split principal signs, non-illuminated, with 45 sq. ft. each sign area on
the northern fagade facing Washington Street.

3. Two window signs, non-illuminated, with sign area less than 25% of the window area on
the northern facade facing Washington Street.

Applicant submitted the drawing with the revised signs on September 3 via NewGov.

2. 1005 Boylston Street — Godino & Company Inc
Applicant: Maria Mercier
Proposed Signs:

1. One free-standing principal sign, non-illuminated, with approximately 34 sq. ft. of sign
area perpendicular to Route 9.

MOTION: Mr. Kaufman made a motion to approve the free-standing sign at 1005 Boylston Street.
Ms. Saeyan seconded the motion, and none opposed. All the members present voted, with a 5-0
vote, Michael Kaufman, Jim Doolin, John Downie, Visda Saeyan, and Bill Winkler in favor and none
opposed.

The Commission recommended that the applicant apply for a comprehensive sign package for all four
wall mounted signs in the future.

3. 49-51 Winchester Street — Sullivan School of Irish Dance
Applicant: Tom Taricano
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Proposed Signs:
1. One wall mounted principal sign, internally illuminated, with approximately 49 sq. ft.

of sign area on the eastern facade facing Winchester Street.
Presentation and Discussion:

Commission made the following comments:
e Move the sign so the left side of the sign aligns with the left side of the third window.
e Move the QR code to the window

MOTION: Mr. Kaufman made a motion to approve the proposed sign with a stipulation at 49-51
Winchester Street. Mr. Winkler seconded the motion. All the members present voted, with a 5-
0 vote, Michael Kaufman, Jim Doolin, John Downie, Visda Saeyan, and Bill Winkler in favor and
none opposed. The Commission made the decision to approve the wall mounted principal sign
with the stipulation that the left side of the sign aligns with the left side of the third window. The
Commission also recommended moving the QR code to the window. Applicant submitted revised
sign on August 18 with the above changes.

4. 14 Elliot Street - Sunoco
Applicant:

Mark Smith, CMG

Ed Negoshian, owner
Proposed Signs:

1. One free-standing principal sign, internally illuminated, with approximately 54 sq. ft. of
sign area, 16 feet high, perpendicular to Elliot Street.

2. One canopy mounted secondary sign, internally illuminated, with approximately 23.2
sq. ft. of sign area on the western canopy fagade facing Elliot Street.

3. One canopy mounted secondary sign, internally illuminated, with approximately 19.5
sq. ft. of sign area on the northern canopy facade perpendicular to Elliot Street. This
sign extends above the canopy.

4. One canopy mounted secondary sign, internally illuminated, with approximately 19.5
sq. ft. of sign area on the southern canopy fagade perpendicular to Elliot Street. This
sign extends above the canopy.

5. Multiple blade directional signs (clearance signs and pump #) signs, non-illuminated,
with approximately 1 sq. ft. of sign area.

6. Multiple pump mounted secondary signs (three signs per pump), non-illuminated.
Applicant has not included these signs in the sign application.

7. Multiple column mounted secondary signs (two signs per column), non-illuminated.
Applicant has not included these signs in the sign application.

8. One wall mounted secondary sign, non-illuminated, with approximately 17.5 sq. ft. of
sign area on the western building facade facing Elliot Street (“Snack Shop”).

9. One wall mounted secondary sign, non-illuminated, with approximately 24 sq. ft. of
sign area on the western building fagade facing Elliot Street (“State Inspection”).
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10. Four fence mounted signs, non-illuminated, with approximately 5 sq. ft. of sign area
(“Air Machine, Oil Changes, Vacuum, Inspections”).

Presentation and Discussion:

The applicant explained all the proposed signs. The applicant also commented that all the tanks need
to be replaced, and all pipes also need to be replaced.

Commission made the following comments:

Ms. Saeyan commented it’s a cleaner look

Mr. Kaufman commented that the white background of Sunoco in the free-standing sign should be
blacked out. The proposal is a big improvement, much better.

Mr. Doolin commented that the arrows in the Sunoco canopy sign extend above the canopy.

Mr. Kaufman commented there are too many Sunoco signs on dispensers, 6 per dispenser.
Recommend reducing the number of signs on each dispenser.

MOTION: Mr. Kaufman made a motion to approve the above-mentioned proposed signs at 14
Elliot Street. Mr. Doolin seconded the motion, and none opposed. All the members present voted,
with a 5-0 vote, Michael Kaufman, Jim Doolin, John Downie, Visda Saeyan, and Bill Winkler in favor
and none opposed. The Commission recommended the above signs for approval with the following
conditions:

e White background of Sunoco free-standing sign should be blacked out, so it doesn’t shine at
night.

e Recommend reducing the number of Sunoco signs on the dispensers (proposal shows six
Sunoco signs per dispenser).

e Relocate dispenser numbers so they are visible.

e Arrow on the Sunoco signs (#3 and #4) on the canopy extends above the canopy. As per the
zoning ordinance, signs cannot extend above the roof plate line. UDC recommends the
approval of the proposed sign if the sign is allowed. If the sign is not allowed, then UDC
recommends the applicant change the sign, so it is within the roof plate line.

At 8:16 pm, Mr. Kaufman suspended the Urban Design Commission and enter the Commission in its
role as Fence Appeal Board.

Fence Appeal
1. 9-11 Circuit Avenue — Fence Appeal
Homeowner: Ronald Cavalieri
Fence Appeal:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The property located at 9-11 Circuit Avenue is within a Single Residence 3
district. The applicant is proposing to add the following fence:

a) Front Lot Line — The applicant is proposing to add a fence, at the front property line
along Route 9, 6 feet tall solid stockade fence, 36 feet in length.

The proposed fence along the front property line appears to be not consistent with the fence
criteria outlined in §5-30(d)(1) of the Newton Code of Ordinances.

According to §5-30(d)(1), “Fences bordering a front lot line: No fence or portion of a fence
bordering or parallel to a front lot line shall exceed four (4) feet in height unless such fence is set
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back from the front lot line one (1) foot for each foot or part thereof such fence exceeds four (4)
feet in height, up to a maximum of six (6) feet in height, and further, that any section of a
perimeter fences greater than four (4) ft. in height must be open if it is parallel to a front lot line.”

As specified under §5-30(c) and (h), the UDC may grant an exception to the provisions of the
City’s Fence Ordinance. The proposed fence, however, must be found to comply with the
“requirements of this ordinance, or if owing to conditions especially affecting a particular lot, but
not affecting the area generally, compliance with the provisions of this ordinance would involve
substantial hardship, financial or otherwise.” The UDC must also determine whether the “desired
relief may be granted without substantially nullifying or substantially derogating from the intent
and purposes of this ordinance or the public good.”

The applicant is seeking an exception to allow 6-foot-tall solid stockade fence, at the front
property line, about 36 feet in length, where the ordinance would permit such a fence to be 4
feet tall solid.

The applicant’s stated reasons for seeking this exception are “Safety for children to stay
protected from Rt 9 traffic, reduce noise from Rt 9 traffic, privacy.”

At the meeting, the UDC reviewed and discussed materials submitted by the petitioner. UDC had
the following comments:

The applicant explained the fence appeal application and mention that this is a multi-family with
a lot of children.

Mr. Kaufman asked the applicant if he could put a 4’+2’ fence setback 2 feet from the property
line. Is there a reason why that won’t be possible? The applicant responded there is no reason.
Mr. Kaufman responded that he doesn’t see a reason why UDC should grant this appeal.

Mr. Doolin commented that UDC needs to find a hardship that is unique to this lot. We don’t see
a unique situation with this lot.

MOTION: Mr. Kaufman moved the motion to deny the appeal as requested. Mr. Winkler
seconded the motion. All the members present voted, with a 5-0 vote, Michael Kaufman, Jim
Doolin, Visda Saeyan, John Downie, and William Winkler in favor of denial and none opposed.

At 8:24 p.m., the Commission adjourned the Fence Appeal Board portion of the meeting and
reconvened as the Urban Design Commission.

lll. Old/New Business
1. Approval of Minutes
The Commission reviewed the minutes of the July meeting.

MOTION: Mr. Kaufman made a _motion recommending approval of the reqular meeting
minutes for July as submitted. Ms. Saeyan seconded the motion. All the members present
voted, with a 5-0 vote, Michael Kaufman, Jim Doolin, John Downie, Visda Saeyan, and
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William Winkler in favor and none opposed. The decision is hereby incorporated as part of
these minutes.

IV. ADJOURNMENT
Mr. Kaufman made a motion to adjourn the meeting and there was general agreement among
the members.

The meeting was adjourned at 8:30 p.m.
Respectfully submitted by Shubee Sikka.
Approved on September 10, 2025.



