
 
CITY OF NEWTON, MASSACHUSETTS 

                                        Urban Design Commission 
 

 

Preserving the Past    Planning for the Future 

 

 MEETING MINUTES 
 
A meeting of the City of Newton Urban Design Commission (UDC) was held virtually on 

Wednesday, October 8, 2025 at 7:00 p.m. via Zoom 
https://newtonma-gov.zoom.us/j/85449781099 

The Vice Chair, Jim Doolin, called the meeting to order at 7:01 P.M. 

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

II.   Regular Agenda 
Sign Permits 
1. 1 Chestnut Street – Hilliards Chocolates 
Applicant: Tim Fisher, Maegan McCarthy 
Proposed Signs: 

1. One free-standing principal sign, non-illuminated, with approximately 21 
sq. ft. of sign area at the corner of Chestnut Street and Washington 
Street. Withdrawn. 

2. One wall mounted principal sign, non-illuminated, with approximately 
15 sq. ft. of sign area on the northern façade facing Washington Street 9 
(“H” sign). Withdrawn. 

3. One wall mounted secondary sign, non-illuminated, with approximately 
13 sq. ft. of sign area on the eastern façade facing Chestnut Street. 

4. One wall mounted secondary sign, non-illuminated, with approximately 
42 sq. ft. of sign area on the southern façade facing the rear parking lot. 

5. One directional sign, approximately 3 sq. ft. of sign area. Withdrawn. 
Presentation and Discussion: 
Staff informed the Commission that the applicant has withdrawn three of the signs 
as shown above. The applicant is only proposing two signs currently.   
 
The Commission had the following recommendations: 
Commission recommended the secondary sign that is covering part of the window 
move to the brick in between and above the two windows on the right side. 
Commission also recommended to remove the white and blue lines and just 
having the oval. Applicant commented that there are awnings proposed above the 
window which doesn’t leave enough space to have a sign.  
 
Some members recommended to have the sign, only on the window, not in the 
band area above the window.   
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MOTION: Mr. Doolin made a motion to approve the 42 sq. ft. proposed sign facing the parking 
lot at 1 Chestnut Street.  Mr. Downie seconded the motion. All the members present voted, 
with a 4-0 vote, Jim Doolin, John Downie, Visda Saeyan, and Bill Winkler in favor and none 
opposed.  
The Commission recommended the other secondary sign be repositioned and redesigned within 
only the medallion and email the revised sign to staff to review by email. If the Commission 
supports it by email, then it is approved otherwise the applicant will need to come back to the next 
meeting.  
 
Applicant sent drawing of the other proposed sign via NewGov on October 23. The revised sign is 
13 sq. ft., and it covers less than 25% of the window area, hence it is a window sign and does not 
require a sign review. 

 
2. 641 Washington Street – Whole Foods 
Proposed Sign: 

1. One wall mounted principal sign, internally illuminated, with approximately 95 sq. ft. of 
sign area on the southern façade facing Washington Street. 

MOTION: Mr. Winkler made a motion to approve the proposed sign with a stipulation at 641 
Washington Street.  Ms. Saeyan seconded the motion. All the members present voted, with a 4-
0 vote, Jim Doolin, John Downie, Visda Saeyan, and Bill Winkler in favor and none opposed.  

 
3. 709 Washington Street - Teakaboo 
Applicant: Josie Lei 
Proposed Sign: 

1. One wall mounted principal sign, non-illuminated, with approximately 38 sq. ft. of sign 
area on the southern façade facing Washington Street. 

Presentation and Discussion:  
Commission made the following questions and comments: 

• The Commission had clarification question if the sign was mounted on the awning. 
Applicant clarified that the sign is not mounted on the awning but on an aluminum panel 
on the wall.  

• The Commission asked about where is Teakaboo located in the building. Applicant 
responded that Teakaboo will take the left side of the building. The Commission 
recommended to make the central awning neutral since its an entrance to both 
businesses.  
 

MOTION: Mr. Doolin made a motion to approve the proposed sign with a footnote at 709 
Washington Street.  Mr. Winkler seconded the motion. All the members present voted, with a 4-
0 vote, Jim Doolin, John Downie, Visda Saeyan, and Bill Winkler in favor and none opposed. The 
Commission approved the sign with a note that awning for central entry is a neutral color since it 
is above the common entrance (shared with the adjacent business).   
 
4. 353-363 Watertown Street – Swartz Ace Hardware 
Applicant: Michael Steer 
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Proposed Sign: 

1. One wall mounted principal sign, non-illuminated, with approximately 86.5 sq. ft. of 
sign area on the southern façade facing Watertown Street.  

Presentation and Discussion:  
Commission made the following questions and comments: 

• The Commission pointed out that the window signs exceed 25% of the window area and 
requested the applicant to provide a photo of the business showing that the window signs 
are less than 25% of the window area. Staff will also look into signs like Yeti and Benjamin 
Moore. 

 
MOTION: Mr. Doolin made a motion to approve the proposed sign with a condition at 353-363 
Watertwon Street.  Mr. Winkler seconded the motion. All the members present voted, with a 4-
0 vote, Jim Doolin, John Downie, Visda Saeyan, and Bill Winkler in favor and none opposed. The 
Commission approved the sign with the condition that there is photographic confirmation that 
window signs meet 25% allowance.  
 
After the meeting, staff investigated the other signage at this business. As per zoning ordinance 
section 5.2.5, non-accessory signs are prohibited in Newton. Staff has requested applicant to 
submit a photo of the business with all non-accessory signs removed to receive a recommendation 
letter from the Commission. Example of non-accessory signs are Yeti, Benjamin Moore, California 
Paints, Ego, etc. Also, requested the applicant to provide a photo showing that the window signs 
are covering less than 25% of the window area. Non-accessory signs are also not 
allowed on windows.  
 
5. 430 Centre Street – Benchmark 
Staff informed the Commission that the applicant has requested to continue the hearing to the 
next meeting.  
 
6. 131 Rumford Avenue – Newton Food Pantry 
Applicant: Sindy Wayne, Shara Lewis 
Proposed Signs: 

1. One free-standing principal sign, externally illuminated, with approximately 24 sq. ft. of 
sign area, perpendicular to Rumford Avenue.  

2. One wall mounted secondary sign, illuminated, with approximately 44 sq. ft. of sign 
area on the eastern façade facing the side parking lot. 

3. One wall mounted secondary sign, non-illuminated, with approximately 31 sq. ft. of 
sign area on the southern façade facing the rear parking lot. 

4. Three directional signs, non-illuminated, each with less than 3 sq. ft. of sign area.  

MOTION: Mr. Doolin made a motion to approve the proposed signs as submitted at 131 
Rumford Avenue.  Mr. Winkler seconded the motion. All the members present voted, with a 4-0 
vote, Jim Doolin, John Downie, Visda Saeyan, and Bill Winkler in favor and none opposed.  
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7. 148 California Street – Planet Fitness 
Proposed Sign: 

1. One wall-mounted principal sign, internally illuminated, with approximately 99.9 sq. ft. 
of sign area facing the parking lot.  

MOTION: Mr. Doolin made a motion to approve the proposed sign as submitted at 148 
California Street.  Ms. Saeyan seconded the motion. All the members present voted, with a 4-0 
vote, Jim Doolin, John Downie, Visda Saeyan, and Bill Winkler in favor and none opposed. 

 
8. 2086-2098 Commonwealth Avenue – Dunkin’ 
Applicant: Keith DuBois 
Proposed Sign: 

1. One wall mounted principal sign, internally illuminated, with approximately 15 sq. ft. of 
sign area on the northern façade facing Commonwealth Avenue. 

 
Presentation and Discussion:  
Commission made the following comments: 

• Commission asked if the white portion of the sign will be illuminated and the applicant 
confirmed that the white part won’t be illuminated.  

• Commission also confirmed with the applicant that the awning will be removed.  
 

MOTION: Mr. Doolin made a motion to approve the proposed sign as submitted at 2086-2098 
Commonwealth Avenue.  Mr. Winkler seconded the motion. All the members present voted, 
with a 4-0 vote, Jim Doolin, John Downie, Visda Saeyan, and Bill Winkler in favor and none 
opposed. 

 
9. 2-4 Los Angeles Street – Modera Newton 
Applicant: Heather Dudko 
Proposed Sign: 

1. One wall mounted principal sign, internally illuminated, with approximately 85 sq. ft. of 
sign area on the southern building façade facing Midland Avenue. 

 
Presentation and Discussion:  
Commission made the following comments: 

• Mr. Winkler commented that the light from the sign might be an issue for the windows 
perpendicular to the sign. The building owner will probably want to limit the hours when 
these lights are turned on.  

• The Commission requested the applicant to submit a photo/rendering with the sign shown 
on the building.  

• There was a question about the comprehensive permit and comprehensive sign package. 
Staff commented that the Commission has reviewed a comprehensive sign package for this 
property in the past, but it was not included in the comp. permit. Staff commented that 
she will investigate this. Staff investigated and found that there is no sign plan referenced 
in the Comprehensive permit decision, so no sign plan was approved. The building owner 
tried to file an insubstantial change request for signage in May 2024, but the application 
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was stopped, thus the insubstantial change was not granted. As such, all signs would need 
to be as of right.  

 
MOTION: Mr. Doolin made a motion to approve the proposed sign at 2-4 Los Angeles Street with 
a note.  Ms. Saeyan seconded the motion. All the members present voted, with a 4-0 vote, Jim 
Doolin, John Downie, Visda Saeyan, and Bill Winkler in favor and none opposed. The Commission 
recommended the sign for approval with a note that the applicant submit a rendering with sign 
shown on the building. Applicant submitted the rendering via NewGov on October 10. 

 
Design Review 

1. 11-15 Suban Pl Main  

Applicant/Representative:  
David Sission, Architect 
Amelie, Owner 
 
Documents Presented: Context plan figure ground, context photos, site plan, elevations, floor 
plans, 3D renderings, and landscaping plan. 
Project Summary:  

The property is in an MR2 zoning district, and the applicant is seeking a development of 
“single-family attached dwellings” of four additional units (bringing a total number of units to 
5, including the existing house).  There is an existing two-family house/condo that will be 
partially demolished (eliminating one unit). 

Presentation and Discussion: 
The applicants summarized the design. Basic idea is to partially demolish an existing single-
family home and then add four units to the property. It’s an existing two-family and one of 
them will be demolished and the existing one will be a free-standing single-family home.  
Four new units will be added for a total of five, three will be joined to each other, townhouse 
style and the final one will be free-standing, in the backyard.  
  
The Urban Design Commission had the following questions, comments and  
recommendations: 
Will this be a special permit? Yes, applicant is working with Lawrence Lee. Applicant also 
commented that they are working hard to design for little relief requirement. Seeking a 
special permit from city council and will be asking for a couple of waivers.  
 
It’s a MR zone; how many units are allowed by zoning? Applicant responded that 5 units are 
allowed. 
 
There was a question about the retaining wall. Applicant explained that retaining wall is not a 
very high wall, that walls job is really to help level out the driveway, so it doesn't have a sort 
of diagonal slope on it. So, it's not like retaining tens of feet of soil on one side or the other. It 
is making up just foot or two of soil on each side, and it will drop along with the driveway. 
 
The Commission asked why is the curb cut so large next to the existing building and the 
garage. It looks like a lot of asphalt. Applicant explained that curb cut (on the left) is the 
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existing. The applicant explained that the curb cut on the right is being proposed and all new 
pavement will be permeable pavement.  
 
Will all the green space shown on the plan be usable by the residents? Applicant responded 
that it will be usable open space. It’s relatively level, especially towards the rear of the site, its 
grass and some planting. The Commission commented that it will be important to ensure that 
all residents have access to the open space.  
 
Will visitor parking be on the street? The applicant responded that they are providing two 
parking spaces per unit as required by the ordinance. Beyond that, there’s no additional 
parking on the street. Commission asked about snow storage. Applicant responded that there 
is no designated area for snow stacking but there is lawn surrounding it so it could be pushed 
or shoveled onto. There’s a 12-foot drive which is wide enough for a snowplow truck.  
 
What’s next to the property? Applicant responded that they are surrounded by additional 
residential. There’s a little bit of wooded area with residential all around it.  
 
Mr. Downie asked why the back unit has the parking split from one side to the other instead 
of just having two parking spaces on one side. Applicant responded that they could move 
both spaces on the left-hand side, will investigate it.  Mr. Doolin commented that if both 
spaces are put on the left side, it will take up usable open space and it will probably be in the 
setback if both spaces are moved to right side.  
 
How far are the front three townhouses setback from the street? About 8 feet off the front 
property line at the front. 
 
Mr. Winkler commented that the front elevation of the townhouses facing north, glass 
appears to be floor to ceiling, with somebody on the sidewalk eight or 10 feet away from the 
living room. How would that work out? It seems like that elevation belongs in the back; more 
glass in the back.  
 
Mr. Downie asked if the two buildings, the townhouses and the single family are very close to 
each other. What is the minimum space required between the two buildings? Applicant 
responded that the building code doesn't really tell how close you can or can't have them, but 
as they get closer, you must fire rate them. So, they will be fire rating that exterior wall of the 
new building. The applicant will have to put what's called an imaginary line between them, 
and it'll probably be put closer to the new building and further away from the existing, so they 
don't have to do quite as much work to that existing building. Mr. Downie responded that the 
question was more about zoning, does zoning allow it? Applicant responded that he is not 
sure if zoning has a requirement for how close two buildings can be on a lot. What’s the 
distance between both the buildings? It’s six foot and seven and a half inches. There can’t be 
any windows on that side for both houses. Applicant will investigate. 
 
Commission recommended to switch the garage door and the people door so when the car is 
pulling in, the car won’t run onto the stairs.  
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Recommended to have 1 or 2 more windows on the right most unit on the right side, it might 
make it a more valuable unit. Applicant responded that it’s mostly stairway and service spaces 
but will make a note of that.  
 
What’s the round element in the renderings? Applicant responded that it is like a louver, 
architectural feature on the wall.  
 
Commission asked about the materials. Applicant responded that they haven't really selected 
yet specifically, but their intent is that the brown areas would be shingle, and the whiter or 
tan areas are a lap siding, and then the black, or really dark gray would be a panel system. 
 
Recommend street trees if its possible instead of low shrubs and flowers. Maybe small trees 
like service berry, dogwood rather than shrubs. Applicant responded that they would make a 
note as they get into those details with a landscape designer.  
 
Glass going all the way down on the first floor looks a bit like retail versus residential, 
especially being on the north side.  
 
Is the entrance set back or is it flat? Applicant responded its pretty much flat at the front. 
Commission commented that there won’t be any weather protection at the door. Applicant 
responded that they could look at a little canopy.  
 
Mr. Doolin commented that the stoop, stairs doesn’t look very inviting, looks very 
mechanical, not sure if it’s a placeholder but  looks generic. Applicant responded that its more 
minimalist and it will probably be minimal metal structure with a composite decking on it, 
haven’t detailed them yet.  
 
Ms. Saeyan commented that it appears that black border is much stronger in the back house. 
In the front townhouses, there is white siding between the the front and the back elevation, 
which made a better impression than the back house elevation. One looks a little bit too 
much like a church building, where in the front there is siding in between, so it kind of relieves 
the dark border around the building little bit better. 
 
Mr. Doolin commented that the back elevation looks more robust. 
 
Summary of recommendations: 
Commission is concerned about the spaces between the existing house and the proposed 
townhouses. Applicant should consult with the zoning department about it. It might meet all 
the minimum requirements but it’s an interesting relationship of a space that is technically a 
space but not usable or plant able.   
 
Applicant responded that they were working to minimize the width of the town homes 
themselves. But there's sort of a point at which making them narrower is diminishing returns, 
and they are working to minimize their request on a waiver for side setback. They could 
certainly ask for more of a waiver on side setback and put a little more space between the 
buildings. Commission responded that not necessarily asking to increase the space but 
making sure it is allowed. Also, not suggesting to squeeze the townhomes. Some setback is 
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recommended because with heavy snow, it will be useful since there’s not a lot of space 
between this property and the next one.  
 
Ms. Saeyan recommended to make the side of the back house white siding too instead of 
three stories of a black building. It looks like too overwhelming.  
 
Commission thanked the applicant and commented that the applicant is very cooperative, 
and it's going to be important to increase the housing supply, and it's a creative site plan and 
a creative set of units. 
 

III.   Old/New Business 
1. Approval of Minutes 

The Commission reviewed the minutes of the September meeting.  

MOTION: Mr. Doolin made a motion recommending approval of the regular meeting 
minutes for September as submitted. Mr. Downie seconded the motion. All the members 
present voted, with a 4-0 vote, Jim Doolin, John Downie, Visda Saeyan, and William Winkler 
in favor and none opposed. The decision is hereby incorporated as part of these minutes. 

 
IV.   ADJOURNMENT 

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

The meeting was adjourned at 9:21 p.m.  

Respectfully submitted by Shubee Sikka 

Approved on November 12, 2025 

 

 


