
Zoning & Planning Committee Report 
 

City of Newton 
In City Council 

 
Monday, April 13, 2026 

 
Present: Councilors Baker (Chair), Wright (Vice Chair), Gordon, Albright, Oliver, Getz, Kalis, and 
Dahmubed 
 
Also Present: Councilor Roche 
 
City Staff: Katie Whewell, Acting Director of Planning; Nora Colello, Chief of Long-Range 
Planning; Jane Santosuosso, Chief Zoning Code Official, Anthony Ciccariello, Commissioner of 
Inspectional Services; Andrew Lee, Senior Assistant City Solicitor; Miles Starkey, Committee 
Clerk 
 
All agendas and reports, both past and present can be found at the following link: 
https://www.newtonma.gov/government/city-clerk/city-council/council-standing-
committees/zoning-planning-committee 
 
For more information regarding this meeting, a video recording can be found at the following 
link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-Hppz1l4HYg 
 
 
#20-26  Request for discussion and possible amendments to enhance the preservation 

of existing homes  
COUNCILORS BAKER, WRIGHT, OLIVER, MALAKIE, FARRELL, GETZ, and KALIS 
requesting a discussion and possible amendments to Chapter 30 Zoning or other 
City Ordinances to enhance the preservation of existing homes over their 
replacement by larger and more expensive structures. 

  Held 8-0 on 01/26/26 
  Held 8-0 on 02/23/26 
Action:  Held 8-0 
 
Notes:  Nora Colello, Chief of Long-Range Planning, joined the committee to share a 
presentation (attached) and answer questions. Mrs. Colello’s presentation focused on a sliding 
scale adjustment to FAR and Large House Review.  
 
The Chair began discussion by describing the intent of item #20-26, which is to enhance the 
preservation of smaller, starter homes that are sometimes torn down in favor of a larger, more 

https://www.newtonma.gov/government/city-clerk/city-council/council-standing-committees/zoning-planning-committee
https://www.newtonma.gov/government/city-clerk/city-council/council-standing-committees/zoning-planning-committee
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-Hppz1l4HYg
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expensive house. The loss of that segment in Newton’s housing stock prevents younger 
residents and families from buying into the city’s real estate. 
 
Sliding Scale Adjustment to FAR 
 
A councilor wanted to clarify that the intent of the item was to reduce teardowns, not prevent 
them entirely. 
 
Mrs. Colello described the current use of sliding scale FAR in Lexington and the economic 
incentives that influence a teardown or redevelopment. By limiting the size that a replacement 
house can be, FAR indirectly affects demolition probability by impacting project feasibility. 
 
The Chair asked if the FAR definitions in Lexington and Newton were similar enough to be a 
useful comparison. Mrs. Colello stated that the FAR definitions for both communities could be 
found in the appendix of the presentation and were close enough for practical purposes. 
 
The presentation described two options for a FAR Reduction: 1) a modest reduction that would 
result in smaller by-right replacement homes, and 2) a significant reduction that would change 
land use economics around teardown and redevelopment incentives. Mrs. Colello provided 
examples of how the options would produce different outcomes and described their pros and 
cons. 
 
Anthony Ciccariello, Commissioner of Inspectional Services, joined the committee to speak on 
aspects of the presentation and answer questions. Mr. Ciccariello stated that a significant FAR 
reduction would lead to an increase in non-conforming homes. 
 
Andrew Lee, Senior Assistant City Solicitor, joined the committee to answer questions. Attorney 
Lee commented that if a FAR reduction was implemented, the parameters cannot make by-right 
projects unfeasible, which would conflict with state zoning law. 
 
Jane Santosuosso, Chief Zoning Code Official, joined the committee to discuss comments that 
Planning have received at their department counter and during Development Review Team 
(DRT) meetings. Mrs. Santosuosso shared that a reduction in FAR could lead to more teardowns 
because property owners may become more limited in what development is possible with their 
existing homes. 
 
A councilor asked a question about the financial impact of a sliding scale FAR reduction and the 
impact of teardowns on property tax revenues. Mrs. Colello said that building permits combined 
with new growth for single- and two-family homes brings in roughly $10 million to the City. 
 
A councilor asked a question about taste in architectural styles and how preservation and 
teardowns change over time for homes built in certain decades. For homes sold between April 
2017 and February 2024, houses built in the ‘20s, 30s, and ‘40s were most likely to be preserved. 
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Houses built in the ‘60s and ‘70s were most likely to be redeveloped. Mrs. Colello responded 
that changing the parameters of the data set would show how aesthetic taste changes over 
time. The councilor also asked if visuals aid could be produced to better explain zoning 
definitions like FAR to community members, which Mrs. Colello agreed would be useful for 
residents who show up to the department counters with questions. 
 
A councilor asked if new rules would be allowed that would only apply to teardowns and new 
buildings. Attorney Lee responded that it appears likely that the City would have the legal 
authority to make a distinction between an existing versus new construction. 
 
A councilor shared their desire for adaptive re-use to be discussed within presentations for this 
docket item. The Chair replied that he would like the focus for the time being to be on preventing 
teardowns rather than discussing opportunities for new additions to existing homes. 
 
 
Large House Review 
 
Large House Review (LHR) is an administrative and/or binding review process of projects that 
exceed defined limits in the specific area where the new build is proposed. Criteria and standard 
(e.g. perseveration of landscape, scale of buildings, lighting, open space, drainage, and 
circulation) are utilized to better define how a proposed project would affect its surroundings. 
Wellesley currently employs an LHR and was studied by the Planning Department to learn about 
its impact. 
 
Mrs. Colello stated that key takeaways were the review’s focus on storm water drainage and 
effect on trees. The LHR in Wellesley only applies to conforming lots or structures. Mrs. Colello 
compared LHR to Newton’s FAR special permit, which applies to all lots & structures and has a 
focus on neighborhood context. Mrs. Colello also compared Wellesley and Newton’s storm 
water regulations and tree ordinance.  
 
Potential benefits of LHR include 1) addressing site impacts directly (stormwater and drainage), 
and 2) more flexibility than changes to dimensional requirements. Potential cons are 1) weak 
control for limiting house size, and 2) creates ongoing regulatory complexity and administrative 
burden. Climate change resiliency was noted as a goal that LHR would accomplish. Mrs. Colello 
was not confident about the potential material impact of employing LHR in Newton. 
 
Mrs. Santosuosso noted that LHR is simply a review and could be misleading to abutters and 
neighbors whose recommendations and suggestions to developers can be ignored. 
 
A councilor was supportive of the flexibility that is associated with LHR. The councilor shared 
interest creating a review component with “teeth” that went beyond a non-binding review 
described in LHR. Mr. Ciccariello responded that ISD has received complaints about the long 
permitting process and that additional requirements would delay permits even further. The 
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Chair clarified that ISD operates with objective criteria i.e. building height and FAR. The 
Commissioner of ISD does not have the ability to deny projects because of aesthetic value or a 
lack architectural congruity with the neighborhood. 
 
The Chair asked that Planning be able to discuss historic designations and demolition delay as 
tools for preservation when #20-26 is scheduled again on the committee agenda. 
 
A councilor said that discussion essentially centered around transferring aspects of by-right 
development to the special permit process, which would allow the City to approve or deny 
characteristics that are undesirable to the committee. The councilor said that they did not 
believe in creating a new review process when the City already utilizes the special permit process 
to review development that is not by-right. 
 
A councilor said that one approach could be to identify houses by price and size to preserve 
single-family home purchasing opportunity for families seeking to live in Newton. The councilor 
did not believe an LHR would enhance preservation and that a drastic FAR reduction is the 
option that could produce results. 
 
A councilor said that focus of #20-26 was to find a sweet spot and not the extremes. The 
councilor wanted the docket item to comprehensively review the levers at the City’s disposal.  
 
A councilor stated the importance of maintaining the nest egg value for existing homeowners 
and pursuing the idea of a drastic FAR reduction. The councilor stated there is not a one-size-
fits-all solution to this issue and there must be flexibility incorporated into a new review process 
that may be developed for smaller houses on larger lots. 
 
A councilor asked for further research on teardowns, as well as other potential levers, such as 
an increase in the demolition fee. 
 
Councilor Kalis motioned to hold, which passed unanimously. 
 
 
#42-26  Ordinance change in Chapter 30 to allow raised beds in the front and rear 

setback under certain conditions 
COUNCILORS ALBRIGHT and KELLEY requesting a discussion and amendments to 
Chapter 30, Zoning to exempt raised beds 4- feet or less from the definition of a 
structure and allow them to be placed within the setback. (180 days: 07/19/2026)  

  Held 8-0 on 01/26/26 
Action:  Held 8-0 
 
Notes:  The Chair invited Councilor Albright to begin discussion on this item as its lead 
docketer. Councilor Albright spoke about the benefits of a raised garden bed, which may be 
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utilized when the existing soil is sub-par. Raised beds are also used by older adults that may have 
issues with their knees and backs that make bending over difficult. 
 
Mrs. Colello shared a presentation that explored potential implementation of #42-26. A possible 
amendment could define “Raised Garden Beds” as an explicitly approved structure that may 
project into the setback. Dimensional controls for garden beds would be different in the front 
setback than in the side or rear setback, with larger beds allowed closer to the property line in 
the side and rear setbacks. 
 
A councilor asked for clarification on the definition of a “Structure” in the zoning ordinance and 
how it applies to a raised garden bed. Mr. Ciccariello responded that it is hard to draw a line on 
what structures can be allowed. Attorney Lee shared that the definition is designed as a catchall 
to cover all what-if situations that may arise if someone is attempting to place a structure within 
their setback. 
 
A councilor asked how many complaints have been received about this issue. The councilor was 
also concerned about the potential for raised beds to be close to the property line and 
encroaching on a neighbor’s property. A councilor responded that raised garden beds are 
common within setbacks around the city and that ISD only begins enforcement after receiving a 
complaint.  
 
A councilor stated their support for allowing raised flower beds anywhere on a property and 
believed further debate on the proximity to property lines or abutters was not a wise way to 
spend committee time. 
 
A councilor reiterated their concern about raised flower beds to close to a neighboring property, 
such as proximity to bedroom windows. 
 
A councilor said their preference would be to continue following the current ordinance language 
that does not allow structures within the setback and that the extant language allows recourse 
for neighbors who wish the setbacks to remain clear as they are intended to be. 
 
A councilor shared in another councilor’s apprehension about spending considerable committee 
time discussing the issue of raised flower bed in the setbacks. 
 
A councilor stated they were not in support of any structures in the setback and wanted to retain 
the setback’s purpose of maintaining open space between houses and the property line of 
abutters. 
 
A councilor said it could be useful for the committee to view language from other nearby cities 
that do explicitly allow flower beds within the setback. The councilor also asked to schedule 
public hearing for #42-26 to hear what residents have to say. 
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The Chair asked that Planning develop a presentation that could be shared before a public 
hearing occurs so that the Committee may have a clearer understanding of the impact of raised 
beds within the setback. 
 
The Chair took a vote to schedule a public hearing for May 11. The straw vote was approved 6-
2. 
 
Councilor Oliver motioned to hold, which passed unanimously. 
 
 
The committee adjourned at 9:40 pm 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted,  
R. Lisle Baker, Chair 
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Additional analysis presented by Newton Planning 
Department on April 13th 2026 in light blue boxes with grey text.  

Original Slides Presented by Councilors Oliver, Wright and Getz 
on February 23rd 2026 in Dark blue background and White

Presentation Key
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Objectives

What we are trying to achieve:

● Increase the diversity of our housing stock (eg., "starter homes" or 
“attainable” housing)

● Increase production to better address Newton’s housing needs
● Provide climate change resiliency by maintaining and increasing open 

space standards and existing tree canopy
● Lessen negative impact of new builds on abutters
● Shift incentives toward the development types that we DO want
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Concepts (Overview)

These are the concepts that we would like to discuss:

1. Align Zoning with Intended Use
2. The loss of modest sized homes to large single family homes
3. Incentivize additional units permitted by right on a lot
4. Adaptive re-use of large homes

4
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Concepts (Overview)

These are the concepts that we would like to discuss:

1. Align Zoning with Intended Use
2. The loss of modest sized homes to large single family homes
3. Incentivize additional units permitted by right on a lot 
4. Adaptive re-use of large homes
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Today’s presentation will focus on concept 2
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Align Zoning with Intended Use

When a lot zoned business (BU) is being converted to residential (only) use, 
consider that:

● Current zoning allows 100% residential build utilizing business-zoned lot 
standards

● There are NO lot coverage or open space requirements for BU lots
● FAR for BU lots START at 1.0 and increase to 2.0 (@ 3.5 story buildings)
● We have taken strides to maintain ‘consistency’ of scale in residential 

neighborhoods
● Many residential building components and standards are not applicable in 

BU (eg., dormer size restrictions)

Concept 1
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Not on current meeting agenda 
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Align Zoning with Intended Use

There are several possible solutions to consider:

➢ Option 1. Require a zone change to residential zoning - equivalent to 
abutting properties designation and/or use

➢ Option 2. Maintain zoning designation, but require use of residential 
dimensional controls (when abutting a residential neighborhood)

➢ Option 3. No SP relief for first floor business
➢ Option 4. Modify the use table to allow residential …’ONLY above business’

Concept 1
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Not on current meeting agenda 
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Align Zoning with Intended Use (Example)

A SP was granted to demolish the existing home and build 4 large units. Because 
this lot is zoned BU2, there are significant incentives that are detrimental to abutters 
and the neighborhood.

How can we best balance this to incentivize what we want AND fit to the residential neighborhood (MR2)?

EX
IS
TI
N
G

PR
O
PO

SE
D

Concept 1
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Not on current meeting agenda 
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Align Zoning with Intended Use (Example)

BU2 MR2*

FAR 1.0, 1.5 and 2.0 at 2,3,4 stories respectively 0.43 - 0.53 (max)

Open Space No requirement 50% (min)

Lot Coverage No requirement 25% (max)

Setbacks Front: 10ft or average of side abutters if residential @2,3 
stories, 10ft @4 stories

Side: (Min) ½ building height or abutter setback. In 
residential 15’ or ½ building height

Rear: 0’; if abutting residential greater of ½ building height or 
15’

Front: 25’ (min)
Side: 7.5’ (min)
Rear: 15’ (min)

Parking Based on business use and sqft. 2 / unit

Height (stories) 24‘ or 48’ by SP (2-4) 36’ (2.5) (max)

Extending the example from the previous slide, in which much of the neighborhood is residential, and 
zoned MR2, here is a quick comparison of BU2 and MR2 zones

*Showing ‘Two-family attached’ dimensions found in Ch.30, sec 3.2

Concept 1
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Not on current meeting agenda 
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Losing modest sized homes to large single family homes

When a single family (SF) house is replaced with significantly larger SF 
house:

● Does not further Newton’s goals for housing development or increases 
in density

● Can lead to reductions in [usable] open space
● Often creates homes that are out-of-scale with the neighborhoods
● Increases the purchase cost of a single family home in Newton

… without prohibiting reasonable teardowns

Concept 2
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Losing modest sized homes to large single family homes
Teardown Characteristics: Post War, smaller homes on larger Lots

Concept 2

11

Median Parcel Size (square feet)

Zone Preserved Home Lot Averages Redeveloped Home Lot Averages

SR1 17,416 18,360

SR2 10,799 12,171

SR3 7,800 8,991

* Source: Newton Assessor Database - Home sales April 2017 and February 2024

Preserved Home - Year Built Redeveloped Home - Year Built

#20-26



Concept 2
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Zone Redeveloped 
(Count)

% of Total 
Redeveloped

Redeveloped 
Rate in Zone*

SR1 45 10.3% 12.3%

SR2 160 36.4% 9.2%

SR3 116 26.4% 8.4%

MR1 76 17.3% 7.1%

MR2 40 9.1% 11.8%

MR3 2 0.5% 10.5%

*Redevelopment Rate represents the percentage of total homes in that specific zone that have been identified as teardowns.
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There are several possible solutions to consider:

➢ Option 1. Use new lot standards for tear downs with full demolition of 
existing structure.

➢ Option 2. Sliding scale adjustment to FAR 
➢ Option 3. Large House review

Concept 2

Losing modest sized homes to large single family homes

13

Today’s presentation will focus on Concept 2 - Option 2 and 3
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Option 1. Use new lot standards

➢ Limit overall massing through introducing New Lot Standards when a 
SF home is being replaced with a new SF home that is 30+% larger 
than the original

Concept 2
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Area for further analysis if directed by Committee
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Source: Accessory Dwelling Units Final EIS, City of Seattle, 2018. c

Option 2. Sliding scale adjustment to FAR

➢ Utilize a program ( this is in place in Lexington today) wherein the 
allowable FAR is reduced according to a scale based on lot size 
(percentages need to be discussed in detail)

Concept 2

FAR Reductions for Teardowns

Lot Area (sqft.) Decrease in FAR

0-5,000 5-10%

5,001-10,000 10-20%

10,001-15,000 20-30%

15,001-20,000 35-25%

20,001 + 35-45%

Refresher: What is FLoor Area Ratio (FAR)? = 
Building Area/Lot Area

#20-26



Option 2. Sliding scale adjustment to FAR
Concept 2
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Which Problem Is the Committee Looking to Address

Stated two part issue: The loss of modest sized homes to large single family homes

Question: Can a sliding scale FAR reduction be used as an effective tool to 
prevent teardowns and/or reduce the size of by-right replacement homes?

#20-26



Option 2. Sliding scale adjustment to FAR
Concept 2

17

What leads to a teardown/redevelopment?

   FAR impacts demolition probability indirectly by impacting project feasibility

Maximum FAR can impact resale 
value and purchase price

Developers will teardown/redevelop if:
Resale value >(Purchase Price + (Construction (Hard & Soft Costs))

If: Resale value ≤ (Purchase Price + (Construction (Hard & Soft Costs))

There is no incentive to teardown/redevelop

#20-26



Analysis of the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of homes prior to Demolition
Option 2. Sliding scale adjustment to FAR

Concept 2

18* Teardowns on lots from lot size to next upper limit (e.g. 10,000 = 10,000-14,999)
† FAR for SR2 District
¶ FAR for  one and two family dwellings

Lot Size FAR Allowance 
Newton†

Avg. Teardown FAR*
(FAR prior to demolition)

% of Teardowns* FAR Allowance Lexington
(After Reduction)¶

5,000 2,300 (.46 FAR) - *0% 3,800 (.76 FAR)

7,000 3,100 (.43 FAR) *0.40 *3.1% 4,640 (.66 FAR)

10,000 3,800 (.38 FAR) *0.26 *63.1% 5,150 (.52 FAR)

15,000 4,950 (.33 FAR) *0.24 *26.3% 5,700 (.38 FAR)

20,000 6,600 (.33 FAR) *0.18 *4.4% 6,200 (.31 FAR)

25,000+ 8,250 (.33 FAR) *0.14 *3.1% 6,700 (.27 FAR)

#20-26



Analysis of the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of homes prior to Demolition
Option 2. Sliding scale adjustment to FAR

Concept 2

19* Teardowns on lots from lot size to next upper limit (e.g. 10,000 = 10,000-14,999)
† FAR for SR2 District
¶ FAR for  one and two family dwellings

Lot Size FAR Allowance 
Newton†

Avg. Teardown FAR*
(FAR prior to demolition)

% of Teardowns* FAR Allowance Lexington
(After Reduction)¶

5,000 2,300 (.46 FAR) - *0% 3,800 (.76 FAR)

7,000 3,100 (.43 FAR) *0.40 *3.1% 4,640 (.66 FAR)

10,000 3,800 (.38 FAR) *0.26 *63.1% 5,150 (.52 FAR)

15,000 4,950 (.33 FAR) *0.24 *26.3% 5,700 (.38 FAR)

20,000 6,600 (.33 FAR) *0.18 *4.4% 6,200 (.31 FAR)

25,000+ 8,250 (.33 FAR) *0.14 *3.1% 6,700 (.27 FAR)
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Option 2. Sliding scale adjustment to FAR
Concept 2

20

Two ways FAR reduction (including sliding scale) could operate

  The same tool produces very different outcomes depending on magnitude:

Path Level of FAR Reduction Primary Effect

Option 2A: Modest Reduction Modest–moderate sliding 
scale decrease in FAR 
allowance

Smaller by-right replacement 
homes

Option 2B: Significant 
Reduction

Large sliding scale 
decrease in FAR allowance

Change land use economics 
around teardown/redevelopment 
incentives

#20-26



Option 2. Sliding scale adjustment to FAR
Concept 2
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Option 2A: Modest Sliding Scale FAR Reduction

Regulates scale more than demolition:

● Teardowns generally continue

● Reduce size of replacement homes, in conjunction with recent zoning amendments:

❏ Facade Ratio

❏ Height/Average Grade Measurement

❏ Retaining Wall Limits

❏ Garage Ordinance

#20-26



Option 2. Sliding scale adjustment to FAR
Concept 2
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Option 2A: Modest Sliding Scale FAR Reduction

Potential Cons

● Minimal additional preservation of 
existing homes

● Replacement homes may still 
exceed original home size 
significantly

Potential Pros

● Modest reduction in size of 
replacement homes

● Modest reduction site alteration

(e.g. tree canopy, open space)

*Fiscal impact not studied at this time

#20-26



Option 2. Sliding scale adjustment to FAR
Concept 2
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Option 2B: Significant Sliding Scale FAR Reduction

Alter development economics by reducing FAR significantly

Lower FAR such that 

Resale value ≤  (Purchase Price + (Construction (Hard & Soft Costs))

Therefore there is no incentive to teardown/redevelop existing properties.

#20-26



Option 2. Sliding scale adjustment to FAR
Concept 2
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Option 2B: Significant Sliding Scale FAR Reduction

Potential Cons :
● Significantly increase the number of

non-conforming homes (adding cost,
process and time for existing homeowners)

● Potential misalignment with State law
(Section 4 of Chapter 40A)

● May maintain or increase number of
teardowns (if additions become infeasible)

Potential Pros :
● Reduced frequency of teardowns

through reducing profit and
therefore teardown incentive

● Significantly reduced size of
replacement homes permitted

● Maintained existing neighborhood
scale

* Fiscal impact not studied at this time

#20-26



Option 2. Sliding scale adjustment to FAR
Concept 2
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Which stated goals might a sliding scale FAR reduction accomplish?

*Increase the diversity of our housing stock 

Increase production to better address Newton’s housing needs

Provide climate change resiliency (open space + trees)

Lessen negative impact of new builds on abutters

*Shift incentives toward the development types that we DO want

* If significant enough of a reduction to deter teardowns, may maintain diversity of housing stock as is 
today but not increase diversity of housing stock.

*Further regulate (rather than incentivize) buildable area to deter development types we do NOT want.

#20-26



Option 3. Large House Review

Issue: Large by-right construction and/or additions that have negative impacts 
on surrounding homes. 

Purpose: To mitigate the impact of new builds and/or additions that supersede 
established spacial thresholds of a residential area. 

Solution: Require a Large House Review for qualifying projects.  

#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]

Concept 2
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Option 3. Large House Review

Large House Review (defined)
 
Large House Review is an administrative and/or binding review process of a 
project that exceeds defined limits of the specific area of where the build is 
proposed. Criteria and standards (e.g. preservation of Landscape, scale of 
Buildings, lighting, open space, drainage, and circulation) are utilized to better 
define how the proposed project would affect its surroundings.  

Concept 2
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Option 3. Large House Review
Concept 2

28

Key Takeaways from Large House Review in Wellesley 

● Scope: Applies to new builds and additions, not just teardowns.

● Primary Intention: Mitigate stormwater impacts of construction and further regulate tree removal.

● Metrics: Uses TLAG (total living area + garage), district-based, does not relate to lot size

● Process: Design Review Board recommends; Planning Board grants approval and can condition.

● Lots Under Preview: Conforming lots and structures only, alterations to previously reviewed lots

○ Note: LHR does not apply to non-conforming lots or structures

#20-26



Option 3. Large House Review
Concept 2

29

Single Family Residential Regulation and Review - Community Comparison

Example 10,000 SF lot in SR2 Newton FAR Special Permit Wellesley LHR

Primary Focus Neighborhood Context Stormwater and Trees

SF Threshold for Review 3,800 square feet (FAR) 3,600 square feet (TLAG)

Properties Under Purview *All lots & structures Conforming Lots & 
Structures

*With the exception of alterations that fall under the de minimis section of the ordinance.

#20-26



Option 3. Large House Review
Concept 2

30

Single Family Residential Regulation and Review - Community Comparison

Ordinance Comparison Newton Wellesley

Storm Water Regulation Triggered by addition of more 
than 400 square feet of 
impervious surface

Triggered by Large House 
Review at 3,600 of Total 
living area + garage

Tree Ordinance Regulates all trees Regulates perimeter trees

*With the exception of alterations that fall under the de minimis section of the ordinance.

#20-26



Option 3. Large House Review
Concept 2

Potential Pros:
● Addresses site impacts directly 

(Stormwater/Drainage)
○ Strong focus on stormwater and drainage, 

(often a significant concern with larger 
homes).

○ Triggers review of grading, runoff, and 
flooding risks

● More flexible than change to dimensional 
requirements

○ Functions as a review process rather than a 
hard prohibition.

○ Planning Board can condition projects for 
improvements.

Potential Cons:

● Weak Control For Limiting House Size
○ Unlikely to result in meaningful size reductions.

○ Review-only structure means boards may have 
limited authority to require major redesign.

○ Limited review purview can lead to frustration 
from abutters.

● Creates Ongoing Regulatory Complexity & 
Administrative Burden

○ Staff and board time intensive.
○ Future modifications may trigger re-review.

#20-26



Option 3. Large House Review
Concept 2

Potential Pros:
● Addresses site impacts directly 

(Stormwater/Drainage)
○ Strong focus on stormwater and drainage, 

(often a significant concern with larger 
homes).

○ Triggers review of grading, runoff, and 
flooding risks

● More flexible than change to dimensional 
requirements

○ Functions as a review process rather than a 
hard prohibition.

○ Planning Board can condition projects for 
improvements.

Potential Cons:

● Weak Control For Limiting House Size
○ Unlikely to result in meaningful size reductions.

○ Review-only structure means boards may have 
limited authority to require major redesign.

○ Limited review purview can lead to frustration 
from abutters.

● Creates Ongoing Regulatory Complexity & 
Administrative Burden

○ Staff and board time intensive.
○ Future modifications may trigger re-review.

Captured in Newton’s stormwater ordinance 
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Option 3. Large House Review
Concept 2

Which stated goals does this option accomplish?

Increase the diversity of our housing stock 

Increase production to better address Newton’s housing needs

Provide climate change resiliency (open space + trees)

*Lessen negative impact of new builds on abutters

Shift incentives toward the development types that we DO want

*If Newton did not have a stormwater ordinance, LHR would lessen abutter stormwater impact
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Incentivize Additional Units

Today, our zoning effectively incentivizes large-scale SF homes, yet we 
actually want to create a more diverse set of housing options.

Consider permitting up to a 1,200sf, 1.5 story ADU by-right

➢ If the original home is less than x% of the FAR
➢ If at least y% of the original structure remains intact, including the front 

facade / streetscape
➢ And, the total of all resulting structures must utilize dimensional 

controls (eg., setbacks, FAR, open space)

Concept 3
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Accomplished with 2025 ADU Ordinance Amendment
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Option 4: Adaptive Re-use of Large Homes

Newton residents can benefit from new opportunities to age in place, and to 
create multi-generational homes

Create a path for large homes to be converted to MF by-right

➢ Allow modest addition off back (or side?) of home (max. ~15%?) to
accommodate additional egress, entryways, etc.

➢ Up to 4 units
➢ Consider MRT adaptive re-use parameters from Ch. 9 (VCOD)

Concept 4
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Area for further analysis if directed by Committee
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Appendix
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BU2 / MR2 Example location
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Distribution Comparison of Preserved vs. Pre-Demo FAR

SR2 Lots 10-15K SF
Preserved (Mean 0.37)
Pre-Demo (Mean 0.26)
Allowed FAR
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Option 2. Sliding scale adjustment to FAR
Concept 2

38

Newton FAR Reduction Analysis - Total Marketable FAR based on Assessors available Data 
Due to data availability this is slightly different from areas measured when submitting a 
building permit to comply with the FAR allowance of the zoning ordinance.

Feature Your Total Marketable FAR Ordinance FAR (Gross Floor Area)

Living Area & Finished Attic Included Included

Finished/Unfinished Basement Included Included (via massing formula)

Finished/Unfinished Attic Included Included (if meets height/area)

Attached & Detached Garages Included Included

Enclosed Porches Excluded Included

Accessory (>120 sf Sheds/Cabanas) Excluded Included

#20-26



Option 2. Sliding scale adjustment to FAR
Concept 2
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Lexington’s 2023 - Gross Floor Area reduction for new single- and two-unit homes

Lexington Maximum Gross Floor Area (sq. ft.)

Lot Area (sq. ft.) Previous Allowance Current Allowance % Decrease

0 to 5,000 0.8  lot area 0.76 Lot Area 5%

5,000 to 7,500 4,000 + 0.55 * (lot area - 5,000) 3,800 + 0.42 * (lot area - 5,000) 9%

7,500 to 10,000 5,375 + 0.23 * (lot area - 7,500) 4,850 + 0.12 * (lot area - 7,500) 13%

10,000 to 15,000 5,950 + 0.2 * (lot area - 10,000) 5,150 + 0.11 * (lot area - 10,000) 18%

15,000 to 30,000 6,950 + 0.16 * (lot area - 15,000) 5,700 + 0.1 * (lot area - 15,000) 20%

More than 30,000 9,350 + 0.16 * (lot area - 30,000) 7,200 + 0.1 * (lot area - 30,000) 22%
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Option 2. Sliding scale adjustment to FAR
Concept 2

40

By-Right Single Family Home  - Max Square Footage Allowance (2024)

Lot Size Newton* Lexington (After Reduction)¶

5,000 2,300 (.46 FAR) 3,800 (.76 FAR)

7,000 3,100 (.43 FAR) 4,640 (.66 FAR)

10,000 3,800 (.38 FAR) 5,150 (.52 FAR)

15,000 4,950 (.33 FAR) 5,700 (.38 FAR)

20,000 6,600 (.33 FAR) 6,200 (.31 FAR)

25,000 8,250 (.33 FAR) 6,700 (.27 FAR)

*Range is based on the allowed FAR in the SR2 
¶Range is based on the allowed Gross Floor Area for One- and Two-Family Dwellings 
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Option 2. Sliding scale adjustment to FAR
Concept 2

41

Definition Comparison:
What square footage is counted in Newton Compared with Lexington?
Feature Newton (Official GFA) Lexington (Residential GFA)
Main House Body Included Included
Wall Thickness Included Included
Finished Attic Included (if > 7' height) Included 
Unfinished Attic Included (if > 7' height) Included (if > 7' height)
Attached Garage Included Included
Detached Garage Included Included

Basements
Included/Excluded (depending on 
height formula) Included (if > 6'8" height)
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Discussion on Allowing
Raised Garden Beds in
Setbacks
Newton Planning Department
Zoning and Planning Committee Presentation - 4/13/26
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City of Newton02

Ordinance change in Chapter 30 to allow raised beds in the front and rear setback

under certain conditions

 COUNCILORS ALBRIGHT, KELLEY, and DAHMUBED requesting a discussion and

amendments to Chapter 30, Zoning to exempt raised beds 4- feet or less from the

definition of a structure and allow them to be placed within the setback. (180 days:

07/19/2026)

Docket Item #42-26
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City of Newton03

Current Ordinance Language

Definition of a structure
includes raised garden beds.

Structures are not permitted
in setbacks.
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City of Newton03

Possible Ordinance Ammendment

Additions to the following sections

1.5.3.D The Following Structures may project into the setback

7. Raised Garden Beds meeting all of the following requirements:

a) Raised Garden Beds in the front setback up to 2 feet in height and no nearer than 5 feet from the
front lot line;

b) Raised Garden Beds in the side and rear setback up to 3.75 feet in height and no nearer than 3
feet from the property line;

c) Raised Garden Beds with a length no greater than 10 feet and width no greater than 4 feet
separated by at least 3 feet;

d) The total combined area of Raised Garden Beds within any one setback may not exceed 80
square feet; and

e) Trellises up to 5 feet in height from the ground that is attached to a Raised Garden Bed.
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City of Newton03

Possible Ordinance Ammendment

Additions to the following sections

Article 8.3 Defined Terms

Raised Garden Bed: A freestanding planting area constructed above the existing grade and contained by
rigid edging or walls, with a defined footprint and height measured from the adjacent finished grade to the
top of the planting surface or surrounding containment, whichever is greater. 

Trellis: A freestanding or attached, open-framework structure of lattice, slats, rods, wires, or similar
materials or configuration, designed and used solely to support the growth of climbing or spreading plants.  
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Discussion
Newton Planning Department
Zoning and Planning Committee Presentation, 4/13/26
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