
Zoning & Planning Committee Report 
 

City of Newton 
In City Council 

 
Tuesday, April 28, 2026 

 
Present: Councilors Baker (Chair), Wright (Vice Chair), Oliver, Gordon, Albright, Dahmubed, 
Getz, and Kalis 
 
Also Present: Councilors Block and Roche 
 
City Staff: Katie Whewell, Acting Director of Planning; Nora Colello, Chief of Long-Range 
Planning; Shaylyn Davis-Iannaco, Housing Program Manager; 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=dqwWwavG1K8  
 
#126-26  Authorization to submit FY27 Annual Action Plan 

HIS HONOR THE MAYOR requesting authorization, pursuant to the 2025 Revised 
Citizen Participation Plan, to submit the FY27 Annual Action Plan to the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for the City of Newton's 
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and Emergency  Solutions Grant 
(ESG) funds, as well as for the WestMetro HOME Consortium. 

Action:  Approved 7-0-1 (Baker Abstained) 
 
Notes:  Shayln Davis-Iannaco, Newton’s Housing Program Manager, joined the 
committee to deliver a presentation (attached) on the FY27 Annual Action Plan. Every year, 
the Department of Planning & Development submits an Action Plan (link here) that is first 
shared with the Planning & Development Board, followed by 30 days of public comment. 
During this period, the plan is presented to the Zoning & Planning Committee, which votes to 
recommend approval for the Mayor to submit the plan to the Department of Housing & 
Development (HUD).  
 
A councilor asked about the Walker Center and how these funds would be applied to that 
situation. Mrs. Davis-Iannaco said that a joint advisory planning group voted to have affordable 
housing in one of the two homes that currently exist on the site.  Although the Real Property 
Re-Use Committee voted to give the full parcel to Newton Public Schools, the City Council 

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=dqwWwavG1K8
https://www.newtonma.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/137245/639101975285470000
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“kicked it back” to Re-Use for further discussion. Mrs. Davis-Iannaco stated that a construction 
manager had estimated that about $500,000 would be needed for building rehabilitation. 
 
Mrs. Davis-Iannaco explained the relationship between the MetroWEST HOME Consortium 
and Suffolk Law School’s Center for Housing Justice & Policy. Suffolk Law created a Housing 
Discrimination Testing Program that tests for racial discrimination and source of income 
discrimination within the MetroWEST HOME Consortium. Over 140 paired tests were 
conducted over the course of 2+ years and about 25% of those tests were positive for 
discrimination. 
 
A councilor asked what the response is to tests that show discrimination in the consortium. 
Mrs. Davis-Iannaco responded that Suffolk Law’s testing results are shared with the 
Massachusetts Commission Against Discrimination (MCAD), who take legal action against real 
estate agents or companies with multiple violations. Recently, MCAD successfully won a case 
against a real estate agency that had discrimination violations. $10,000 was awarded to Suffolk 
Law to fund further testing and discrimination training was mandated for the real estate 
agency. The councilor also asked about the $10,000 grant for affordable homeownership and 
concerns about money needing to be repaid. Mrs. Davis-Iannaco stated that rehabilitation 
funding is typically provided as a loan, but the $10,000 for downpayment assistance is a grant 
that homeowners do not pay back to the City. The councilor also asked about rapid rehousing 
and the ESG funds.  Mrs. Davis-Iannaco said that ESG is administered in Watertown, Waltham, 
Brookline, and Newton. While there are not any non-profits in Newton that receive this 
funding currently, Newton residents are referred to non-profits in the other three 
municipalities to receive assistance. 
 
A councilor asked about the $500,000 estimate regarding the Walker Center parcel. Mrs. 
Davis-Iannaco clarified that the $500,000 figure she mentioned was an estimate from a 
construction manager several months ago; costs could have changed since then, and no 
analysis has been carried out recently. This money would be used to rehabilitate the homes to 
a living standard and help with deed restrictions to preserve affordable housing. Mrs. Davis-
Iannaco stated that most of the money would be spent on de-leading the homes. The 
councilor also shared their concern about the federal funding stream. Mrs. Davis-Iannaco 
stated that funding for these grants was reduced in the President’s recent proposed budget to 
effectively $0, but she was confident that Congress would continue to authorize these housing 
block grants. 
 
A councilor asked about the downpayment assistance and why only 2 homeowners were 
projected to be assisted with that specific program funding. Mrs. Davis-Iannaco responded 
that down payment assistance is typically targeted towards newer affordable units as they 
become available and the stock of newer units is typically the limiting factor. Mrs. Davis-
Iannaco conservatively estimated two but was confident that number could increase.  
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The Chair asked about expiring deed restrictions. Mrs. Davis-Iannaco stated that this issue is 
separate from the Annual Action Plan and that she has been working on a worksheet to share 
with the committee that demonstrates the process Planning goes through when a deed 
restriction is due to expire. When units are soon to be “off-line” the Planning Department 
reaches out to property owner directly and inquire about interest in continuing affordability 
deed restrictions. 
 
Councilor Albright moved to approve, which passed 7-0-1.  
 
 
#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 
  Held 8-0 on 04/13/26 
Action:  Held 8-0 
 
Notes:  The Chair noted that the public hearing scheduled for Monday, May 11 will now 
occur on Monday, June 8 due to a clerical error. 
 
Nora Colello, Chief of Long-Range Planning, joined the committee to deliver a presentation 
(attached) with examples of how raised flower beds could be implemented using the current 
draft language of item #42-26. Mrs. Colello’s first example provided an ariel view of a property 
using the maximum allowed dimensions defined within the draft language. This example was 
picked because it visualized a concern from councilors about raised beds in the side setbacks, 
close to an abutter’s home. In the example, the beds in the side setback would be permitted, 
but could not take advantage of the full square footage allowed because of the size and 
configuration of the lot and current zoning controls. 
 
A councilor noted that the side setback flower beds close to the abutter’s property in the 
example would be legal but would be unlikely to be placed there in practice due to the lack of 
sunlight. 
 
A councilor asked a clarifying question about the provided example and Mrs. Colello confirmed 
that the example was used to demonstrate the maximum possible layout in both proximity to 
the property line and square footage for the raised beds. 
 
The second example demonstrated a situation when the property line and sidewalk are not 
identical, which is a common misunderstanding. In this case, the raised beds appear further 
back than necessary, but this is due to the raised bed setback being measured from the 
property line, not the sidewalk. 
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The third example showed a situation when the property line extends to the edge of the 
sidewalk and the flower beds appear too close to the sidewalk because the raised beds 
setback is measured from the property line, not the sidewalk. Mrs. Colello suggested that 
distance from the sidewalk may be an amendment the committee may want. 
 
Mrs. Colello shared height scale reference images to demonstrate the 2’ and 3.75’ height of 
flower beds in the front and rear setbacks. The 3.75’ height was influenced by making the beds 
accessible to people with disabilities. 
 
Mrs. Colello clarified that the language would include raised flower beds alongside other 
designated structures that may project into the setback.  
 
A councilor requested examples for what is currently allowed using the same properties that 
demonstrated the maximum allowance if #42-26 were passed in its current form. The 
councilor reiterated their concern about the unintended consequences of approving #42-26 
and raised beds in the side setback close to an abutter’s property. 
 
A councilor shared their worries about the creating more non-conformities. 
 
A councilor shared a concern about existing non-conforming setbacks and how much closer 
raised beds could be to abutting properties, not just the property line. The councilor also 
raised a question about the number of raised beds per lot.  
 
A councilor asked if the language could be detailed enough to prevent flower beds in side 
setbacks in denser neighborhoods but provide for situations when a properties side yard is its 
only yard. Mrs. Colello stated the language could be altered to prevent raised flower beds 
from being allowed within setbacks when abutting properties are within a certain distance of 
each other (10’ to 15’). The councilor asked for examples in the future that could demonstrate 
different distances between properties and what could be allowed. 
 
Andrew Lee, Senior Assistant City Solicitor, joined the committee to answer clarifying 
questions from the committee. Attorney Lee responded to comments made by several 
councilors about distinguishing a retaining wall from a flower bed. Attorney Lee ensured that 
the definitions in the zoning ordinance are clear enough that there should be no confusion but 
asked for specific examples if councilors were still concerned. Mrs. Colello agreed that the 
proposed language and definitions are clear. 
 
Councilor Albright motioned to hold, which passed unanimously. 
 
 
#45-26  Changes to the MRT section of the VCOD to increase MRT proposals 

COUNCILOR ALBRIGHT requesting discussion with Planning staff on suggestions 
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to update the MRT (within the VCOD), requests discussion and ordinance 
updates on the following aspects of the MRT: 1) Allow more flexibility on the 
number of units per building when there are 2 MRT buildings on one site 2) 
Modify parking setbacks 3) Modify the minimum distance between buildings to 
incentivize the adaptive reuse of more homes 4) Reduce the MRT parking 
requirement, and 5) Increase the maximum MRT footprint and relate changes to 
the number of units proposed. (180 days: 07/19/2026) 

Action:  Held 8-0 
 
Notes:  The Chair offered Councilor Albright to begin discussion on item #45-26 as its lead 
docketer. Councilor Albright delivered a presentation (attached) that described possible 
amendments that were suggested by Mrs. Colello’s predecessor.  
 
A councilor mentioned bays, “bump outs”, that developers take advantage of which can 
increase the footprint significantly. Developers can “push out” and create architectural 
articulation through things such as bay windows, which are not included in the final footprint 
square footage that is limited to 1,500 sq ft. The councilor suggested this provision was a topic 
the committee could discuss in the future as a possible amendment to MRT dimension 
controls. 
 
A councilor asked for Mrs. Colello to work on developing examples of houses that have been 
built with MRT zoning to evaluate the impact of the dimension controls. 
 
A councilor said that the item #45-26 would essentially redefine the MRT zone by altering its 
dimensional controls.  
 
A councilor was interested in what discussion on #45-26 would reveal about the homes that 
MRT has created thus far. 
 
A councilor asked that the number of units “in the pipeline” be included alongside the existing 
portfolio that has been developed by Planning. The councilor also shared complaints from 
constituents regarding the lack of parking spaces in VCOD. 
 
Mrs. Colello shared that a VCOD tracker (link here) was created per committee request, which 
includes all units that have begun their application process. 
 
A councilor suggested that a 4-2 unit split could be utilized as a preservation tool in certain 
circumstances. 
 
Councilor Kalis motioned to hold, which passed unanimously. 
 
 
#46-26  Periodic updates on VCOD proposals  

https://www.newtonma.gov/government/planning/zoning/village-center-overlay-district-vcod#ad-image-1
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COUNCILOR ALBRIGHT requesting updates twice per year on potential projects 
brought to the Planning Department under the new Village Center Overlay 
District. The updates should include indications of interest and actual permits 
filed; for which villages and under which zoning districts, number of stories and 
units as well as type of entity requested (VC2,VC3, MRT), with suggestions for 
change made about any of these. (180 days: 07/19/2026)  

  Held 8-0 on 02/09/26 
Action:  Held 8-0 
 
Notes:  Mrs. Colello shared a presentation (attached) that addressed potential topics that 
the committee may like to pursue. These are topics and situations that have been noted in the 
real-life application of VCOD zoning. 
 
A councilor asked a question about which floors that banks or other commercial tenants are 
allowed to operate on. Attorney Lee stated he was not aware of any provisions that prohibit 
commercial activity on specific floors; there is only a minimum residential requirement to ensure 
the property is mixed-use. Attorney Lee noted that commercial units are required on the 1st floor 
on Priority Mixed Use Streets. 
 
A councilor asked about the additions to existing secondary structures and what is permissible 
for carriage houses. Mrs. Colello responded that additions to secondary structures need to go 
through a Site Plan Review. 
 
The Chair summarized that there were simpler, clerical changes that could be addressed quickly 
in addition to more substantive language changes. The Chair asked that a new, two-part item be 
docketed that is appropriate for the scope of the suggested changes. 
 
The Chair motioned to hold, which passed unanimously. 
 
 
#99-26  Presentation on Town of Brookline Rezoning at Route 9 & Hammond St 

COUNCILORS BAKER, GROSSMAN, KALIS, FARRELL, GOLDEN, SILBER, DAHMUBED, 
LUCAS, ALBRIGHT, MALAKIE, WRIGHT, GETZ, and BLOCK requesting a presentation 
and discussion about the proposed rezoning and related traffic modifications 
under consideration by the Town of Brookline for the Boylston St/Route 9 corridor 
between Hammond St and Hammond Pond Parkway abutting the City of Newton 
(180 Days: 08/29/2026). 

  Held 8-0 on 03/09/26 
Action:  Held 8-0 
 
Notes:  The Chair updated the committee on the proposed redevelopment in Brookline 
along Rt. 9 and shared a letter (attached) from Mayor Laredo that was sent to the Town of 
Brookline. The Mayor’s letter referenced concerns about the RCUT (Restricted U-Turn) proposal 
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and that the owners of The Street shopping center have communicated their opposition 
(attached) to the proposed rezoning. The Chair noted that Brookline’s transportation consultant 
estimated that Rt. 9 traffic volume could triple with a full build-out under the proposed zoning. 
The Town of Brookline will vote on the proposed zoning in May 26. 
 
The Chair motioned to hold, which passed unanimously. 
 
 
The committee adjourned at 9:06 p.m. 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted,  
R. Lisle Baker, Chair 



















































PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 30-Day Public Comment Period

Plan available at: www.newtonma.gov/gov/CDBG

• Email comments and questions to lkritzer@newtonma.gov
• 30-day comment period ends Wednesday May 7, 2026
• Submission deadline to HUD: May 15, 2026

• Call the Planning Department at 617.796.1147

• Sign up for the Department’s Friday Report by registering at: 
http://www.newtonma.gov/gov/planning/news.asp 

#126-26





















City of Newton9

Example Home for Height Scale Reference- Front Bed Height

#42-26



City of Newton

Example Home for Height Scale Reference- Rear Bed Height

10

#42-26



Discussion
Newton Planning Department
Zoning and Planning Committee Presentation, 4/28/26
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#42-26



#45-26 MRT 
Possible Amendments

#45-26



Purpose: MRT

A. Multi Residence Transit (MRT). The MRT zone
facilitates the preservation of existing homes
through conversion to multiple units and new,
small-scale, multi-family buildings similar in size to
the surrounding residential neighborhoods. This
zone acts as a transition between the mixed-use
cores of village centers and surrounding residential
neighborhoods.

#45-26



#45-26 Changes to the MRT section of the VCOD 
to increase MRT proposals

COUNCILOR ALBRIGHT requesting discussion with Planning staff on suggestions to
update the MRT (within the VCOD), requests discussion and ordinance updates on
the following aspects of the MRT: 
1) Allow more flexibility on the number of units per building when there are 2 MRT 
buildings on one site 
2) Modify parking setbacks 
3) Modify the minimum distance between buildings to incentivize the adaptive reuse 
of more homes 
4) Reduce the MRT parking requirement, and 
5) Increase the maximum MRT footprint and relate changes to the number of units 
proposed. 
(180 days: 07/19/2026)

#45-26




























































	04-28-26 ZAP Report (BACKUP ONLY).pdf
	FY27 AAP draft ZAP Presentation - 4.28.26.pdf
	FY27 DRAFT �ANNUAL ACTION PLAN
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	FY27 Annual Action Plan
	Slide Number 6
	Slide Number 7
	FY27 Goals and Activities 
	Slide Number 9
	Slide Number 10
	Slide Number 11
	Slide Number 12
	Slide Number 13
	Slide Number 14
	Slide Number 15
	Slide Number 16
	FY27 Human Service Program�Recommended Awards
	Slide Number 18
	FY27 Emergency Solutions Grant Recommended Awards
	Slide Number 20
	Slide Number 21
	WESTMETRO HOME CONSORTIUM
	Slide Number 23
	Slide Number 24
	30-Day Public Comment Period
	���Questions or Comments?��THANK YOU!

	ZAP April 28, 2026 Raised Garden Beds in the Setback.pdf
	Discussion on Allowing Raised Garden Beds in Setbacks
	Newton Planning Department Zoning and Planning Committee Presentation - 4/28/26

	Docket Item #42-26
	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)
	City of Newton



	Current Ordinance Language
	Definition of a structure includes raised garden beds.
	Structures are not permitted in setbacks.

	City of Newton
	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.

	City of Newton
	474 Lowell Ave, Newtonville Two family built close to side lot line
	Side beds could not be full allowed width due to setback requirement

	City of Newton
	22 George - Maximum Bed Buildout Scenario
	Side beds could not be full allowed width due to setback requirement

	City of Newton
	11 George - Maximum Bed Buildout Scenario
	Front beds could abut sidewalk because the edge of the sidewalk is greater than 5 feet from the property line

	City of Newton
	Example Home for Height Scale Reference- Front Bed Height
	City of Newton
	Example Home for Height Scale Reference- Rear Bed Height
	City of Newton
	Discussion
	Newton Planning Department Zoning and Planning Committee Presentation, 4/28/26


	04-28-26 Albright Presentation (MRT).pdf
	#45-26 MRT 
	Purpose: MRT
	�#45-26 Changes to the MRT section of the VCOD to increase MRT proposals�
	�Allow more flexibility on the number of units per building when there are 2 MRT buildings on one site �
	��Modify the minimum distance between buildings to incentivize the adaptive reuse of more homes ��
	Parking Setbacks
	Reduce the Parking requirement: MRT
	Increase the maximum MRT footprint and relate changes to the number of units proposed.
	Specifications – 4 plex (from the missing middle website
	Building Specifications from MM website
	Footprint: Missing Middle 4 plex vs MRT

	ZAP April 28, 2026 #46-26 VCOD Revisions (1).pdf
	Discussion of VCOD Revisions
	Docket Item #46-26
	Periodic updates on VCOD proposals
	COUNCILOR ALBRIGHT requesting updates twice per year on potential projects brought to the Planning Department under the new Village Center Overlay District. The updates should include indications of interest and actual permits filed; for which villages and under which zoning districts, number of stories and units as well as type of entity requested (VC2,VC3, MRT), with suggestions for change made about any of these.  (180 days: 07/19/2026).


	Contents
	Overview and Purpose
	Architectural Preservation within VCOD
	Parking Dimensions and Clarity
	Allowed Uses & Operations
	Ordinance Formatting and Readability

	Overview and Purpose
	Discuss Targeted Revisions Based on Implementation Experience
	Reoccuring themes emerging across VCOD projects:
	Certain use provisions may limit reasonable adaptive reuse opportunities
	Some parking dimensions create unnecessary inefficiencies on constrained lots
	Several sections would benefit from clarification or minor reorganization


	Overview and Purpose
	Categories of Issues and Possible Revisions
	Issue
	Issue
	Issue
	Issue
	Issue
	Issue
	Issue
	Issue
	Issue

	Discussion





