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MEETING MINUTES 

Wednesday, January 28, 2026. 
7:00 p.m. 

Hybrid – Room 207 & Zoom 

Board Members Present: Michael Rossi (Chair), Brooke Lipsitt, Jennifer Pucci, Elizabeth Sweet, Deb 
Crossley, and Charles Eisenberg (alternate). 

Staff Present: Katie Whewell, Interim Director of Planning; Cat Kemmett, Chief Planner; Jennifer Wilson, 
Assistant City Solicitor; Anthony Ciccariello, Commissioner of ISD; Alfredo Vargas, City Engineer; and 
Brenda Belsanti, ZBA Clerk. 

A public hearing of the Newton Zoning Board of Appeals was held hybrid in person and via 
Zoom on Wednesday, January 28, 2026 at 7:00 p.m. on the following petition:  
 

1. #04-25 WP East Acquisitions, requesting a Comprehensive Permit, pursuant to M.G.L. Chapter 
40B, to construct a 234-unit residential development on a 2.7 square acre lot located at 19 
Court Street #1, 19 Court Street #2, 21 Court Street, 34 Crafts Street, 36 Crafts Street, 38 Crafts 
Street, 48 Crafts Street, and 50 Crafts Street within the Multi-Residence 1 (MR-1) and 
Manufacturing (M) zoning districts.  The proposal includes 59 affordable units and 290 parking 
spaces. 
 

2. #05-25 Auspicious Property, LLC, appealing the November 5, 2025 Notice of Violation issued 
by the Commissioner of Inspectional Services for stormwater runoff in violation of Section 
5.3(b) of the Newton Zoning Ordinance. The subject property is located at 85 Baldpate Hill 
Road, Newton within a Single-Residence 1 (SR-1) zoning district and consists of a 37,497 
square foot lot. 

3. Elections 
 

4. Approval of meeting minutes dated November 19, 2025 and December 17, 2025. 
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Agenda Item 2: #05-25 Auspicious Property, LLC, 85 Baldpate Hill Road, Newton. Sitting Members: 
Michael Rossi (Chair), Brooke Lipsitt, Jennifer Pucci, Elizabeth Sweet, and Deb Crossley.  
 
Documents Submitted: 

1. Application to Appeal ISD Decision submitted December 1, 2025. 
2. Public Comments (2) 
3. Letter with attachments from Attorney David Blumberg dated January 20, 2026. 
 

Testimony: 
 
Attorney Brian Grossman, Strang, Scott, & Giroux, LLP, 6 Beacon Street, Boston, MA, stated that 
there was a sign off on the project and a certificate of occupancy was given to the developer by ISD 
and City Engineering.  These issues and any conditions predevelopment the new owners have no 
record of and there is no predevelopment baseline for the new owners to compare runoff to.  No 
evidence of runoff has been produced and changes to the property have been made on both sides of the 
property line that could have altered the path.  The owner is working with the City to remedy the 
situation.  The owners have reached out to the developer to try to get him to address the issues and that 
the stormwater management system was not installed as approved and he has ignored all calls.  An 
engineer by the owner has been hired to prepare recommendations for remediation.  We will share his 
findings with ISD, City Engineering, and the abutters.  The appeal is in reference to the violation for 
increasing stormwater runoff because there is nothing showing what the stormwater runoff was 
predevelopment. 
 
Commissioner Ciccariello stated that everything Attorney Grossman stated is the history of the issues.  
ISD has also tried reaching out the developer with no success.  The current owner has now inherited 
the issue.  The drainage plan changed and Inspector did ok the change and that it should meet the 
stormwater drainage ordinance, but it has actually made it worse.   
 
Public Comments: 
 
Attorney David Blumberg, Bernkopf Goodman, LLP, 2 Seaport Lane, Boston, representing abutter 
Samuel Plimpton, 20 Drumlin Road, Newton, responded to Attorney Grossman and Commissioner 
Ciccariello comments.  He states that there was a plan in place that was not complied with and now 
there is a problem.  They have also retained an engineer and would like to be part of the evaluation 
process.  For more than two years his client has been trying to have this issue remedied and now 
everyone is pointing fingers.   A plan that is as good or better that the plan from 2021 needs to be put 
in place.  He asked for the item be continued for one month.  He would like it conditioned on three 
things.  Require additional disclosure from the property owner and the City, require any proposed 
plans to go through a peer review, and to compel the owner and City to include the abutters in the 
process and plans.   
 
Mr. Sam Plimpton, 20 Drumlin Road, Newton, abutter, stated he was a bit surprised by some of the 
revelations and he is here due to damage to neighbors and his properties.  The house built is enormous 
and the impermeable surface is substantially bigger and all vegetation is gone.  His neighbors have 
worse damage than he has.  
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Deliberation: 
 
Ms. Crossley asked clarifying questions on timeline from Mr. Ciccariello.  She stated the 2022 
stormwater ordinance was after the build, but there should have been a before and after the topography 
of this site.  What system has been put in place. 
 
Commissioner Ciccariello stated there are some diagrams, but not in the area where the wall was built.  
The as-built plan is completely different than what was approved.  The area was changed from grass to 
stone.  The stormwater catchment system is not functioning. 
 
Ms. Pucci asked what changes have been observed and what was the timeline the issues and what 
remedy could be done. 
 
Commissioner Ciccariello stated it was a sunny day so there was no runoff happening on that day.  The 
containment tanks were filled to the top with water and if it was functioning correctly there would be 
no water in them.  So nothing being caught is being recharged.  It is a steep grade towards homes.  
Water has always flowed down the hill, but the plan is not to increase the flow.   
 
Ms. Pucci asked what the complaints are based on. 
 
Mr. Vargas stated that the conditions prior to development of the site the slope was a vegetative slope 
and post construction has a retaining wall after the wall there are stones.  The property line is possibly 
steeper than prior to development and the design plan.  Based on the observations and complaints there 
is likely an increase in run-off. 
 
Ms. Lipsitt stated that she was having trouble identifying the conditions pre-construction.  If the we 
can’t identify what the conditions were before everything was done how is restoration defined and this 
problem solved.  Is there a clear definition of the preconstruction conditions and is there a way to 
quantify the impact to the abutting properties?  How do you say it has been fixed? 
 
Mr. Ciccariello stated that the grade lines on the plans would be used to figure out the amount of water 
that would run down the hill. 
 
Mr. Vargas stated that Engineering would look at the hydrologic analysis that was done 
preconstruction to determine how much runoff the site generated and then compare it to the engineered 
solution that would be produced to mitigate the issue with a new hydrologic analysis. 
 
Ms. Lipsitt then asked who is responsible for the issue and why there is a lapse of one year between 
violation notices. 
 
Mr. Ciccariello stated there were three in 2023 that were the same and resolved at the time by the 
developer.  In 2024 the violation was prior to the change in the ordinance and written incorrectly and 
then fixed for 2025. 
 
Mr. Eisenberg stated that as many as three parties could be responsible for resolving this issue.  If a 
City Inspector approved the change to the plan then who is libel if that is wrong. 
 
Ms. Wilson stated that regardless of any permits or approvals the City is not stopped from enforcing 
violations.  ISD still needs to enforce all violations that exist regardless if the owner received approval 
for the construction change. 
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Mr. Eisenberg stated that the original developer should not be off the hook for the issue.  He should not 
be free of the liability if he did something wrong. 
 
Chair Rossi stated that his view is that is not a matter before this Board and that would be a private 
matter between the property owner and the developer. 
 
Attorney Wilson stated that she agreed with Chair Rossi. 
 
Ms. Sweet stated that what was originally planned was not done and that should be the minimum of 
what needs to be done to be resolved.  Residents are seeing a change and believe it is being reported in 
good faith.  The fact is what was approved was not done no matter who is responsible is not relevant.  
The remedy should be what was in the approved plan originally.  There has to be a remedy here. 
 
Chair Rossi asked Attorney Grossman if he and his client agreed that something that was agreed to in 
2021 was not performed? 
 
Attorney Grossman agreed that there were things not done in the plan.  Whether or not that was 
approved through a conversation that no one else heard between the developer and the inspector on site 
agreeing to the change we don’t know.  The approved plan was supposed to generate a certain result of 
not increasing runoff at the property line.  We dispute whether or not that has been demonstrated, but 
we will work towards fixing the problem anyway.  As long as we meet the standard and the changes 
will need to be approved.  There is not a plan yet and it will be shared with the City and Attorney 
Blumberg when it is ready. 
 
Chair Rossi asked if their position was that they want to remedy the issue, but not necessarily to the 
original 2021 plan.   
 
Attorney Grossman said that was the plan if there is proof that there is additional runoff.  His client has 
incentive to address it so there is not a private lawsuit with Attorney Blumberg.  They are working 
with an engineer for changes and approval from ISD. 
 
Ms. Lipsitt stated that she does not hear anything that says there is no violation so it seems the Board 
should hold up the decision of the Commissioner.  We could advise the Commissioner have no 
enforcement action given and to give the property owner to remedy the situation. 
 
Attorney Grossman stated that we don’t know what the preexisting conditions were to say there was an 
increase in runoff.   
 
Attorney Blumberg asked there to be strong timelines in place.  There are tanks not operating and the 
abutters could experience more damage and would like the owner to be compelled to improve that 
situation. 
 
There were no further questions or comments from the Board. 
 
Ms. Lipsitt made a motion to close the public hearing and was duly seconded by Ms. Sweet.  The 
motion passed unanimously 5-0. 
 
Ms. Lipsitt made a motion to deny the appeal and uphold the decision of the Commissioner of ISD and 
recommend that no enforcement action be taken for a period of six months and was duly seconded by 
Ms. Crossley. 
 
The motion for was passed unanimously 5-0. 
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Agenda Item 1: #04-25 WP East Acquisitions, 19 Court Street, 21 Court Street, 34 Crafts Street, 36 
Crafts Street, 38 Crafts Street, 48 Crafts Street, and 50 Crafts Street, Newton. Sitting Members: 
Michael Rossi (Chair), Brooke Lipsitt, Jennifer Pucci, Elizabeth Sweet, Deb Crossley, and Charles 
Eisenberg (alternate).  
 
Documents Submitted: 
 

1. Updated Conceptual Design by Applicant submitted January 21, 2026. 
2. ZBA Memorandum with peer review attachments from Planning dated January 21, 2026. 

Testimony: 
 
Attorney Steve Buchbinder, Schlesinger & Buchbinder, 1200 Walnut Street, Newton, reviewed the 
January 8th site visit, revised plans that were prior of the peer reviews, and the topics for the 
presentation.  A site model was available to view. 
 
Dave Snell, Architect, PCA, presented the revised site plans and design changes. 
 
Jeff Koetteritz, VHB Transportation, presented the design and stormwater management plans. 
 
Randy Hart, VHB Transportation, reviewed traffic plans/designs changes in response to the peer 
reviews, Planning Department suggestions, and public comments. 
 
Cat Kemmet presented an overview of the current site plans and Planning Department design change 
requests. 
 
Alan Mountjoy, NBBJ, presented his peer review regarding massing, parking, setbacks, design, 
landscaping, shadows, easements, and public spaces. 
 
Jeff Maxtutis and Jason Plourde, BETA Group, presented their peer review regarding the traffic 
patterns, traffic volumes present and future, traffic counts present and future, and trip generation.  Will 
update to include the Armory build on Washington Street. Pedestrian trip value needs to be evaluated 
and queue counts at the intersection need to be recalculated.  Crash data needs to be updated. More 
research needs to be done on parking counts for residents, visitors, and overflow parking. Fire access 
and turning radius for delivery vehicles need to be further looked at.  Mitigation program for the 
intersections that already have low ratings.   
 
Janet Bernardo, Horsley Witten Group, presented the peer review for stormwater management plan.  
Lighting, utility layout, passive house design, parking, and solar was also touched upon. 
 
Public Comments: 
 
Public comments were made from the following residents: 
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Councilor Tarik Lucas, Central Avenue, Newton 
Dong Li, 37 Court Street, Newton 
Kevin Rife, 92 Hawthorne Street, Newton 
Annie Raines, 50 Court Street, Newton 
Bob Kavanagh, 69 Court Street, Newton 
Al Cicchanelli, 224 Chapel Street, Newton 
Adam Lunin, 24 Court Street, Newton 
Anthony Pellegrini Jr, 56 Clinton Street, Newton 
Teresa Sauro, 44 Cook Street, Newton 
Fran Yerardi, Oak Avenue, Newton 
Crognale Family, 38 Lothrop Street, Newton 
 
Their comments addressed concerns of traffic on Crafts Street, put a left turn lane on Crafts for 
vehicles to turn into the site, time restriction for use of Court Street, no need of a pool on-site, massing, 
building is too big and ugly, the height of the project, the block design, all intersections in the area are 
low rated and this will add to the issue, existing homes on Court Street are currently affordable, nine 
affordable units already exist on Court Street, traffic, pedestrian and bicycle safety for Court Street, 
shadows, stormwater, flooding, concerns of removal of mature trees, lack of setbacks, privacy issues 
for Court Street, the placement of the dumpsters at Court Street, rats from dumpsters in the Court 
Street neighborhood, cars/trucks attempting to take left turns onto Washington from Court Street, 
traffic cutting through on Lincoln and Clinton, hurts the already affordable neighborhood, 
neighborhood is already has high density, additional traffic from the Washington Street developments,  
widening Crafts Street, add local preference to affordable housing units, and the need for more 
community meetings with the developer.  
 
Deliberation: 
 
Ms. Pucci stated she is concerned of the visual impact on the impact.  That it is a monolithic block 
dropped on the neighborhood and asked the applicant to try to reduce the impact through design on the 
neighbors instead of just a block.  The is also a concern that the intersection at Washington and Crafts 
will become an F rating with this build. 
 
Ms. Crossley agrees with Ms. Pucci.  She wants the applicant to consider the peer review 
recommendations regarding step backs, design with concern for the neighbors, open space, roof lines, 
and parking. 
 
Ms. Lipsitt agrees with Ms. Pucci and Ms. Crossley stated.  She would like to see deeper affordability.  
There is a drop-off on Crafts Street is too small and needs to not be on Crafts Street.  Concerns about 
how larger vehicles coming into the site will be able to turn around and exit on Crafts Street and will 
they be forced to Court Street.  The mass of the building needs to be reduced.  If the building is 
reduced, parking and garage size will be reduced, and there will be more room to navigate the 
property. 
 
Mr. Eisenberg stated that there are a number of 80% AMI units coming online and there needs to be 
more 50% AMI units.  He agrees with the comments on massing and traffic impacts.   
 
This item was continued to February 25, 2026. 
 
Agenda Item 3: Elections 
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Ms. Sweet made a motion to nominate Mr. Rossi as Chair and was duly seconded by Ms. Pucci. 
 
The motion for was passed unanimously 5-0. 
 
Mr. Rossi made a motion to nominate Ms. Lipsitt as Vice Chair and was duly seconded by Ms. Sweet. 
 
The motion for was passed unanimously 5-0. 
 
Mr. Rossi made a motion to nominate Ms. Belsanti as ZBA Clerk and was duly seconded by Ms. 
Lipsitt. 
 
The motion for was passed unanimously 5-0. 
 
 
Agenda Item 4: Approval of meeting minutes dated November 19, 2025 and December 17, 2025.  
Sitting Members: Michael Rossi (Chair), Brooke Lipsitt, Jennifer Pucci, Elizabeth Sweet, and Deb 
Crossley.  
 
Ms. Sweet made a motion to approve the minutes and was duly seconded by Ms. Pucci. 
 
The motion for was passed unanimously 5-0. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:55 p.m. 
 

 
 
 

ZBA DECISIONS can be found at www.newtonma.gov/ZBA 

http://www.newtonma.gov/ZBA

