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CITY OF NEWTON
Planning & Development Board
DRAFT MEETING MINUTES
Monday, June 1, 2026

Members Present:

Kevin McCormick, Chair

Ed Dailey, Vice Chair

Lee Breckenridge, Member
Amy Dain, Member

Peter Doeringer, Member
Ken Gould, Member

Katie Whewell, Ex Officio

Staff Present:

Katie Whewell, Acting Planning & Development Director
Zach Melcher, Planning Associate

Nora Colello, Chief Long Range Planner

Andrew Lee, Assistant City Solicitor

Alfredo Vargas, City Engineer

John Daglian, Associate City Engineer

1. Request to Review a Proposed Amendment to a Subdivision Plan approved on
December 7, 2023 at 132 Homer Street, Newton, MA. The Amendment will address
Lots 2 & 3, i.e. 60 & 61 Chapin Road, ID: 6403200034A0 & 6403200034B0O owned by
Chapin Rd Ext LLC.

The item was opened as a Board of Survey

Presentation:

Alfredo Vargas received updated materials last Wednesday and will provide
an updated memo and responses to the Board.

Kevin McCormick stated that public comment submissions have been made
part of the public record and the Board and Engineering has received them.

Board Discussion:

A motion was made by Peter Doeringer to hold the item until the July
meeting of Board of Survey and was seconded by Ed Dailey. The motion
passed unanimously.

Peter Doeringer stated he would like to see the Engineering Department
respond to the stormwater concerns of the abutters.

Ken Gould stated he would like a reaction to the engineering reports
presented from the abutters.

Alfredo Vargas stated that he will consult with the Law Department regarding
what Engineering will be required to provide.

Ed Dailey stated that the Board relies on the Engineering Department to
supply information so that the Board can make an informed decision.

The location of this meeting/event is wheelchair accessible and Reasonable Accommodations will be provided to persons
with disabilities who require assistance. If you need a Reasonable Accommodation, please contact the city of Newton’s
ADA/Section 504 Coordinator, Jini Fairley, at least two business days in advance (2 weeks for ASL or CART) of the
meeting/event: jfairley@newtonma.gov or (617) 796-1253. The city’s TTY/TDD direct line is: 617-796-1089. For the
Telecommunications Relay Service (TRS), please dial 711.
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He added that it should not be up to be up to the public and abutters to figure out that there were
mistakes in the plan. He is distressed that there still aren’t definitive plans weeks after the first public
hearing. This can lead to public distrust in the process. The Law Department has advised Engineering
on the requirements of Section 81W. The neighbors deserve response to the questions raised
whether they are within the bounds of Section 81W or not. The problem was created by incomplete
and inaccurate information at the first public hearing and this is not what is expected of the City.
Engineering can consult with Law, but they must recognize that what has happened to date has
confused the Board and the citizens involved.

Peter Doeringer agreed with Ed Dailey that it is not a matter of what is required or not at this point,
but as a Board what we want to see.

Amy Dain stated the regulations regarding their authority as Board of Survey to look at stormwater
issues in relation to subdivisions should be reviewed again prior to the next meeting.

Kevin McCormick stated that the document is the one they need to adhere to.

Ed Dailey agreed with Amy Dain and added that the issue is that the Board does not have discretion. If
the plan satisfies the requirements, they must approve it. Due to the confusion, he feels that the
Board should take the extra step to fully explain to the abutters that what is being proposed will not
exacerbate the water flow to Chapin Road and the existing stormwater drainage system. He stated
that the Board is relying on the expertise of the Engineering Department. He does not question their
credibility, but they need to know how to take professional capability and serve the public.

Kevin McCormick agreed that the Board does not want to exacerbate any of the stormwater issues.
Amy Dain asked if there were a different set of standards for the Board to make a decision about a
subdivision versus for the Engineering Department to approve a building permit.

Kevin McCormick stated that the stormwater standards are the same for any lot.

Ken Gould stated that he believes the Board needs to make it clear to the public that their scope is
limited of what they are able to approve within the subdivision regulations. There is not yet a building
permit application with the level of detail that the Engineering Department would need to evaluate.
The Board should be focused on the impact of the design of the road extension and the drainage.
Kevin McCormick stated that he believes the Board is evaluating the drainage for the road extension
and also the proposed house.

Peter Doeringer stated that Engineering’s memo outlined that the Board must determine whether the
development of the proposed lot could meet the requirements of the stormwater ordinance. He
added that the official plans seem to have flaws in them. He stated that as a Board they don’t know if
what has been submitted thus far is able to meet the requirements.

Ed Dailey stated that unless the City Engineer can determine that the on-site stormwater retention
system will function regardless of where the house is ultimately located, he does not believe the
Board can approve the plan based solely on the conceptual building location. He noted that having
prepared hundreds of subdivision plans, he has never seen one that did not show the actual location
of the proposed buildings. Without that information, he stated that the Board cannot determine
whether the stormwater retention system will be adequate.

Kevin McCormick stated the plan did have a proposed lot with a building on it.

Ed Dailey stated it was hypothetical and not the actual location of the building. He added that the
Board needs solid information in order to make a decision and he is not willing to approve with
hypothetical plans.

Kevin McCormick stated that it has to be shown on the plans, but they can decide in a month to move
the house and there is nothing the Board can do. Then it will be up to other parties in the City to
check on them.

Alfredo Vargas stated that the plan currently shows the location of the house and the stormwater
system to mitigate the development as shown on the plan.
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The Board closed the Board of Survey and opened as Planning & Development Board

2. Planning and Development Board Discussion of: #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.

Presentation:
e Nora Colello presented the zoning amendment proposed by the Zoning and Planning Committee.

Board Discussion:

o Kevin McCormick asked if ZAP was planning on voting on the item at their next meeting.

e Nora Colello replied that there is a good chance that they will take a vote.

e Lee Breckenridge stated that she believes this proposed amendment is too specific and it may
interfere with existing regulations for retaining walls and fences.

e Nora Colello stated the proposed amendment would not affect existing regulations for retaining walls.
She added that this docket item came from feedback that they were getting enforcements for existing
raised garden beds, which are not currently allowed.

e Lee Breckenridge asked about which circumstances the raised garden beds were being enforced.

o Nora Colello replied that an abutter had reported a raised garden bed to ISD for enforcement.

e Katie Whewell stated that there is a separate ordinance that governs fences. She added that the ISD
Commissioner determined that raised garden beds are considered structures thus they cannot be
located in the setback,

e Ken Gould asked why different categories would be created for what is allowed in the setback.

e Nora Colello explained that retaining wall regulations were enacted to counteract podium houses. She
added that raised garden beds fall under a different category than fences or retaining walls and
therefore aren’t allowed in the setback.

e Ken Gould asked how garden beds with trellises would be affected. He also asked if there were any
separate considerations for corner lots.

e Nora Colello responded that trellises are in the regulation and they are allowed up to five feet in
height. For corner lots, the supposed sides are considered front setbacks.

e Ken Gould asked if five feet from both frontages provided sufficient visibility.

e Nora Colello responded that she questioned the visibility herself. She stated that they are regulating
garden beds much further in the proposed amendment and in the new language garden beds could
only be two feet high in the front setback.

e Amy Dain added that someone could have a fence taller than a raised bed.

o Katie Whewell stated that sheds are allowed within five feet of the property line as well.

e Ed Dailey stated that he attended the ZAP meeting and trusts Councilor Albright’s opinion on the
matter. Over time, exceptions have been added to the ordinance to allow certain structures in the
setback.

e Peter Doeringer added that he attended the ZAP meeting as well and concurs that they should follow
ZAP’s lead on the matter.

e Lee Breckenridge stated that the proposed amendment could lead to squabbles if someone were to
put a fence on top of a raised garden bed.

e Ken Gould asked if the Planning Board was taking a separate vote at the upcoming ZAP meeting and
what would happen if the two bodies voted differently.

e Amy Dain stated that the Planning Board is voting on a non-binding recommendation.
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Kevin McCormick stated that the Planning Board is acting as an advisory group to the City Council.
They have to take a vote before it goes to the City Council, which usually ends up with both ZAP and
the Planning Board taking a vote on a recommendation at the same time.

Nora Colello added that depending on the subject the Planning Board can determine the voting
threshold, but that is not the case for the raised beds amendment.

Ed Dailey stated that the raised garden beds in Jamaica Plain are unsightly.

. Staff Updates
Katie Whewell congratulated Zach Melcher for completing 6 months as Planning Associate and
commended his work on VCOD site plan review applications.
She added that they’ve extended a conditional offer of employment to a candidate for Senior Planner.

. Upcoming Meetings
Joint ZAP Committee Meeting —June 8, 2026
Regular P&D meeting on July 6, 2026

. Adjournment
A motion was made by Kevin McCormick to adjourn the meeting and was seconded by Peter

Doeringer. The motion passed unanimously.
The meeting adjourned at 8:05 pm.
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