Land Use Committee Report

City of Newton
In City Council

Tuesday, July 21, 2026

Present: Councilors Kelley (Chair), Leary, Irish, Block, Farrell, Lucas, Golden, and Roche
Also Present: Councilors Wright, Malakie, and Dahmubed

City Staff Present: Senior Planner Sondria Berman, Deputy City Solicitor Jonah Temple, Senior
Planner Zach Melcher, and Deputy Chief Planner Cat Kemmett

All Special Permit Plans, Designs, Plan Memoranda and Application Materials, both past and
present, can be found at the following link: NewGov — City of Newton Land Use Committee
Special Permit Search .

The full video of the July 21, 2026, Land Use Meeting can be found at the following link:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=o0qvbdAGDgjg

#130-26 Request to allow three stories, to exceed height and associated parking waivers
at 1100-1102 Beacon Street
ONE STOP LLC petition for SPECIAL PERMIT/SITE PLAN APPROVAL, to raze the
existing structure and construct a three-story building containing four live/work
units with relief for a three story structure with up to 36 feet in height and
waiver of three parking stalls at 1100-1102 Beacon Street, Ward 6, Newton, on
land known as Section 54 Block 22 Lot 06 containing approximately 5,393 sq. ft.
of land in a district zoned BU2. Ref: Sec. 7.3.3,4.1.2.B.3, 4.1.3, 5.1.4 and 5.1.13 of
Chapter 30 of the City of Newton Rev Zoning Ord, 2017.
1100-1102 Beacon Street —
https://newtonma.portal.opengov.com/records/912834

Action: Land Use Approved 6-2 (Councilors Block and Lucas Opposed); Public Hearing
Closed
Note: Senior Planner Sondria Berman stated that this is the fourth time the petition

has appeared before the committee. She noted that one new item of relief has been added to
allow ground story residential with residential above since the last time the petition appeared
before the committee on June 2", She added that new relief was needed because the
petitioners changed the use to all-residential with no commercial component as was previously
proposed with live/work use. She continued that the ground-floor room is now labeled as a
bedroom instead of a workspace in the architectural plans, but no other changes were made to
the site plan.


https://newtonma.viewpointcloud.com/search
https://newtonma.viewpointcloud.com/search
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oqvbdAGDgjg
https://newtonma.portal.opengov.com/records/912834
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John Downie, the architect for the petitioner, stated that the site has been vacant for 5to 6
years as a commercial property and the petitioners are unable to get a reasonable offer on the
property with commercial use. He presented renderings and site plans for the project which can
be found in NewGov. He reiterated that they are no longer looking to make the use live/work
and are now seeking residential use. He added that this project is similar to what is built on
1114 Beacon Street.

Lindsey Golden, 19 Garland Road, stated that she supports approving the petition because she
thinks it is a great starter home for young professionals looking to move to Newton. She added
that she believes the property is currently an eyesore and this project is a major improvement.
She continued that she wants Newton to be a place where people can come and build quickly,
and she believes that it is important that the City Council approves the petition because the

petitioners have done everything asked of them and city experts have approved of the project.

A councilor stated that he appreciates what the development team has done and believes the
committee has tried to do too much with the site. He believes that alternative options offered
in previous meetings might have been nice, but they have complicated things too much and the
eyesore needs to be dealt with. He stated that he is in support of the project.

Another councilor stated that the site has been vacant for too long and hasn’t worked out as a
commercial space despite the petitioner’s efforts. She stated that it is a nice project that will
create starter homes for young families and professionals, which Newton needs. She stated
that she is in support of the project.

A different councilor asked if the units will be electric vehicle charging ready. Mr. Downie said
that they will be.

The same councilor stated that he believes it is good policy to preserve commercially zoned
properties, but this property is an exception because it is not viable for commercial use. He
added that he believes residential use will make the commercial district and its commercial tax
base more productive. He continued that live/work is an interesting option but is not viable at
this location, and the parking question will solve itself because it will attract people who are
able to live car light. He stated that this project will create the starter homes that the council
wants more of throughout the city.

Another councilor asked to hear more about the decision to abandon live/work use and move
to residential use. John Callahan, the petitioner, stated that live/work use turned out to be too
complex because it is not defined in Newton’s Zoning Ordinance and made it too hard to get a
consensus vote. He stated that, because of these difficulties, they went back to residential use
because they felt it was the most beneficial use for the property.

A different councilor asked if the units will be three-bedroom units. Mr. Downie stated that all
units are three-bedroom units. He added that three of the units are around 1,450 square feet
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and the fourth is a little over 1,700 square feet.

The same councilor stated that he still has concerns about the parking challenge because there
is no parking on Beacon Street and 3 bedrooms implies the units may house a family who may
not be able to support a car light lifestyle. He stated that he could vote for this kind of project
but is against waiving the parking requirements. The Chair stated that she believes part of the
reason why live/work use didn’t work out was because one parking space wouldn’t be enough
for the employees and clients of the businesses.

Another councilor stated that the property is in a commercial center and surrounded by
commercial use properties, so he still prefers commercial use on the ground floor of the units.
He added that the units are not small homes, so he is against granting the parking waiver. Terry
Morris, the attorney for the petitioner, stated that the three-bedroom count is somewhat
arbitrary because the downstairs room could be used as a den or a home office. He added that
the parking situation will be solved by self-selection and people will not buy the condominiums
if they have multiple cars. He stated that 1114 Beacon Street had a special permit approved
with the same parking ratio, so they are not setting a new standard for the area. He continued
that he does not believe the area is a retail space that would generate a lot of activity and
create a demand for parking. The same councilor stated that the floor plans say that the
ground-floor room is a bedroom and it has a full bathroom next to it, implying that it will be
used as a bedroom.

The same councilor asked what the plan was for trash pickup and snow removal. Mr. Callahan
stated that trash and snow removal will be done by private contractors. He added that snow
will be stored on site to the extent that the site can handle it, but the private contractor will
remove excess snow when needed. The same councilor asked that the council order have a
condition about snow removal and trash pickup.

A different councilor stated that he is disturbed that the project has spent 8 months in
committee and the committee needs to be clearer about what its standards are. He added that
he approves of the current project and its affordability. He continued that he believes there is
an issue with the parking, but buyers will be aware that they will only have one parking space.

Another councilor stated she doesn’t believe the committee should micromanage how people
live their lives and supports this project providing four relatively affordable units to Newton.

The Chair stated that she hates that the project has spent this long in committee, and the
committee is looking to make the process more efficient and streamlined. She added that she
likes where the project is now and thinks it is appropriate for it to be all residential, though she
believes it was worth exploring the idea of live/work and would like future conversations on it.
She continued that she is making notes on a series of other topics that the committee could
discuss in a working session, specifically streamlining, planning, formatting, and more.
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Councilor Roche motioned to close the public hearing which passed unanimously.

The committee discussed the draft council order. A councilor asked if a condition was needed
for the use of a private trash service. Ms. Berman stated that she could add that to the order.

Another councilor asked if there could be a finding that expresses that the committee is waiving
the required number of parking spaces because less space for parking will create additional
housing. A different councilor stated that he is concerned that the finding will set a precedent
that if a petitioner builds smaller or additional units, the committee will reduce the parking
requirements. The first councilor stated that he is not looking to set a precedent and just
wanted the finding to state a matter of fact which is that, for this project, having 4 units as
opposed to 2 or 3 led to the need for relief for parking. The second councilor asked that the
language for the finding be site specific. The Chair stated that other language in the current
finding makes it so the finding is tied to this specific site. Ms. Berman added language to further
emphasize that the finding is for this specific site.

A different councilor stated that he does not believe this finding is related to whether the
petition will have an adverse effect on the neighborhood, so he does not find it useful. He
added that this finding causes him to lean towards voting against the project instead of
abstaining and he believes the finding should be vetted with the Law Department. The Chair
answered that Ms. Berman stated that she will consult with the Law Department. Deputy Chief
Planner Cat Kemmett stated that the finding states that a special permit may be granted to
allow for exceptions to the parking requirements if it is determined that an exception would be
in the public interest, so there are a few ways the committee could approach the finding.

Councilor Roche motioned to approve which passed 6-2 with Councilors Block and Lucas
opposed.

#227-26 Request to exceed FAR and facade ratio at 22-24 Mechanic Street
QING LI petition for SPECIAL PERMIT/SITE PLAN APPROVAL, to demolish the
existing structure and construct a new two-family dwelling exceeding the
maximum FAR and facade ratio at 22-24 Mechanic Street, Ward 5, Newton, on
land known as Section 51 Block 31 Lot 03 containing approximately 9,483 sq. ft.
of land in a district zoned MR2. Ref: Sec. 7.3.3, 3.2.11.A.1, 3.2.11.A.2, 1.5.7, and
3.2.3 of Chapter 30 of the City of Newton Rev Zoning Ord, 2017.
22-24 Mechanic Street -
https://newtonma.portal.opengov.com/records/931262

Action: Land Use Held 8-0; Public Hearing Continued

Note: Senior Planner Sondria Berman joined the committee to discuss the request to
raze and rebuild a two-family dwelling, requiring relief to exceed maximum Floor Area Ratio
(FAR) and facade ratio. She stated that the proposed FAR is .65 where .55 is the maximum
allowed as of right and the proposed facade ratio is 81% where 60% is the maximum allowed as


https://newtonma.portal.opengov.com/records/931262
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of right. She added that, since the Planning Memo was issued, the petitioners have submitted a
revised architectural plan set, renderings of proposed retaining walls, a civil engineered site
plan, a landscape plan, and the tree permit, all of which can be found in NewGov. She noted
that the sloped topography from the street to the rear of the lot adds 1,048 square feet to the
FAR calculation and contributes to the 81% facade ratio. She added that the 81% facade ratio
was calculated by taking the building’s widest width or the measurement of the front fagade
which is 78.25 feet and having that as a ratio against the total length of the frontage of the lot
which is 96 feet.

Mike Ross, the attorney for the petitioner, stated that each unit will have 4 bedrooms and 2
parking spaces and provided pictures illustrating the topography of the site. He added that the
current structure would have non-conformities if it was built today due to its walkout
basement. He noted that, if the basement was removed from the FAR calculation, the FAR
would be .54, just below what would be allowed. He continued that the lot is a geometrical lot
that gets wider the further you go towards the back, and the provisions of the facade code do
not account for these types of oddly shaped lots. He added that he believes the shape and
slope of the lot make it a prime candidate for relief. He noted that the side setbacks exceed
what is required. He continued that the roof will have solar panels installed on it and there will
be an electric vehicle charger. He stated that there are 3 existing trees that have a tree permit
and will be protected during construction. He noted that no new trees will be added to the
property. He added that previous petitions approved by the Land Use Committee granted relief
for FAR and fagade ratio. He stated that his client purchased the property before both
ordinance changes had occurred, and she might have made a different decision if she had
known at the time that these rules were going to be implemented. He added that the petitioner
canvassed the neighborhood and received multiple letters of support.

A councilor asked what the length of the frontage of the site is. Ms. Berman stated that the
frontage of the site is 96 feet in length.

The same councilor asked Ms. Berman to elaborate on Planning’s recommendation in the
Planning Memo that the petitioner consider design modifications to bring the project closer to
compliance with maximum FAR and facade ratio. Ms. Berman stated that Planning always
encourages petitioners to reach full compliance with Newton’s Zoning Ordinance and to
consider design changes to do so. Mr. Ross stated that the petitioner considered different
designs prior to the deadlines relating to the basement regulation in calculating FAR and prior
to the facade ratio regulations being put in place. He noted that the petitioner tried but could
not get around the FAR issue.

The same councilor stated that the petitioner is asking for substantial relief for the facade ratio
and asked if the petitioner could further explain why the facade ratio must be so large. He
noted that this is the largest amount of relief for facade ratio that has come before the
committee so far. Mr. Ross stated that, if you look at the width of the building compared to the
rear of the lot, the facade ratio drops down to the 75% range which is closer to the type of



Land Use Committee Report
Tuesday, July 21, 2026
Page 6
relief that has been allowed. Kai Yin Yip, the architect for this project, stated that they needed
to keep the house more towards Mechanic Street in order for the building to be considered a
2.5 story building and not a 3.5 story building. He noted that there are a lot of variables that
have made it difficult for the design to satisfy all the criteria.

Another councilor asked if the rooftop would be solar ready or if solar panels would be
installed. Mr. Ross stated that they will be installing solar panels and there was some confusion
when the petitioner created the site plans, which is why they say the roofs are solar ready.

The same councilor stated that the committee typically approves relief for FAR, especially with
more difficult sites, but the high facade ratio concerns him. He asked if there was a way to
make the home narrower to seek less relief for the facade ratio. Mr. Ross reiterated that they
are dealing with a narrow shelf to put the house on, and this unique situation requires relief.

The same councilor stated that this is the first time the committee saw a facade ratio of 81%
and asked if a narrower building would require the petitioner to build further back resulting in a
3.5 story building. Mr. Ross stated that will be the case if they keep the square footage of the
home the same. He added that, if the ordinance took into account the length of the rear of the
property, the facade ratio would be 75%.

A different councilor asked if the developer was looking to put in an irrigation system. Mr. Yip
stated that they plan on putting in an irrigation system. The same councilor stated he would
discourage the use of irrigation for ornamental grass because it is not environmentally friendly.
He added that he saw no compelling reason to exceed the FAR or fagade ratio.

The same councilor stated that the proposed building is 63% larger than the existing building
and noted that smaller units would comply with the FAR. He added that 574 square feet of the
proposed nonconformity is due to the attached garage, so making adjustments to the garage
would help solve the FAR issue. He continued that the basement being included in the FAR is
not a hardship because the slope of the property allows habitable space to be put in the
basement. He noted that the fagade ratio would be smaller if the building was smaller or if
there was no garage. He continued that he would be fine with the size of the building if there
were more units, but with two family homes there is no reason to exceed the FAR or fagade
ratio.

Another councilor stated that the point of the facade ratio is to make sure that new homes
don’t overwhelm the neighborhood and she is concerned about exceeding the facade ratio to
the extent that the petition proposes. She added that other design options should be
considered, such as 3 bedrooms instead of 4.

A different councilor stated that the petitioner is using new lot standards to put another
parking spot so not much open space is being created. She stated that she would like to see a
redesign so the house is not as wide. She noted that each unit is over 3,600 square feet and the
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units for the previous item were 1,800 square feet, so the petitioner could make smaller units
to comply. She added that she thought reasonably exceeding the FAR is fine, but the point of
the facade ratio is to prevent projects like the one proposed. Mr. Ross stated that the proposed
project is at 63% open space where 50% is required and they are improving the amount of open
space compared to the existing structure.

Another councilor stated that she is skeptical of the claim that petitioners need relief because
they are dealing with a difficult lot since it was a difficult lot when they purchased it. She added
that conversations about facade ratio were occurring prior to the purchase of the property by
the petitioner. She stated that she did not see a compelling reason to grant relief for the facade
ratio.

The Chair suggested that the petitioner consider making changes such as making the project a
single-family house, having 2 narrower units, having smaller units, or seeking a variance
through the Zoning Board of Appeals if they believe there is a significant geographic hardship.
She noted that she is in favor of smaller units. She continued that she believes the landscape
plan is very minimal and hopes that the petitioner creates a new landscape plan that has more
plants on it to improve the green space.

A councilor stated that she thinks the neighborhood will benefit from adhering to the fagade
ratio since it has a narrow street and is a dense area already. She added that she would like to
see smaller units, more open space, and more trees.

A different councilor stated that he believes the 60% fagade ratio is very intentional to reduce
the amount of teardowns in the city that are then replaced by larger units.

Councilor Irish motioned to continue the public hearing which passed unanimously.
Councilor Irish motion to hold which passed 8-0.

#228-26 Request to exceed FAR at 33 Aspen Avenue
MICHAEL ENDRENY petition for SPECIAL PERMIT/SITE PLAN APPROVAL, to
construct multi-story rear and side additions, exceeding FAR at 33 Aspen
Avenue, Ward 4, Newton, on land known as Section 43 Block 46 Lot 28
containing approximately 9,965 sq. ft. of land in a district zoned SR1. Ref: Sec.
7.3.3, 3.1.3 and 3.1.9 of Chapter 30 of the City of Newton Rev Zoning Ord, 2017.
33 Aspen Avenue — https://newtonma.portal.opengov.com/records/924058

Action: Land Use Approved 7-1 (Councilor Roche opposed); Public Hearing Closed

Note: Senior Planner Zach Melcher joined the committee to discuss the request to
construct multi-story rear and side additions to a single-family dwelling, exceeding Floor Area
Ratio (FAR). He stated that the additions will add 1,407 square feet of gross floor area and the
FAR will increase from .27 to .41, where .34 is the maximum allowed. He added that the eastern


https://newtonma.portal.opengov.com/records/924058
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side addition will consist of a bump out to accommodate a new mudroom and kitchen and the
western side addition will consist of an attached two-car garage and additional living space. He
continued that existing nonconformities on the site are the lot is 9,965 square feet where
15,000 square feet is the minimum required, and the front setback from Aspen Avenue is 13.8
feet where 25 feet is required. He added that the side and rear setbacks will be slightly reduced
but remain in compliance, and the eastern side addition laterally extends the existing
nonconforming setback along Aspen Avenue but does not further encroach into the setback.

Keri Murray, the architect for the petitioner, stated that the additions improve daily functions
across three levels, with an attached two-car garage being built on the lower level, a mudroom,
pantry, and kitchen being built on the first floor, and an expanded primary suite on the second
floor. She added that the additions look to complement the original house without
overwhelming it. She noted that the Historic Commission reviewed the project and
unanimously approved it.

Michael Endreny, one of the petitioners, stated that they moved into the neighborhood for its
historic nature and took the historic nature into account when designing the project. He stated
that he believes the expansion is modest and noted that it continues to use existing materials,
elements, and roof lines to continue to meet the neighborhood character.

Jaime Endreny, one of the petitioners, stated that they uploaded 3 letters of support for the
project from their closest neighbors to NewGov.

A councilor asked if the new driveway will be the same composition as the existing parking
space. Ms. Murray stated that it will be.

A different councilor asked if there is currently a garage on the property. Ms. Endreny stated
that there currently is not.

The same councilor stated that he did not believe the lot should be considered undersized
because it is nearly 10,000 square feet and not constrained in any sense in terms of building a
large home. He added that he does not believe there is a need for a bigger house on this lot and
that he can’t support exceeding the FAR

Another councilor asked if the petitioner could speak on how they feel about living near the
Auburndale Historic District and how the Newton Historic Commission responded to the
proposal. Ms. Endreny stated that the Historic Commission praised the design and unanimously
voted in favor of it. She added that they love historic homes and have preserved almost all the
details of their home. She noted that the FAR is a little bigger than they expected, but the
increase in FAR is needed to increase the functionality of the house with their young kids and to
make the place more livable for their family. She added that they love the neighborhood and
renovating the current home was more important to them than starting over somewhere else.
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She noted that the allowable FAR for the home should be .36 and not .34 because the home
was built before 1953.

Multiple councilors voiced their support for the project.

A councilor asked if the petitioners could speak to the letters of support from neighbors being
from November 2025 and if the project has seen any changes since the letters were written.
Ms. Endreny stated that there have been minor tweaks since the letters were written, but the
proposed home has only gotten smaller in scale.

Councilor Block motioned to close the public hearing which passed unanimously.

The committee reviewed the draft council order. Councilor Block motioned to approve which
passed 7-1 with Council Roche opposed.

The committee adjourned at 9:32 pm.
Respectfully Submitted,

Andrea Kelley, Chair



