
 

Public Facilities Committee Report 
 

City of Newton 
In City Council 

 

Wednesday, July 22, 2026 
 

 
Present: Councilors Kalis (Chair), Getz, Albright, Dahmubed, Grossman, Leary, and Kelley 
 
Absent: Councilor Gordon 
 
Also Present: Councilors Malakie and Wright 
 
City Staff: Commissioner of Public Works Shawna Sullivan, CPA Program Manager Mollie Hutchings, 
Commissioner of Public Buildings Alex Valcarce, Associate City Engineer John Daghlian, and Chief 
Operating Officer Josh Morse 
 
All Public Facilities 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/public-facilities-committee.  
 
For more information regarding this meeting, a video recording can be found at the following 
link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=UBoedBA8RbE 

 

Referred to Public Facilities & Finance Committees 
#221-26 CPC recommendation to appropriate $232,000 for the cupolas and windows at 

City Hall 
 COMMUNITY PRESERVATION COMMITTEE recommending the appropriation of 

two hundred thirty-two thousand dollars ($232,000) in Community Preservation 
Act funding from Unrestricted prior Year Reserves (Acct# 5800-3599) to the 
Planning & Development Department for a grant to the Public Buildings 
Departments for the cupolas and windows at City Hall.  

Action:  Public Facilities Held 7-0 
 
Note:  CPA Program Manager Mollie Hutchings noted that the backup materials for this 
item were not circulated to the committee prior to the meeting and that she would send them 
to be distributed to the Councilors following the meeting. The backup materials can also be 
found at the end of the report. She stated that the requested funds are for the first phase of a 
larger project, which includes the architecture and engineering for replacing the windows and 
cupolas on the front façade of the building. She noted that there are 53 windows in total on the 
front façade and the project is eligible for Historic Resource funding. She added that the 
recommendation came at the request of the Community Preservation Committee (CPC) who 

https://www.newtonma.gov/government/city-clerk/city-council/council-standing-committees/public-facilities-committee
https://www.newtonma.gov/government/city-clerk/city-council/council-standing-committees/public-facilities-committee
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=UBoedBA8RbE
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anticipates that this project will evolve into a larger construction project to replace the 
windows. She continued that, while the CPC will fund 100% of this phase of the project, that 
percentage is not guaranteed for future phases. She noted that she believes the construction 
project will be funded by bonds, as the Capital Improvement Plan suggests it will be a multi-
million-dollar project to replace all the windows in City Hall. She added that the expectation is 
that, while these funds will be used for the front façade, much of the work will be replicable for 
the architecture and engineering of other façades. She noted that the first phase of the project 
will capture the cupolas in their entirety. She stated that, because the docket request was 
submitted in FY26, it requests that the funds come from Unrestricted prior Year Reserves, 
however, now that it is FY27, she believes it would be best for the $232,000 to come from the 
Historic Reserve Account FY27, though the funds can still come from the Unrestricted prior Year 
Reserves Account if needed. She added that, by restoring the cupolas and windows, Newton 
will continue to steward the historic resource of Newton City Hall and ensure it continues as a 
viable workspace for City employees.  
 
A councilor asked if City Hall has two cupolas and if they will both be a part of this project. Ms. 
Hutchings confirmed that there are two cupolas and both will be a part of this project.  
 
The same councilor asked how many windows City Hall has and what percentage of them will 
be looked at in this project. Ms. Hutchings stated she was not sure how many windows there 
are in City Hall and estimated that this project would look at a quarter to a third of the 
windows. She noted that this project will look at all window types.  
 
The same councilor stated that work on the cupolas and windows needs to be done and asked 
if the whole project is for historic preservation. Ms. Hutchings stated that the project falls under 
the Secretary of Interior’s rehabilitation standard, and that is what makes it eligible for CPA 
funds.  
 
The same councilor asked what the intended outcome of the first phase is. Ms. Hutchings 
responded that the outcome of the first phase will be construction documents. Commissioner 
of Public Buildings Alex Valcarce stated that part of the first phase is to work with the Newton 
Historic Commission to figure out what all the different window types are so they can properly 
replace them. He added that the project is publicly bid work so they will have to find three 
manufacturers that meet the performance standards. He stated that the first phase is to figure 
out the overall strategy for the project, options for future phases and construction, and to 
create an estimate of the project’s budget. He added that the end goal of the project is to 
install insulated, thermally broken windows that meet the historic profile of Newton City Hall. 
 
The same councilor asked if the War Memorial and Council Chambers would be looked at as 
part of this project. Mr. Valcarce stated that they will look at all the windows to understand all 
the window types and come up with a strategy on how to approach the entire project. He 
added that he plans to provide updates to CPC and Public Facilities as the project advances and 
more information on how the project will be conducted is discovered. He stated that he wants 
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all the windows to be replaced in one phase so all the windows look like they go together. He 
added that any funds left over from the first phase will be carried over into subsequent phases.  
 
The same councilor stated that she does not feel like she has a proper understanding of what 
will be done with the $232,000 and would like to hold the item so the committee can get more 
information and a better understanding of the project. Other councilors agreed.  
 
Another councilor asked for further clarification on what will be done with the requested funds. 
Mr. Valcarce stated that there is a proposal from RDA to do the work which includes existing 
conditions surveys, determining how to proceed, working with the Newton Historic 
Commission, and creating construction documents. He reiterated that they will study not just 
the windows that will be replaced in this phase, but all the parts that will eventually come 
together.  
 
The same councilor asked about the time sensitivity of the project. Mr. Valcarce stated that 
they would like to get started as soon as possible and that he thinks the project will be clearer 
once the backup materials have been circulated.  
 
A different councilor asked what percent of funds are allocated for historic resource funding 
and if those funds have to be spent down every year. Ms. Hutchings stated that 10% is allocated 
for historic resource funding and it does not need to be spent down every year, though it 
typically is. She stated that she is now looking to use this funding for the project because the 
funds were replenished for FY2027.  
 
The same councilor asked if this project is looking to capture all window types. Mr. Valcarce 
stated that the project is looking to capture many but not all window types. The same councilor 
asked why the project looks to separate the efforts for studying the whole building. He noted 
that it seems like it would be more cost efficient to have one architect do documentation and 
discovery for the whole building and all its windows at once as opposed to having multiple 
architects or the same architect come in multiple times to look at the different parts of City 
Hall. Mr. Valcarce stated that they are looking to set up a prototype phase that looks at the 
windows and to then piece the whole project together from there. The same councilor stated 
that he does not agree with that approach.  
 
Another councilor stated that $232,000 for an undefined kind of feasibility for part of the 
building seems like a lot of money to her. She added that she believes looking at the entire 
building and then doing the window replacement in phases seems to make the most sense to 
her.  
 
A different councilor asked if the city has access to the original building plans and if City Hall 
was built to those plans. Mr. Valcarce stated that they should have access to the original design 
drawing plans, but he does not know if they have as-builts from when City Hall was 
constructed. He noted that he would assume that City Hall was built the way it was designed. 
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The same councilor stated that she believes the amount and types of windows in City Hall 
would be available in these plans.    
 
The same councilor asked if the cupolas will be redesigned and refurbished but not altered in 
any way. Ms. Hutchings stated that there have been no discussions on changing the design of 
the cupolas.  
 
The committee discussed having its members attend the Finance Committee meeting on 
August 3rd to further discuss and learn about the project and then have a meeting of the Public 
Facilities Committee on August 10th to discuss and potentially vote on the item. Four committee 
members stated that they could attend the August 3rd meeting.  
 
A councilor asked that Ms. Hutchings have a slide in the presentation for the next meeting with 
all the balances of various subaccounts and any meaningful outlays in process or that are 
coming up.  
 
The same councilor asked if the scope of work of the project drove the request for $232,000 or 
if the CPC decided that they were willing to spend $232,000 and that is how the budget for this 
request was determined. Ms. Hutchings stated that the scope of work of the project drove the 
request for $232,000.   
 
 A different councilor asked if there is a BIM model for City Hall. Mr. Valcarce stated that they 
do not have one. The same councilor asked that the next presentation have a visual 
representation of which windows are the same window type and being covered by this project.  
 
Another councilor asked that the City website show CPC expenditures and projects like it used 
to. Ms. Hutchings stated that she will do her best to make the website how it used to be or to 
provide a guide on how to find that information now.  
 
Councilor Getz motioned to hold which passed 7-0.  

 
Public Hearing 07-22-2026  
 #222-26  Eversource petition for a grant of location on Prescott Street  

EVERSOURCE ENERGY petitioning for a grant of location to install and maintain 

approximately 60 feet of underground conduit southerly from utility pole 69/4, 

approximately 60 feet north of Prescott Street, and install and maintain an 

additional 450 feet of underground conduit and one new manhole (MH 32916) 

easterly from the intersection of Prescott Street and Central Avenue, terminating 

the conduit at 75 Prescott Street. 

https://newtonma.portal.opengov.com/records/931092 

Action:  Public Facilities Approved 6-0-1 (Councilor Kelley Abstained); Public Hearing 
Closed 

https://newtonma.portal.opengov.com/records/931092
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Note:  Eversource Right of Way Agent Joanne Callender stated that the grant of location 
request is for 75 Prescott Street which has been converted into a four-unit residential property 
that is looking to have underground service.  
 
A councilor asked if there will be a transformer on the property. Ms. Callender stated that there 
will be a transformer on the private property and the City has already worked with the 
customer to determine its location. The same councilor stated that she would have liked to 
know the transformer’s location and asked if Ms. Callender knew where the transformer would 
be located. Ms. Callender stated that she did not know. She added that Eversource does not get 
involved on private property and it is up to the customer to work with the City to decide where 
the transformer will be located.  
 
Mike Stuchins, 1535 Beacon Street, stated that he is one of the owners of 75 Prescott Street 
and added that the transformer location was on the site plan as part of the special permit 
process for 75 Prescott Street. He noted that the transformer is not in the setback.  
 
The public hearing was opened and no member of the public wished to speak.  
 
Councilor Grossman motioned to close the public hearing which passed unanimously.  
 
Councilor Albright motioned to approve which passed 6-0-1 with Councilor Kelley abstaining.  
 
#218-26  Requesting a discussion of the “two-foot rule” which allows street openings for 

utility work without a grant of location 
 COUNCILOR LEARY requesting a discussion with the Public Works and Law 

Departments regarding the origin and legal basis for the “two-foot rule” which 
allows National Grid to open streets to install new gas pipes without a new grant 
of location (GOL). The discussion should include reference to State Law requiring 
City Council approval for gas pipe street openings, National Grid's statement at the 
December 4, 2024 Public Facilities meeting that it may open streets without a GOL 
because of the two-foot rule, and exploration of legal pathways to enable Newton 
to exercise more control over gas pipe installations. This could include the 
elimination of the "two-foot rule" as well as recommendations of additional 
actions that the City could take. (180 Days: 01/09/2027) 

Action:  Public Facilities Held 7-0 
 
Note:  Commissioner of Public Works Shawna Sullivan stated that the elimination of the 
“two-foot rule” is fully in the City Council’s purview as the role of the Department of Public 
Works (DPW) in grant of locations is just to ensure that the projects are appropriately located in 
the underground infrastructure, that they are safe, that pedestrian crossings are maintained, 
that traffic flows, and that there are appropriate repairs.  
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A councilor stated she docketed the item because the Gas System Enhancement Project (GSEP) 
that was passed in 2014 with the idea of speeding up the repair of leaking gas pipes has 
resulted in the incentivization of the wholesale replacement of all of the city’s gas 
infrastructure. She noted that GSEP incentivized replacements because utility companies can 
get money back for pipes that are replaced but not for pipes that are repaired, which she 
believes is a problem. She stated that the state is working on figuring out how to rein in GSEP 
and get the utility companies to move towards plans to get off of fossil fuels. She stated that 
she is looking for more clarity, more opportunities to closely work with utility companies, and 
to make it so all grants of location come before the Public Facilities Committee. She stated that 
she did not believe that having all the grants of location come before the committee would 
overwhelm it. She added that they have had conversations with the gas and electric utilities in 
the past as a first step to outline what the utility companies could do to get feedback from the 
community, advocates, and the Commissioner of Public Works. 
 
Another councilor stated that National Grid is not willing to share much information about 
GSEP or their capital plan for the next 5 years with the community. She added that she does not 
believe that the City Council will have much more control by saying no to replacements, but 
they will have a better understanding of where the pipes will be replaced. She continued that a 
memo from Peter Barrer, 60 Endicott Street, stated that there were 25 projects that utilized the 
two-foot rule in FY25 that the committee did not know about. She asked Ms. Sullivan how 
many more projects will come before the committee with the elimination of the two-foot rule. 
Ms. Sullivan stated that she did not know because some of the mentioned 25 projects dealt 
with service lines which do not require a grant of location but do require a street opening.  
 
A different councilor stated that it would be good to know how many more projects the 
committee would see with the elimination of the two-foot rule and how much delay that would 
cause for customers. Ms. Sullivan stated that she will look into that and that some of the 
projects may be encroachments. 
 
Another councilor asked what the committee should do to eliminate the two-foot rule. Ms. 
Sullivan stated that the two-foot rule has been in place for decades but is not state law and is 
not in the ordinance. She added that a resolution may be appropriate to state that there is no 
longer a two-foot rule and noted it is not up to DPW to make that determination. The same 
councilor asked that Ms. Sullivan’s suggestion be cleared with the Law Department.  
 
A different councilor stated that the two-foot rule appears to be a past practice that National 
Grid utilizes and no one knows where it came from. Ms. Sullivan stated that it is a rule in several 
communities throughout Massachusetts, but some cities like Brookline require all Grants of 
Location to go before the City Council.  
 
The same councilor asked if the Law Department could clarify if there is any source for the rule. 
Another councilor stated that she talked with Law and they are unable to find a source, and she 
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will follow up with Law to find out what action the City Council needs to take to eliminate the 
two-foot rule.  
 
A different councilor wondered what the implications of removing the two-foot rule would be.  
 
Another councilor stated that the council is still limited in how much it can work directly with 
the utility companies and it needs the authority to do so to be granted by the Department of 
Public Utilities (DPU).  
 
A different councilor asked if the two-foot rule was about new gas lines. Another councilor 
responded that it is about replacing damaged gas pipes. She added that she wants to work on a 
plan to identify when pipes need to be repaired vs replaced and developing a plan to move 
towards reducing the need for gas and moving towards geothermal. She continued that the 
incentivization may cost $40 billion to replace pipes that the City is not planning on using in 20 
years. The first councilor asked if that cost would be charged to all the rate payers. The second 
councilor stated that it is her understanding that the cost will be charged to the rate payers.  
 
A different councilor asked that the item be held so she can discuss her conversations with 
Eversource and National Grid on long range planning at a future meeting.  
 
Peter Barrer, 60 Endicott Road, stated that all of the utility expenses come out of the rate 
payers’ pockets. He added that, for repairs, the utilities have to wait until the DPU makes a 
ruling and they have to wait a year until they can collect the money from the rate payers for 
what they spend on the repairs. He noted that GSEP is an advance payment where utilities get 
the money before they do the work, which is why it is incentivized and more profitable. 
 
Councilor Leary motioned to hold which passed 7-0.  
 
The committee adjourned at 8:12 pm. 
 

Respectfully submitted,  
David Kalis, Chair of the Public Facilities Committee  
 



Last updated 6 December 2015. 

Please submit this completed file directly – do not convert to PDF or other formats. 
For full instructions, see www.newtonma.gov/cpa or contact us: 

Community Preservation Program Manager,  
City of Newton Planning & Development Department, 1000 Commonwealth Ave., Newton, MA 02459 

mhutchings@newtonma.gov  617.796.1147 

You may adjust space for each question, but combined answers to all questions on this page must fit on this page. 

Project 
TITLE Cupolas restoration and Partial Windows restoration/Replacement at The City Hall 

Project 
LOCATION  1000 Commonwealth Avenue, Newton Centre, MA 02459 

Project 
CONTACTS Name & title or organization Email Phone Mailing address 

Project 
Manager 

Rafik Ayoub 
Project Manager 
Public Building Dept. 

rayoub@newtonma.gov 617-796-1621 52 Elliot Street 
Newton Highland, MA 
02461 

Other 
Contacts 

Alejandro Valcarce 
Public Buildings 
Commissioner 

avalcarce@newtonma.gov 617-796-1609 52 Elliot Street 
Newton Highland, 
M02461 

Project 
FUNDING 

A. CPA funds requested: B. Other funds to be used: C. Total project cost (A+B):

  current request (100% design): 
$ 232,000 $25,000 $ 257,000 

       Est. total funding (design + construction): 

Project 
SUMMARY 

Explain how the project will use the requested CPA funds. You may provide more detail in attachments, but your 
PROJECT SUMMARY MUST FIT IN THE SPACE BELOW. Use a cover letter for general information about the 
sponsoring organization’s accomplishments. 

The Newton City Hall is a monumental building in the Georgian Revival style, built in 1931, the building is substantial both 
historically and architecturally and still functions as originally intended.  Its construction in the early 1930s is a significant 
reflection of Newton’s civic pride and growth.  The building is significant under National Register Criteria A and C and individually 
listed on the National Register of Historic Places (1990).  It possesses integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, 
feeling and association. 

Most of the windows at City Hall are original over 90 years old and beyond their useful life, the double hung window frames and 
sills are deteriorated in many locations and many windows are inoperable and/or do not seal properly creating drafty conditions 
and wasting energy.   
As for the two cupolas on the building, a visual survey was conducted, which included accessing both cupolas from inside City Hall, 
the exterior surfaces and various features of both cupolas are sheathed in painted metal which is peeling and rusting. The many 
ornamental features include urns, finials, balustrades, columns, quoins, and windows. It is unclear whether the paint and/or 
sealants contain lead or other hazardous materials. Both cupolas contain cell phone equipment that is under the control of one or 
more phone companies. To avoid health impacts related to microwave radiation, all this equipment will need to be ‘turned 
off’ by the phone company any time we or future contractors are on site working in and around the cupolas. This will have to be 
coordinated by the city. 

The goal of this project is to hire an architect to do existing conditions assessment, preliminary design scope and cost estimate to 
restore/replace the 53 windows on the south facades of the building and to repair and restore the two copulas.  

Newton, Massachusetts Community Preservation Program 
FUNDING REQUEST 

PRE-PROPOSAL X PROPOSAL 

City of Newton 

Ruthanne Fuller 
Mayor 

(For staff use) 
date  rec’d: 

#221-26

http://www.newtonma.gov/cpa
mailto:mhutchings@newtonma.gov
mailto:avalcarce@newtonma.gov


 

You may adjust space for each question, but combined answers to all questions on this page must fit on one page. 

Project TITLE Cupolas restoration and Partial Windows restoration/Replacement at The City Hall 

USE of CPA FUNDS 
HISTORIC RESOURCES 

REQUIRED preserve YES rehabilitate YES 

COMMUNITY  
NEEDS 

From each of at least 2 plans linked to the Guidelines & Forms page of www.newtonma.gov/cpa, provide a 
brief quote with plan title, year, and page number, showing how this project meets previously recognized 
community needs. You may also list other community benefits not mentioned in any plan. 

 
City of Newton FY 2027-FY 2031 Capital Improvement Plan and 20 years projection, October 6, 2025  

- City Hall – Cupolas/Roof Repair/Replacement – Priority 145 
- City Hall – Replace all Windows and Doors – Priority 189 

 
City of Newton Historic Building assessment, May 1, 2012/September 14, 2012  
 Exterior Recommendations / First Priority   

- Conduct a thorough survey of window conditions, including sash, frame, lintel and hardware. 
- Repair all window sash and frames where necessary and repaint.  

 
Comprehensive Plan, November 19, 2007  
Other Public Buildings  
The City’s Public Buildings Preservation Task Force is charged with “developing policies for 
maintaining the character of existing public buildings and landscapes” CPA funding has proven valuable in 
those efforts.  Capital expenditures on these buildings have been and is projected to continue to primarily 
deal with modernization, improvements, and repairs to what exists, rather than expansions or addition of 
new facilities, not surprising in a community of stable population. 

 

COMMUNITY 
CONTACTS 

List at least 3 Newton residents or organizations willing and able to comment on the project and its 
manager’s qualifications. No more than 1 should be a supervisor, employee or current work colleague of the 
project manager or sponsor. Consult staff on the community contacts required for your specific proposal.  

Name & title or organization Email Phone Mailing address 

Russel Feldman, AIA 
Principal, Russel Feldman & 
Associates 

russelfeldman@gmail.com 617-429-5033 85 Langley Road, Newton 
Centre, MA 02459 

Lisa S. Dady, Executive Director, 
Historic Newton 

ldady@newtonma.gov 617-796-1451 527 Washington Street, 
Newton, MA 02458 

Josh Morse, Public Building 
Commissioner, Public Building 
Dept., City of Newton 

jmorse@newtonma.gov 617-796-1608 52 Elliot Street, Newton 
Highlands. MA 02461 
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You may adjust space for each question, but combined answers to all questions on this page must fit on one page.  
Detailed budget attachments (as computer spreadsheets) must be submitted in addition to this page. 

Project TITLE Cupolas restoration and Partial Windows restoration/Replacement at The City Hall 
SUMMARY CAPITAL/DEVELOPMENT BUDGET 

Uses of Funds 
1- As built verification and existing condition documentation (Windows and Cupolas) $   60,000 

2- Preliminary design options and estimates (Windows and Cupolas) $ 50,000 

3- Design Development and estimate (windows) $ 30,000 

4- Construction Documents (windows)       $ 30,000 

5- Bidding (windows) $   6,000 
 

6- Construction Administration (Windows) $ 45,000 

7- Design contingency %5 $ 11,000 
 
 
 

8- Total A&E Fee (requested)       $ 232,000 

9- Project Management (Project manager’s time to be covered by PBD operating budget) 
 

      $   25,000 
 

  

  

  

D. TOTAL USES (should equal C. on page 1 and E. below)       $ 257,000 

Sources of Funds Status 
(requested, expected, confirmed)  

CPA funding  Requested     $232,000 

Public Buildings Department Operating Budget Expected $ 25,000 

      

  
 

E. TOTAL SOURCES (should equal C. on page 1 and D. above) $ 257,000 
SUMMARY ANNUAL OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE BUDGET (cannot use CPA funds) 

Uses of Funds 
  

 

Annual repairs for the windows and cupolas $10,000 

F. TOTAL ANNUAL COST (should equal G. below) $10,000 
Sources of Funds 

Annual Public Buildings Department Operating Budget  $10,000 

G. TOTAL ANNUAL FUNDING (should equal F. above) $10,000 
Project TIMELINE Phase or Task Season & Year 

Project Design, including Public Buildings Department Review, (22 weeks) Winter/summer 2026 
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ATTACHMENTS CHECK LIST Attachments required for pre-proposal. 

Project TITLE Cupolas restoration and Partial Windows restoration/Replacement at The City Hall 
 Check off submitted attachments here.

REQUIRED. 
PHOTOS of existing site or resource conditions (2-3 photos may be enough) 

MAP of site in relation to nearest major roads (omit if project has no site) 

REQUIRED – 
Amounts listed in 
detailed budget 

attachments 
should match 

amounts on p.3 
of this form. 

PROJECT FINANCES printed as computer spreadsheets, with both uses & sources of funds 
development pro forma/capital budget: include total cost, hard vs. soft costs and 
contingencies, and project management – amount and cost of time from contractors or staff 
(in-kind contributions by existing staff must also be costed) 
operating/maintenance budget, projected separately for each of the next 10 years 
(CPA funds may not be used for operations or maintenance) 
non-CPA funding: commitment letters, letters of inquiry to other funders, fundraising plans, 
etc., including both cash and est. dollar value of in-kind contributions 

REQUIRED. 

HISTORIC 
SIGNIFICANCE 

For all historic resources’ projects, see separate instructions for 3 
attachments analyzing historic significance and significant features, and 
showing how project meets national preservation standards 

SPONSOR FINANCES & QUALIFICATIONS, INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 
CAPITAL 

IMPROVEMENT PLAN current listing/ranking & risk factors for this project 

The following additional attachments will be required only for a full proposal, if one is invited by the CPC. 

REQUIRED. 

SPONSOR FINANCES & QUALIFICATIONS, INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 
for sponsoring department or organization, most recent annual operating budget (revenue 
& expenses) & financial statement (assets & liabilities); each must include both public (City) 
and private resources (“friends” organizations, fundraising, etc.) 
for project manager: relevant training & track record of managing similar projects 

COVER 
LETTER 

from head of City department, board or commission confirming current 
custody, or willingness to accept custody, of the resource and commitment 
of staff time for project management 

SITE CONTROL, VALUE & DEED RESTRICTIONS 
City agreement to comply with provisions in Newton’s CPA ordinance about City Buildings 
that receive CPA funding 

ZONING & PERMITTING 
short email confirming review by the Development Review Team (DRT) 
brief property history: at least the last 30 years of ownership & use (ask CPC staff for 
assistance with sources) 
environmental mitigation plans: incl. lead paint, asbestos, underground tanks 
zoning relief and permits required: incl. parking waivers, demolition or building permits, 
comprehensive permit or special permit 
other approvals required: Newton Conservation Commission, Newton Historical Commission, 
Newton Commission on Disabilities, Massachusetts Historical Commission, Massachusetts 
Architectural Access Board, etc.  

DESIGN & CONSTRUCTION 
professional design & cost estimates: include site plan, floor plans & elevations 
materials & finishes; highlight “green” or sustainable features & materials 

OPTIONAL. LETTERS of SUPPORT from Newton residents, organizations, or businesses 
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City Hall Cupolas and 

Windows
Presentation to Public Facilities

July 22, 2026



Project Scope 

and Eligibility

 This funding is for the first phase of a 
larger project, which includes the 
architecture and engineering for 
replacing windows on the cupolas 
and on the front façade of the 
building.

 The project is eligible for Historic 
Resource funding, as the City Hall 
building is listed individually on the 
National Register of Historic Places.





Design and 
Construction Funding

 This application came before 
CPC at the request of the 
committee, who wanted to help 
with City Hall improvements.

 The Committee anticipates that 
this project will evolve into a 
larger construction project to 
replace the windows 

 While the CPC funded this 
phase of the project at 100%, 
that percentage is not 
guaranteed for future phases of 
work.



CPC Discussion

 CPC meetings included detailed 

discussion of the fee, and what could 

be expected for future phases of work

 The expectation is that while this fee is 

only for the front façade, much of the 

work will be replicable for the 

architecture and engineering of other 

facades.  This phase would capture the 

cupolas in their entirety.



Recommended 
Funding

Historic Reserve Account FY27 $232,000.00



Community 

Need

 The Newton City Hall and War Memorial 

was constructed in 1932 and designed 

by Allen and Collens architects.

 By restoring the cupolas and windows, 

Newton would continue to steward this 

historic resource and ensure it 

continues as a viable workspace for 

City employees.



Thank you!




