Zoning & Planning Committee
Agenda

City of Newton
In City Council

Monday, February 25, 2019

7:00PM
Room 205/Council Chamber

Items Scheduled for Discussion:

#55-19 Reappointment of Kelley Brown to the Planning Board
HER HONOR THE MAYOR reappointing KELLEY BROWN, 457 Waltham Street, West
Newton, as a member of the PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT BOARD for a term to
expire February 1, 2024. (60 days: 4/5/19)

#74-19 Reappointment of Daniel Green to the Conservation Commission
HER HONOR THE MAYOR reappointing DANIEL C. GREEN, 38 Everett Street, Newton
Centre, Newton to the CONSERVATION COMMISSION for a term to expire January
1,2022. (60 days: 4/16/19)

#43-19 Discussion of Riverside Vision Plan
DIRECTOR OF PLANNING requesting regular progress reports on the Riverside Vision
Plan.

#518-18 Discussion and review relative to the draft Zoning Ordinance

DIRECTOR OF PLANNING requesting review, discussion, and direction relative to the
draft Zoning Ordinance.

Note: The Planning Department will provide a review of all Districts and present the
build-out analysis

Respectfully Submitted,

Susan S. Albright, Chair

The location of this meeting is 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 Coordinator, Jini Fairley, at least two business days in advance of the meeting:
ifairley@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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January 11, 2019

Honorable City Council
Newton City Hall

1000 Commonwealth Avenue
Newton, MA 02459

To the Honorable City Councilors:

| am pleased to reappoint Kelley Brown of 457 Waltham Street, West Newton as a full member of the
Planning and Development Board. His term of office shall expire on February 1, 2024 and his
appointment is subject to your confirmation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.
Warmly,
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Ruthanne Fuller
Mayor
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1000 Commonwealth Avenue Newton, Massachusetts 02459

www.newtonma.gov




KELLEY BROWN, AICP, LEED AP

457 Waltham Street, W. Newton, MA 02465 -

SUMMARY OF QUALIFICATIONS:

Real estate and planning executive with over 20 years of experience leading real estate transactions and
facilities planning and development projects. Expertise in working in complex, innovative, high
performance setting, requiring both technical expertise and work across multiple functions and diverse
client interests.

EXPERIENCE:

2000 - Senior Project Manager and Senior Campus Planner

Present Department of Facilities & Office of Campus Planning
MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY
Cambridge, Massachusetts

Real Estate. Manage real estate negotiations; provide build vs. lease and renovation vs. new
construction analyses. Represent academic tenants in planning and design of leased
property.

Space Programming & Feasibility Assessments. Develop capital projects from initial concept,
working with users to determine program needs and estimate space requirements, analyzing
and recommending sites and developing preliminary budgets and schedules. Directed
feasibility studies for facilities operations and headquarters, recreation facilities and capital
renewal assessments for high-rise residential and academic facilities.

Project Management. Select all professional services required for construction projects,
including geo-technical, hazardous materials, architecture, engineering and construction
management. Project management for residence hall dining renovation, relocation and
renovation of police headquarters, and MIT ambulance headquarters.

Permitting. Led permitting of large-scale projects of approximately 3 million SF, worth more than
$3.5 billion.

Planning. Directed major studies for a wide variety of Institute needs, including a utilities master
plan, a study of campus-wide access and security, a space plan for Institute business services, an
urban design for a major mixed-use area, and the land use and student life sections of the MIT
campus plan.

Government & Community Relations. Represent the Institute as a Director of the Kendall Square
Association and A Better City. Serve as Institute representative on civic, transportation and
governmental bodies.

Transportation. Plan for improved access to MIT by means of improved transit, bicycle and
pedestrian access, and other mobility choices. Master plan for parking displaced by campus
construction with a strategy for appropriately scaled and located parking.
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1995-1999

1992-1995

1991-1992

1989-1991

1984-1989

Vice President
LEFF CONSULTING GROUP
Boston, Massachusetts

Responsible for consulting assignments in the areas of economic and real estate development,
project feasibility and financial analysis, and project management.

Commercial assignments included project management for the renovation and expansion of an
urban shopping center, planning and permitting the renovation of two suburban shopping
centers, development of an office and laboratory building and a mixed-use retail and office
building in Boston.

Institutional assignments included owner’s project management for a major acquisition and
rehabilitation project and an expansion and renovation project.

Deputy Director, Real Estate

DIVISION OF CAPITAL ASSET MANAGEMENT & MAINTENANCE (DCAMM)
COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

Boston, Massachusetts

Disposition and acquisition of property for the Commonwealth. Responsible for disposition of
campuses of closed human service facilities, including Framingham State Hospital, Metropolitan
State Hospital and Boston State Hospital. Supervised team of project managers. Managed
complex local planning processes, developed policies on historic preservation and directed state
legislative and marketing strategy.

Director of Community Development
DUDLEY STREET NEIGHBORHOOD INITIATIVE
Roxbury, Massachusetts

Directed redevelopment of 60-acre urban site to include 300 units of new housing, community
facilities, and new town common. Responsibilities included site planning and environmental
review, land acquisition through private negotiation and eminent domain, management of
development teams, assembling financing, coordinating marketing and monitoring construction.

Project Manager
THE COMMUNITY BUILDERS
Boston, Massachusetts

Managed commercial real estate development for non-profit clients. Supervised 250,000 square
feet of office development in Cambridge and Boston. Responsibilities included assembling
financing, obtaining public approvals, supervising design, coordinating marketing, negotiating
leases and managing construction.

Executive Director, Program Director, Policy Planner
CITY OF BOSTON
Boston, Massachusetts

Advised on economic development and housing policy, managed a redevelopment program and
a public safety agency.




EDUCATION:

¥ BOSTON UNIVERSITY
Master in Business Administration

MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY
Master in City Planning

UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS, AMHERST
Bachelor of Arts, cum laude; Commonwealth Scholar

CERTIFICATIONS & CERTIFICATES:

Leadership in Energy & Environmental Design Accredited Professional (LEED AP)
American Institute of Certified Planners (Member)

American Planning Association (Member)

Society of College and University Planners {Member)

CIVIC LEADERSHIP:

Newton Community Service Center (Board Member, Real Estate Chair)
Dorchester House Multi-Service Center (Past President)
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Honorable City Council A *
Newton City Hall P
1000 Commonwealth Avenue

Newton, MA 02459

To the Honorable City Councilors:

| am pleased to reappoint Daniel C. Green of 38 Everett Street, Newton Center as a member of the

Conservation Commission. His term of office shall expire on January 1, 2022 and his appointment is
subject to your confirmation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Warmly,

e Foll

Ruthanne Fuller
Mayor

1000 Commonwealth Avenue Newton, Massachusetts 02459

WwWw.newtonma.gov




Danlel Green
President, The Green Company

Daniel Green is President and a principal of The Green Company, a Massachusetts-based
construction and development firm that creates, designs and builds award-winning residential

communities.

Builder Magazine, Professional Builder Magazine, and the National Association of Home
Builders (NAHB) have recognized The Green Company with 11 Builder's Choice Design awards
{more than any other builder in the country), 14 Best in American Living (BALA) awards, more
than 50 National Sales and Marketing awards and 5 business management and customer
satisfaction awards.

Green, a third generation builder, graduated from Harvard University and earned his Master's
in Business at Duke University's Fuqua School of Business. He is on the board of directors of The
Newton Conservators, a local non-profit charged with promoting the preservation of open
space and environmentally sensitive areas in the City of Newton, Mass. He also sits on the City
of Newton Conservation Commission and was previously on City of Newton Community
Preservation Committee. He was actively involved in the National Association of Home Builders
{NAHB) holding a number of appointed positions, including National Center on the Housing
Industry trustee and chair of its education subcommittee, as well as Builder Trustee of the
National Sales and Marketing Council. He was a member of the Executive Board of the Builders
Association of Greater Boston, and was President of the association in 2007. Green is currently
a judge and standards writer for the National Housing Quality Award, which is modeled after
the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award and represents the housing industry’s highest
recognition for achievements in total quality management.
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MEMORANDUM
DATE: February 22, 2019
TO: Councilor Susan Albright, Chair, Zoning and Planning Committee

Members of the Zoning and Planning Committee

FROM: Barney Heath, Director, Department of Planning and Development
James Freas, Deputy Director of Planning
Shubee Sikka, Urban Designer

RE: #43-19 Discussion of Riverside Vision Plan
DIRECTOR OF PLANNING requesting regular progress reports on the Riverside
Vision Plan.

MEETING: February 25, 2019

CC: Honorable Newton City Councilors

Planning & Development Board
Jonathon Yeo, Chief Operating Officer

The Riverside Visioning Process continues to move forward. The Planning Department and their
consultant, CivicMoxie kicked off the Riverside Vision Plan process at a Community Open House held
on Sunday, February 10, 2019. Attendees at the Community Open House were asked to leave their
comments on the following relevant topics:

e This Visioning Process

e Community Amenities + Public Realm

e Connectivity + Transport

e Housing

e Design + Neighborhood Context

e Economic Development

There were about 275 attendees at the Community Open House from nine villages. The Planning team
received about 815 comments on various topics. Attached is a summary of what took place at the Open
House.

The Riverside Vision Plan team is also in the process of conducting stakeholder interviews, site
conditions analysis, and synthesizing the vast range of comments received at the Open House. The
next public meeting will be held on March 28™ at Winslow Academic Center at Lasell College from 6:30
to 8:30 p.m.

Preserving the Past > Planning for the Future
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Newton Riverside Visioning

CivicMoxie

experts in place

PUBLIC MEETING SUMMARY 02/10/2019 ATTENDANCE: 275
Demographics
Age
<15
02/10/2019 1620 Newton
Meeting 21-30 Citywide
Demographics! 31-49 Demographics?
50-64
65+

Participants listen during the Project Team's Presentation,

- Based on self-reported which was followed by an open Q&A session.

Meeling participants represented a relatively concentrated dafa collected from PUBc
range of ages, with 82% of attendees aged 50 years or older. freedback Forms provided
This same population is representative of 26% of the City of afthe events.
Newton'’s overall population. ? - Generated from 2017

ACS 1-year data.
967 of meeting aftendees
O live in Newton

287 of meeting aftendees
O work?in Newton
[ |

67 of meeting attendees
O study in Newton
|

neighborhoods

within Newton were
represented, including:
Lower Falls,
Auburndale, Waban,
Upper Falls, West
Newton, Newton
Center, Newton
Heights, Chestnut Hill,
and Newtonville.

tdd
fidd

. Aid

Meeting attendees were asked fo provide open-ended
feedback to prompts at stations organized around project

815

3 - Could include residents who work from home.

Participation

Following a brief orientation about the history of the site, aftendees were asked to
leave their comments on a number of relevant topics (see below) arranged on boards
throughout the room, as well as independently on a handout. In addition, a live-texfing
feature asked the question: “What are your aspirations for the Riverside site2” and posted
answers to the project’s website. These comments helped to generate further web-based

conversations related to the project.

THIS VISIONING PROCESS

26 Unique Responses

1 00 Unique Responses

93 Unique Responses

OPEN RESPONSE

1 5 Unique Responses

DESIGN + NEIGHBORHOOD
CONTEXT

87 Unique Responses

Comments Generated
5 CONNECTIVITY + TRANSPORT

1 06 Unique Responses

‘ ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

74 Unique Responses

‘ PUBLIC FEEDBACK FORM

21 7 Unique Responses

97 Unique Comments

“-as of 11:00am 02/21
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City of Newton, Massachusetts

Department of Planning and Development

1000 Commonwealth Avenue Newton, Massachusetts 02459 Barney S. Heath

Mayor Director
DATE: February 22,2019
TO: Councilor Susan Albright, Chair
Members of the Zoning and Planning Committee
FROM: Barney Heath, Director of Planning and Development
James Freas, Deputy Director of Planning and Development
Rachel Nadkarni, Long Range Planner/Zoning Specialist
RE: #518-18 - DIRECTOR OF PLANNING requesting review, discussion, and direction

MEETING DATE:

CC:

relative to the draft Zoning Ordinance.
Build Out Analysis.

February 25, 2019

City Council

Planning and Development Board
Jonathan Yeo, Chief Operating Officer
John Lojek, Commissioner of ISD
Alissa O. Giuliani, City Solicitor

Marie Lawlor, Assistant City Solicitor
Jonah Temple, Assistant City Solicitor

On Monday, February 25%", the Planning Department staff will present the Build Out Analysis that
compares the current zoning ordinance and the October first draft ordinance. Staff are here to work
with the City Council to create an ordinance that has not only the City Council’s policy goals at the
forefront but also the best data analysis possible to understand the range of potential outcomes of the

proposed draft.

The standards in the October draft were based on the highest conformity that we thought was
possible/practicable at that time in consideration of the broader goals of this project:

) Rules that match the city as it is (increase conformity)
) Rules that reduce the city’s vulnerability to speculative teardown/replacements of homes
) Rules that move advance the City on several key issues like climate change and housing

affordability and diversity

Preserving the Past W Planning for the Future
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This project has required an extensive amount of time and thought to develop; there has never before
been an analysis of the City’s development potential at this scale or level of detail. The purpose of the
buildout analysis was to test if the standards in the October First Draft were in fact achieving the goals,
and to guide a recalibration of the standards for the second draft. After analyzing the standards from
the initial October draft, staff determined that a number of changes would be necessary. Staff put
together a set of “February Adjustments” based not only on achieving the goals above but also on
additional feedback we have been hearing from the Committee and the public.

These February Adjustments are meant to spark discussion described in the attachment to this memo.
Looking ahead to the second full draft at the end of May, staff is looking to the committee for guidance
on how to further adjust each of the dials in order to narrow in the rules that will best serve the goals
of this effort.

This comparative build-out analysis represents the first of its kind for Newton. The project could not
have been done without the master database created as part of the Pattern Book work and required
the development of a complex model and related GIS based mapping.

What is a build out analysis model?

This model is a series of Excel tables that describe the potential maximum build out of the current
ordinance, the October draft, and the February adjusted draft. Like all models, this model makes
assumptions about what could happen in the future and charts out the potential effects of the choices
made by future decisionmakers, in this case, the decisions made by property owners (homeowners and
developers alike).

The Zoning Ordinance sets out the rules of the game — what can and cannot be done with private
property, but it does not specify what will happen. In Massachusetts, property owners have the right
to develop their property in any way that is permitted within the limits set by state building codes and
municipal zoning requirements. So, the zoning ordinance articulates the range of outcomes acceptable
to the City of Newton.

The model allows comparison between different iterations of a draft zoning ordinance and the
existing ordinance, not a prediction of what will happen under these different zoning ordinance
versions. The model is limited in its predictive ability - it cannot gauge what property owners will
choose to do, but the model can tell us about the upper bound of that range — the maximum
possible. We will be as clear as we can that the numbers presented represent “maximum possible”
by-right scenarios. By definition, maximum possible is the outside limit —above and beyond what is
likely to happen. As you will see in the analysis of the current ordinance, the “maximum possible”
build out today represents almost double the amount of buildable square footage in the
neighborhood residential districts and more than 2000 more units than have been built after more
than 60 years since the 1953 zoning ordinance was adopted for the neighborhoods.

Predicting exactly how Newton would develop over time if the standards of the October Draft
ordinance were put in place is difficult, if not impossible. The build-out analysis tells us how many lots,
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how much square footage, and how many units would be allowed by the zoning, not how much is likely
to be built. That distinction between what would be allowed and what would actually be built, and over
what time period, is important to keep in mind.

The likely build-out scenario is dependent on several factors:

e Willing seller — how many property sales will occur

o Itis difficult to estimate how many properties will be sold in a given year. Demographics
play a major role, but certainly are not the only factor. Many older adults are selling
and moving into homes for the next stage of their life; while this is not the case with all
members of that generation, it is a trend that has been ongoing for the past 10 years.
This trend is likely to continue for the next several years, but the generational tipping
point where more homeowners are of the younger Gen-X and Millennial generations
will occur at some point.

e Market for the final product — how strong is the market for the type of development

o One of the February Adjustments made is to make the 2-Unit Building Type exactly the
same size as the House B, meaning that the units in the 2-Unit Building will be at most
half the size of the largest House B. Now, a key question that we cannot answer is how
the market will view these two products of equal size. Will the market want more 1-unit
House Bs or more 2-Unit buildings? At the moment, our understanding is that there is a
trend of converting existing 2-unit buildings into 1-unit buildings. Will this trend
continue? Probably. For how long? No one knows.

e Zoning allowing the product — the range of options allowed
o The model can show the “maximum possible” on a series of criteria, but it cannot
predict which of the allowed building types, and what specific uses and unit mix will be
constructed, or if the existing buildings will stay exactly as they are. Without predicting
the likelihood of sales and the market shifts in housing demands, it is very difficult to
gauge what the predictive “likely” scenario will be.

For a property to be developed, there must be simultaneous alignment of favorable market conditions,
land and capital availability, and zoning; a set of conditions that have only periodically lined up in
Newton’s history to produce significant levels of development. The last major occurrence was in the
1940s and 50s driven by government subsidies and encouragement for a significant portion of the
population (with notable exceptions) to move to suburban neighborhoods. In Newton developers
found open land for sale and a zoning ordinance that encouraged large homes on large lots.

In some ways, the standards in the October first draft represent what might have happened if the
traditional development patterns, which represent the majority of the city, had continued without the
lot size requirements put in place in the 1941/1953 zoning rules that mandated lower residential
densities. Only 20% of all 1-2 family homes in the neighborhoods were built after the 1953 rules went
into effect, and a full 2/3rds of all 1-2 family homes were built prior to 1941. While we cannot know
exactly how the City might have developed differently, it is probable that there would have been a
modestly higher number of residential units of smaller sizes on a greater number of residential lots.
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The last 10 to 20 years have represented a time period in which Newton has once again seen strong
development pressure as the Boston region has emerged as a global center for innovation drawing
major technology and science related employment with high incomes. With Newton’s optimal location
relative to both Boston and Route 128, transit access and good schools, the City has drawn this growing
affluent population. At the same time, with the aging of the baby boomer generation, one of the largest
age cohorts in US history, there are a large number of homes coming up for sale, creating the land
availability necessary to spur development. Thus, the confluence of these three factors, a strong
market, availability of land and capital, and zoning, have spurred redevelopment activity in Newton’s
neighborhoods. However, even with this period of more intense development, and more than 60 years
under the 1953 zoning ordinance, the City is far from “built-out” under existing zoning, highlighting
again that zoning alone is not destiny and that full build-out under the standards of the new zoning
ordinance, whatever they might be, will likely occur incrementally over decades.

As detailed and extensive as this model is, it suffers from the weakness of all models in that it is only a
model. It makes a set of assumptions about future human behavior and then charts out the potential
ramifications of that behavior over a large population and land area. However, every single number in
the various tables that make up this model represents a series of potential decisions made by one or
more individuals — a set of decisions that we cannot possibly predict. The results of this model represent
a possible, maximized outcome, not a prediction of what will happen nor even what is likely to happen.

There were a number of assumptions and guideposts that helped to direct this work:

1. By-Right Only — The build-out analysis task was to understand, to the extent possible, the
implications of the October 1°t Draft ordinance and the implications of greatest interest are
those by right projects that conform with the written ordinance but are not subject to additional
discretionary review. Development of any type that requires a special permit introduces a
degree of complexity that was beyond the capacity of our modeling ability. The reason these
types of projects require a special permit is because their feasibility depends on a range of
aspects unique to a project requiring a discretionary review and conditioning. Unique factors
are difficult to model.

2. Residence Districts Only — Similarly, the Village Districts introduce a very high level of complexity
as lot patterns, ownership patterns, and other factors are far more complex than typically found
in the Residence Districts. We are developing tools to investigate and model these districts
further, but for now, there is already a significant series of results to cover just in the Residence
Districts.

3. Maximum Build Analysis — Build Space (total sqg. ft.) and Number of Lots — A central premise of
the 1%t Draft ordinance is that we are directly regulating the top concerns about residential lots:
the size of the buildings and the placement of those buildings. The current ordinance focuses
on lot size, and then building size is determined based on the size of the lot. By focusing directly
on building sizes, frontage (width of a lot), and the setbacks (how far the building needs to be
from neighboring properties and the street), the ordinance can directly regulate the placement
of the buildings on a property. The current lot size-based rules, given Newton’s highly varied
physical environment, has resulted in disruptive new buildings in Newton’s neighborhoods.
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This does not mean that lots can be infinitely small. The standards for each building type
combined with the setbacks and maximum lot coverage for each district result in an effective
minimum lot size for every building type allowed by-right in each of the residence districts. Staff
used this methodology to investigate two “full build scenarios:” one in which the maximum
building size allowed is anticipated and one that minimizes building size in an effort to maximize
lot creation. In the presentation on February 25™ we will demonstrate this methodology in
detail and walk through the resulting ranges in lot creation, unit creation, and building bulk (sqg.
ft.).

4. Lot Split Analysis — The lot split analysis was done by taking frontage and effective minimum lot
sizes, as described in #3 above, and identifying the number of residential lots citywide that met
the size requirements necessary to be split. From there the maximum possible number of new
units was calculated along with an estimate of the largest building types that could be created
on those new lots.

5. Number of Units Analysis — The overall maximum possible number of units was calculated by
estimating the maximum units possible for the largest building type that could fit on an existing
lot. For lots that could be split, the maximum units was estimated based on a maximum number
of units that could be created in the largest building types on each possible new lot. As noted
above, given the realistic rate of production in Newton and the range of market factors
involved, it is unlikely that the maximum number of units would ever be reached.

6. Teardown Vulnerability Analysis — The teardown vulnerability analysis assesses the risk of a
property being of interest to speculative residential developers. These are the projects that
involve a teardown and rebuild without a specific client but are simply completed on the
assumption that the final product can be sold for a profit.

The teardown vulnerability analysis compares the maximum potential value and the maximum
potential square footage of a property to the existing value and square footage. It is our
understanding that there are two criteria a speculative builder looks for: first can they build at
least 3800 sf (inclusive of an attached 2-3 car garage) and can the resulting new construction
be sold for 2.4-2.5 times the purchase price of the property.

In this analysis, we estimated that the value of new construction is approximately $600/square
foot. We arrived at this number with the help of the City’s assessing department, and some
residents testing the math on recent teardowns in their neighborhoods. The model finds that a
speculative teardown occurs when both the 3800 square foot and the 2.4 times the final value
triggers are met.

Results

In developing the 1% Draft Zoning Ordinance, our working hypothesis was that by tying the dimensional
standards for lots and buildings to the dimensions found in the existing patterns of development and
buildings in the city, we could create an ordinance that met the overall goals of the project. The build
out analysis showed that we need to make some adjustments to the standards in order to achieve the
stated goals.

e Rules that match the city as it is (increase conformity)
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e Rules that reduce the city’s vulnerability to speculative teardown/replacements of homes
e Rules that advance the City on several key issues like climate change and housing
affordability and diversity

Attached you will find results pages for each district, which include:
e Key Takeaways from the Build Out Analysis
e Explanation of the February Adjustments package as applies in the district

e Options for additional changes and the implications for changing in one direction or another

Each district is meant to be readable as a standalone set of ideas, and some repetition occurs.

Conclusion and Next Steps

The build out analysis has been a substantial amount of work and incredibly informative to the
development of the proposed ordinance standards. Our objective in this memo and the presentation
is to help the Committee to develop a deeper understanding of how the proposed mechanisms work
and the interplay between the standards, the level of conformity, and the potential results for
development in the future.

Based on the feedback we get from the Committee on Feb 25 and following, as well as ongoing
public feedback, staff will continue to assess potential changes to the draft ordinance. The next round
of recommended zoning text and standards will be presented in the 2" draft zoning ordinance at the
end of May / beginning of June.
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Residence 2 District

Key Takeaways from February Build Out

e The October Draft reduced the total bulk (residential sq. ft.) that could be built on Residence 2
lots as compared to the Current Ordinance, and the February Adjustments package reduced the
total bulk even further.

e After the February Adjustments, the teardown vulnerability goes down dramatically from 35% of
properties being vulnerable under the current ordinance to 4-5% under the February version.

e A maximum possible 4% more units would be allowed over the maximum possible number of
units under the current ordinance.

February Adjustments and Comparison to October Draft

1) Lot Standards

Frontage: min 60 ft (no change)

Lot Depth: n/a (no change)

Lot Coverage: 30% max. (reduced from 35%)

Setbacks:
Front: 20 ft absolute min (increased from 15 ft)
Side: 12.5 ft (increased from 10 ft)
Rear: 30 ft (increased from 20 ft)

2) Building Type Standards

e HouseB
o Reduce the by right footprint down to 1400 sf (from 1600 sf)
o Reduce Special Permit footprint to 2000 sf (from 2200 sf)

e HouseC
o Reduce the by right footprint down to 1200 sf
o Maintain Special Permit footprint at 1800 sf

e House D —no changes

Options for Additional Changes

1) Frontage (Lot Width at the Street)

e Lot splitting is the compensation for potential loss of value for those owners of extra-large
lots that lose the ability to build a very large house. Minimum frontage determines the
number of lot splits that can occur — increasing the minimum frontage will decrease the
number of potential lot splits and potentially reduce the compensation to those large
properties. For the February Adjusted version, the minimum frontage standard in the
Residence 2 District is set so that only approximately 18% of existing lots are wider than
the minimum. One option is to change the minimum frontage either up or down,
depending on the prioritization of value preservation versus new lot creation.

Build Out Analysis Results Pages - Page 1 of 13
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2) Setbacks

Increasing the minimum setbacks will reduce conformance of existing buildings but
increase the spacing between a new building and its neighbors. The tradeoff with setbacks
is that a house that is nonconforming with respect to one of its setbacks can, through
Section 6 Finding (or Special Permit conducted as Section 6 Finding), be extended with a
lower level of review than a conforming structure, which must pass the hardship test of a
Variance in order to further encroach into a setback.

3) Lot Coverage

Reducing the maximum lot coverage will reduce conformance of existing properties but
also increase the amount of landscaped area on a newly constructed site. Like with
setbacks, the challenge is that the bar for exceeding the maximum is lower for a
nonconforming property than for a conforming property.

4) Lot Depth or Lot Size

As of yet the ordinance does not set a minimum lot depth or overall minimum lot size.
Adding either of these measures will reduce the ability for a “tiny house lot” to be created
and reduce the number of potential lot splits. However, frontage is such a strong tool, and
minimum lot size comparatively inconsequential, that adding either of these requirements
is expected to have limited effect. Setting a required minimum lot size becomes more
about setting a baseline price for a house in Newton. The possibility of a “tiny house lot”
creates an opportunity for a lower price point, even though, economically, these are
unlikely to be common.

5) Building Types

The February adjustments did not include any changes to the list of allowed building types
in the Residence 2 district. Should the Council wish to proceed in a similar direction as
Minneapolis and consider reducing/eliminating single family zoning as a means of allowing
more contextual affordable housing throughout the city, one way would be to consider
adding the adjusted Two-Unit Building type by Special Permit (the exact same size as the
House B) as an allowed building type in the R2 District. An alternative with a similar result,
but also an eye to historic preservation, would be to allow a House B to be split into two
units under the provision of a “Multi-Unit Conversion,” which would only apply to buildings
that are at least 10 years old.

6) Building Type Standards

Building Footprint
o The February Adjustments package includes reductions in the by-right and special
permit footprints for both the House B and the House C. The House D is at this point
not recommended for changes. It should be noted that the Special Permit maximum
footprint would not be something that the Special Permit Granting Authority would be
allowed to exceed and that any project with a Special Permit request to increase the
footprint would be funneled into a Design Review process. This second Special Permit
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range is intended to serve as the “Large House” Review that has been discussed on
numerous occasions throughout the last several years.

e Building Components

o The October draft includes a number of architectural building components that can be
used to strengthen a home’s connection with the neighborhood street: front porches,
extended front entries, and bay windows. Building components can also be used to
allow more square footage beyond the allowed footprint, under a tight set of criteria.
One idea that staff is considering in light of the smaller footprints shown in the
February Adjustments is to incorporate a by right “Side or Rear Wing” component that
allows a modest increase in living space under strict design criteria/review. For this
idea to make sense it would need to be crafted to ensure it provides the flexibility
homeowners need for adapting older homes without creating a loophole that results in
speculative teardowns.

o House D proximity rule
o The House D proximity rule has not been something we have heard too much about

from the Council or the public. We are finding that the proximity rule idea is confusing
to many in the public and may not be the right tool for Newton right now. The intent
behind the House D proximity rule was an understanding that those in neighborhoods
dominated by 2.5 story Victorians found the large sprawling House D to be a disruption
of the historic patterns, as well as a comment from environmentalists that the large 1-
story House D is an inefficient use of land resources over the 2-2.5 story House B which
offers the same useable square footage in a smaller footprint. The slight
discouragement of the House D form is balanced by the allowance to do a new House
D by Special Permit and an understanding that a 1-story building that has a footprint
equivalent to a House B or House C would be allowed by right.
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Neighborhood General District

Key Takeaways from February Build Out

e The 2011 Zoning Reform Group report called for the creation of soft transitions between villages
and neighborhoods. The Neighborhood General District, is set up to be a transitional district,
with some commercial allowed, but this makes it even harder to understand through modeling
than the residence districts because the model cannot account for whether commercial or
residential development is more likely to occur and some of the properties in this district are
currently in business zoning districts rather than residential districts. The build out assumes a
“most residential” scenario and leaves out any commercial development.

e Even with the February Adjustments, the teardown vulnerability increases in the Neighborhood
General district, from 56% to 77-84%. Again, the role of commercial opportunities is an
unknown factor.

e More unit creation in the smaller multi-unit building types is directed to the Neighborhood
General district than the other residence districts because this district is adjacent to walkable
village centers and transit. The maximum possible units increases by more than 3 times the
maximum possible today. Again the comparative attraction of small scale commercial space
development on some properties in this district may keep this number much lower than the
maximum possible.

February Adjustments and Comparison to October Draft

1) Lot Standards

Frontage: min 50 ft (increased from 30 ft)
Lot Depth: n/a (no change)
Lot Coverage: 70% max. (increased from 65%)
Setbacks:
Front: 5 ft absolute min (increased from O ft)
Side: 10 ft (increased from 7.5 ft)
Rear: 20 ft (increased from 15 ft)

2) Building Type Standards

e HouseB
o Reduce the by right footprint down to 1,400 sf (from 1,600 sf)
o Reduce Special Permit footprint to 2,000 sf (from 2,200 sf)
o Reduced the by right height down to 2.5 stories (from 3 stories)
o Added an allowance for 3-story height by Special Permit

e HouseC
o Reduce the by right footprint down to 1200 sf
o Maintain Special Permit footprint at 1800 sf
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NEW BUILDING TYPE NAME: 3-Unit Building
This was formerly known as the “Apartment House” and is recommended for substantial
changes that limit the number of units and the overall size.

This Building Type must have 3 units, no more, no less.
Building Width: min. 20 ft — max. 65 ft

Building depth: max. 90 ft

Building footprint: max 1600 sf by right, 1800 by Special Permit
Number of stories: 2.5 stories, 3 by Special Permit

NEW BUILDING TYPE NAME: 4-8 Unit Building

This is a new building type that replaces the Small Apartment Building in the Neighborhood
General District. It is substantially smaller than the Small Apartment Building that appeared
in the October Draft.

This building type must have between 4 and 8 units, no more, no less.
Building Width: min. 20 ft — max. 75 ft

Building depth: max. 90 ft

Building footprint: max 2,500 sf

Number of stories: 3 stories max.

Options for Additional Changes

1) Frontage

The tradeoff with frontage in Neighborhood General is that the wider lots will allow fewer,
larger building types while narrower lots would allow splitting and could encourage more
smaller buildings. For the February Adjusted version, the minimum frontage standard in
the Neighborhood General District is set so that only approximately 20% of existing lots are
wider than the minimum.

2) Setbacks

In the Neighborhood General district, we removed the 0 ft front setback and went with a 5
ft minimum. 20% of all properties currently have a 5 ft setback or less. Because the front
setback is combined with the requirement to use the abutting properties front setbacks for
primary guidance on building placement, this change would mean no new building would
be less than 5 ft from the front lot line, even if the abutting properties have a 0 ft front
setback.

Increasing the minimum setbacks will reduce conformance of existing buildings but
increase the spacing between a new building and its neighbors. The tradeoff with setbacks
is that a house that is nonconforming with respect to one of its setbacks can, through
Section 6 Finding (or Special Permit conducted as Section 6 Finding), be extended with a
lower level of review than a conforming structure, which must pass the hardship test of a
Variance in order to further encroach into a setback.
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3) Lot Coverage

e |n the February Adjustments package, the maximum lot coverage in the Neighborhood
General actually increases to 70% from 65%. Reducing the maximum lot coverage will
reduce conformance of existing properties but also increase the amount of landscaped
area on a newly constructed site. Like with setbacks, the challenge is that the bar for
exceeding the maximum is lower for a nonconforming property than for a conforming
property. Given that just under half of the properties in the Neighborhood General district
are already above 70% lot coverage and grandfathered in at their current lot coverage
percentage, getting general conformance at 65% could be difficult to achieve.

4) Lot Depth or Lot Size

e As of yet the ordinance does not set a minimum lot depth or overall minimum lot size.
Adding either of these measures will reduce the ability for a “tiny house lot” to be created
and reduce the number of potential lot splits. However, frontage is such a strong tool, and
minimum lot size comparatively inconsequential, that adding either of these requirements
is expected to have limited effect. Setting a required minimum lot size becomes more
about setting a baseline price for a house in Newton. The possibility of a “tiny house lot”
creates an opportunity for a lower price point, even though, economically, these are
unlikely to be common.

In the Neighborhood General district these could just as likely be “tiny shop lots” as “tiny
house lots” and the interest in enhancing opportunities for small businesses has been a
consistently strong policy goal.

5) Building Types
e The February Adjustments package includes significant changes to two of the building types

allowed in the Neighborhood General district. The Apartment House and the Small
Apartment Building are both recommended to have not only name changes, but major
changes to their design standards. The Apartment House becomes a 3-Unit with a smaller
size and the Small Apartment Building becomes the 4-8 Unit Building, also with a smaller
size. The February Buildout Analysis assumes that those two building types would be
allowed by right in the Neighborhood General District, in direct replacement of the
Apartment House and Small Apartment Building.

It is important to remember, that once a building has more than 2 units, a range of
additional development criteria come into play, particularly parking. While the October
Draft eliminates the minimum parking requirement for 1 and 2-unit buildings, a minimum
of 1 parking space per unit must be provided on site for the 3-unit + buildings.

6) Building Type Standards
e Building Footprint
o The February Adjustments package includes reductions in the by-right and special
permit footprints for both the House B and the House C, as well as smaller footprints for
the 3-Unit Building and the 4-8 Unit Building. It should be noted that where no Special
Permit maximum is listed, as is the case for the 4-8 Unit Building, there would be no
option for the Special Permit Granting Authority to grant an expansion of the building.
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3 District

Key Takeaways from February Build Out

e The October Draft did not succeed at reducing the teardown vulnerability or the maximum

potential b
Adjustmen

ulk (residential sq. ft.) as compared to the Current Ordinance, but the February
ts package both reduces teardown vulnerability and maximum potential bulk.

e After the February Adjustments, the teardown vulnerability goes down dramatically from 47% of

properties

being vulnerable to speculative tear down under the current ordinance to 11-12%

under the February version.

e A maximum possible 4% more units would be allowed by the February version over the
maximum possible number of units allowed by the current ordinance.

February Adjustments and Comparison to October Draft

1) Lot Standa
Frontage:

Lot Depth:

rds
min 50 ft (increased from 40 ft)

n/a (no change)

Lot Coverage: 50% max. (reduced from 60%)

Setbacks:
Front:
Side:
Rear:

10 ft absolute min (increased from 5 ft)
10 ft (increased from 7.5 ft)
20 ft (increased from 15 ft)

2) Building Type Standards

e HouseB
o Reduce the by right footprint down to 1,400 sf (from 1,600 sf)
o Reduce Special Permit footprint to 2,000 sf (from 2,200 sf)
o Reduced the by right height down to 2.5 stories (from 3 stories)
o Added an allowance for 3-story height by Special Permit

e HouseC

o Reduce the by right footprint down to 1,200 sf
o Maintain Special Permit footprint at 1,800 sf

o NEW BUILDING TYPE NAME: 3-Unit Building
This was formerly known as the “Apartment House” and is recommended for substantial

chang

es that limit the number of units and the overall size.

This Building Type must have 3 units, no more, no less.

Building Width: min. 20 ft — max. 65 ft

Building depth: max. 90 ft

Building footprint: max 1,600 sf by right, 1800 by Special Permit

Numb

er of stories: 2.5 stories, 3 by Special Permit
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NEW BUILDING TYPE NAME: 4-8 Unit Building

This is a new building type that replaces the Small Apartment Building in the Residence 3
District. It is substantially smaller than the Small Apartment Building that appeared in the
October draft.

This building type must have between 4 and 8 units, no more, no less.
Building Width: min. 20 ft — max. 75 ft

Building depth: max. 90 ft

Building footprint: max 2,500 sf

Number of stories: 3 stories max.

Options for Additional Changes

1) Frontage

Lot splitting is the compensation for potential loss of value for those owners of extra-large
lots that lose the ability to build a very large house. Minimum frontage determines the
number of lot splits that can occur —increasing the minimum frontage will decrease the
number of potential lot splits and potentially reduce the compensation to those large
properties. For the February Adjusted version, the minimum frontage standard in the
Residence 3 District is set so that only approximately 20% of existing lots are wider than
the minimum. One option is to change the minimum frontage either up or down,
depending on the prioritization of value preservation versus new lot creation.

2) Setbacks

Increasing the minimum setbacks will reduce conformance of existing buildings but
increase the spacing between a new building and its neighbors. The tradeoff with setbacks
is that a house that is nonconforming with respect to one of its setbacks can, through
Section 6 Finding (or Special Permit conducted as Section 6 Finding), be extended with a
lower level of review than a conforming structure, which must pass the hardship test of a
Variance in order to further encroach into a setback.

3) Lot Coverage

Reducing the maximum lot coverage will reduce conformance of existing properties but
also increase the amount of landscaped area on a newly constructed site. Like with
setbacks, the challenge is that the bar for exceeding the maximum is lower for a
nonconforming property than for a conforming property.

4) Lot Depth or Lot Size

As of yet the ordinance does not set a minimum lot depth or overall minimum lot size.
Adding either of these measures will reduce the ability for a “tiny house lot” to be created
and reduce the number of potential lot splits. However, frontage is such a strong tool, and
minimum lot size comparatively inconsequential, that adding either of these requirements
is expected to have limited effect. Setting a required minimum lot size becomes more
about setting a baseline price for a house in Newton. The possibility of a “tiny house lot”
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creates an opportunity for a lower price point, even though, economically, these are
unlikely to be common.

5) Building Types
e The February Adjustments package includes significant changes to two of the building types

allowed in the Residence 3 district. The Apartment House and the Small Apartment
Building are both recommended to have not only name changes, but major changes to the
standards for those building types. The Apartment House becomes a 3-Unit with a smaller
size and the Small Apartment Building becomes the 4-8 Unit Building, also with a smaller
size. The February Buildout Analysis assumes that those two building types would not be
allowed by right across the district, based on the October Draft’s proximity rule for these
building types. One option for the Committee to consider is to allow one or both of these
types to be allowed by right without the proximity rule or a special permit. It is important
to remember, that once a building has more than 2 units, a range of additional
development criteria come into play, particularly parking. While the October Draft
eliminates the minimum parking requirement for 1 and 2-unit buildings, a minimum of 1
parking space per unit must be provided on site for the 3-unit + buildings.

e Apartment House and Small Apartment Building proximity rule

o The Apartment House and Small Apartment Building are both recommended for
considerable changes as part of the fine tuning coming out of the Build Out Analysis. In
the Ward by Ward meetings we have been hearing both confusion and concern about
the proximity rule tool. The proximity rule came about as a compromise between
priorities for allowing small-scale multi-unit housing, and a desire for the zoning
redesign effort to produce only a limited amount of change in the neighborhoods.
Based on the feedback we have been hearing, the recommendation is that the
proximity rule of this type may not the right tool for Newton right now.

Another approach could be to split the current Residence 3 district into two. There are
a number of scenarios for what building types a new Residence 4 district would
include, and we have put together one of those for consideration by the committee:

Residence 3:
By Right Building types: House B, House C, Two-Unit
Residence 4:
By Right Building Types: House B, House C, Two-Unit, 3-Unit
Special Permit Building Types: 4-8 Unit

6) Building Type Standards
e Building Footprint
o The February Adjustments package includes reductions in the by-right and special
permit footprints for both the House B and the House C, as well as smaller footprints
for the 3-Unit Building and the 4-8 Unit Building. It should be noted that where no
Special Permit maximum is listed, as is the case for the 4-8 Unit Building, there would
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be no option for the Special Permit Granting Authority to grant an expansion of the
building.

e Building Components

o The October draft includes a number of architectural building components that can be
used to strengthen a home’s connection with the neighborhood street: front porches,
extended front entries, and bay windows. Building components could also be used to
allow more square footage beyond the allowed footprint, under a tight set of criteria.
One idea that staff is considering in light of the smaller footprints shown in the
February Adjustments is to incorporate a by right “Side or Rear Wing” component that
allows a modest increase in living space under strict design criteria/review. For this
idea to make sense it would need to be crafted to ensure it provides the flexibility
homeowners need for adapting older homes without creating a loophole that results in
speculative teardowns.
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Residence 1 District

Key Takeaways from February Build Out

e The October Draft increased the teardown vulnerability and increased the total bulk (residential
sq. ft.) that could be built on Residence 1 properties as compared to the Current Ordinance, but
with the February Adjustments package the total bulk is reduced slightly, and the teardown
vulnerability increases slightly.

e After the February Adjustments, the maximum possible 11% more units would be allowed over
the maximum possible number of units allowed by the Current Ordinance.

February Adjustments and Comparison to October Draft

3) Lot Standards

Frontage: min 80 ft (no change)

Lot Depth: n/a (no change)

Lot Coverage: 25% max. (reduced from 30%)

Setbacks:
Front: 25 ft absolute min (increased from 20 ft)
Side: 20 ft (increased from 15 ft)
Rear: 40 ft (increased from 30 ft)

4) Building Type Standards
e House A
o Reduce the by right footprint down to 2400 sf (from 2500 sf)
e HouseB
o Reduce the by right footprint down to 1400 sf (from 1600 sf)
o Reduce Special Permit footprint to 2000 sf (from 2200 sf)
e HouseC
o Reduce the by right footprint down to 1200 sf
o Maintain Special Permit footprint at 1800 sf
e House D —no changes

Options for Additional Changes

1) Frontage
e Lot splitting is the compensation for potential loss of value for those owners of extra-

large lots that lose the ability to build a very large house. Minimum frontage determines
the number of lot splits that can occur — increasing the minimum frontage will decrease
the number of potential lot splits and potentially reduce the compensation to those
large properties. For the February Adjusted version, the minimum frontage standard in
the Residence 2 District is set so that only approximately 15% of existing lots are wider
than the minimum. One option is to change the minimum frontage either up or down,
depending on the prioritization of value preservation versus new lot creation.
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2) Setbacks

Increasing the minimum setbacks will reduce conformance of existing buildings but
increase the spacing between a new building and its neighbors. The tradeoff with setbacks
is that a house that is nonconforming with respect to one of its setbacks can, through
Section 6 Finding (or Special Permit conducted as Section 6 Finding), be extended with a
lower level of review than a conforming structure, which must pass the hardship test of a
Variance in order to further encroach into a setback.

3) Lot Coverage

Reducing the maximum lot coverage will reduce conformance of existing properties but
also increase the amount of landscaped area on a newly constructed site. Like with
setbacks, the challenge is that the bar for exceeding the maximum is lower for a
nonconforming property than for a conforming property.

4) Lot Depth or Lot Size

As of yet the ordinance does not set a minimum lot depth or overall minimum lot size.
Adding either of these measures will reduce the ability for a “tiny house lot” to be created
and reduce the number of potential lot splits. However, frontage is such a strong tool, and
minimum lot size comparatively inconsequential, that adding either of these requirements
is expected to have limited effect. Setting a required minimum lot size becomes more
about setting a baseline price for a house in Newton. The possibility of a “tiny house lot”
creates an opportunity for a lower price point, even though, economically, these are
unlikely to be common.

This is particularly true in the Residence 1 district as the neighborhoods included in this
district are currently seeing a small trend of homeowners purchasing neighboring homes to
tear them down and expand their private yard area. There is a small number of instances
where this occurs, but suffice it to say, the economics at play, is unlikely to lead to tiny
houses across the R1 district.

5) Building Types

The February adjustments did not include any changes to the list of allowed building types
in the Residence 1 district. Should the Council wish to proceed in a similar direction as
Minneapolis and consider reducing/eliminating single family zoning as a means of allowing
more contextual affordable housing throughout the city, one way would be to consider
adding the adjusted Two-Unit Building type by Special Permit (the exact same size as the
House B) as an allowed building type in the R1 District. Already, the “Multi-Unit”
conversion rule that exists under the current and the October draft ordinances allow for
House A building types to be converted to multiple units if the project includes the
preservation of a historic building.

An option that could slightly reduce the number of potential lot splits would be to remove
the House C from the allowed building types. As with the “tiny house lot” idea, there are a
variety of implications in removing the House C option. If the House C is removed from the
list, it is far less likely that smaller homes would be created from a lot split. This reduces the
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estimated maximum possible units by just 77 units (to an 8.4% increase in maximum
number of units vs. 11% maximum number of units), but also means that relatively
affordable homes in this district would be clearly discouraged by the ordinance.

6) Building Type Standards
e Building Footprint
o The February Adjustments package includes reductions in the by-right and special
permit footprints for both the House B and the House C, and a reduction in the by right
footprint for the House A. The House D is at this point not recommended for changes.

It should be noted that the Special Permit maximum footprint would not be something
that the Special Permit Granting Authority would be allowed to exceed and that any
project with a Special Permit request to increase the footprint would be funneled into a
Design Review process. This second Special Permit range is intended to serve as the
“Large House” Review that has been discussed on numerous occasions throughout the
last several years. One idea that we have heard is the idea of removing or raising the
special permit limit on the House A, with an understanding that any house larger than
the by right limit would go through the “Large House” review special permit.

e Building Components

o The October draft includes a number of architectural building components that can be
used to strengthen a home’s connection with the neighborhood street: front porches,
extended front entries, and bay windows. Building components can also be used to
allow more square footage beyond the allowed footprint, under a tight set of criteria.
One idea that staff is considering in light of the smaller footprints shown in the
February Adjustments is to incorporate a by right “Side or Rear Wing” component that
allows a modest increase in living space under strict design criteria/review. For this
idea to make sense it would need to be crafted to ensure it provides the flexibility
homeowners need for adapting older homes without creating a loophole that results in
speculative teardowns.
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