
   
The  location  of  this  meeting  is  handicap  accessible  and  reasonable  accommodations  will 
be  provided to persons requiring assistance.  If you need a special accommodation, please contact 
Jini  Fairley,  at  least  two  days  in  advance  of  the meeting:  jfairley@newtonma.gov,  or  617‐796‐
1253.  For Telecommunications Relay Service dial 711. 
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7:45 PM  
Room 205 
 

Items Scheduled for Discussion: 
 
#170‐15  Discussion of HUD settlement relative to creating 9‐12 affordable units   

ALD. HESS‐MAHAN, JOHNSON, CROSSLEY AND ALBRIGHT requesting a discussion 
relative to the HUD Settlement with Supporters of Engine 6, the Fair Housing Center 
of Greater Boston and the Disability Law Center in conjunction with the Law and 
Planning Departments, to explain the settlement and possible implications for the 
Zoning Board of Appeals and the Board of Aldermen in terms of the City’s obligation 
to identify sites and facilitate the creation of, and issue permits for, affordable 
housing for 9‐12 chronically homeless persons in Newton. [07/06/15 @ 4:18 PM] 

 
#9‐16    Nomination of Episcopal Parish of the Messiah building for Landmark Designation 

COUNCILOR SANGIOLO requesting the City Council nominate the building currently 
housing the Episcopal Parish of the Messiah, located at 1900 Commonwealth 
Avenue in Auburndale for Landmark Designation. [12/24/15 @ 9:40 AM] 
Recommended for No Action Necessary by Docketer   

 
Discussion:  Housing Strategy Roundtable  

In conjunction with the Planning Department, the Zoning and Planning Committee 
will be hosting a roundtable discussion for City Councilors on Housing in Newton as 
part of the on‐going Housing Strategy work.  The discussion will focus on the results 
of the November 22nd Housing Locations Workshop and issues and opportunities 
around the location of new homes in Newton. The City’s consultant team from RKG 
and Sasaki will facilitate the conversation.  
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Items Not Scheduled for Discussion at this meeting: 
 

REFERRED TO FINANCE AND APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES 
#288‐15  Submittal by the Mayor of the FY17 Capital Improvement Plan 
  HIS HONOR THE MAYOR submitting the FY 2017‐FY 2021 Capital Improvement Plan 

pursuant to section 5‐3 of the Newton City Charter.  [10/01/15 @ 1:53 PM] 
   
#195‐15(3)  Request to acquire land at 300 Hammond Pond Parkway 
  ALD. ALBRIGHT, BAKER, BLAZAR, BROUSAL‐GLASER, CICCONE, COTE, CROSSLEY, 

DANBERG, FULLER, GENTILE, HESS‐MAHAN, JOHNSON, KALIS, LAPPIN, LEARY, 
LAREDO, LENNON, LIPOF, NORTON, RICE, SANGIOLO, SCHWARTZ, AND YATES  
requesting that, in order to preserve the conservation and recreation values of the 
land, and to protect existing adjacent public open spaces, the Board of Aldermen 
vote to acquire for the City of Newton either the undeveloped portion of the land at 
300 Hammond Pond Parkway or a conservation restriction on such land.   

  [10/23/15 @ 2:55 PM] 
 
#110‐15  Discussion of The Smart Growth Zoning Overlay District Act in Newton   

HIS HONOR THE MAYOR requesting discussion of The Smart Growth Zoning Overlay 
District Act M.G.L. Chapter 40R and its potential application in Newton.  
[04/24/15 @ 2:38 PM] 

 
#109‐15  Zoning amendment for inclusionary housing provisions from 15% to 20% 

HIS HONOR THE MAYOR requesting consideration of changes to the inclusionary 
housing provisions of the Zoning Ordinance to increase the required percentage of 
affordable units to 20% with the additional 5% set aside for middle income 
households. [04/24/15 @ 2:38 PM] 
 

#107‐15  Discussion of middle income housing supportive of City employees 
HIS HONOR THE MAYOR requesting discussion of approaches to create middle 
income housing as a means of allowing City of Newton employees the opportunity 
to live in the community in which they work. [04/24/15 @ 2:38 PM] 

 
#108‐15  Zoning amendment for accessory apartments supportive of seniors 

HIS HONOR THE MAYOR requesting consideration of changes to the Zoning 
Ordinance that would facilitate the creation of accessory apartment units, 
supportive of Newton’s seniors. [04/24/15 @ 2:38 PM] 

 
#61‐10  Discussion relative to bringing existing accessory apartment into compliance 

ALD. CICCONE, SWISTON, LINSKY, CROSSLEY AND HESS‐MAHAN requesting a 
discussion relative to various solutions for bringing existing accessory and other 
apartments that may not meet the legal provisions and requirements of Chapter 30 
into compliance.  [02/23/10 @ 2:48 PM] 
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REFERRED TO ZONING & PLANNING, LAND USE AND FINANCE COMMITTEES 
Qualification of affordable units on Comm Ave, Pearl and Eddy Streets 

#104‐15  ALD. JOHNSON, LAREDO, AND GENTILE requesting a report from the Planning 
Department with the following information:  How many of the affordable units 
developed at Commonwealth Avenue, Pearl Street, and Eddy Street qualify to be 
included on the State’s Subsidized Housing Inventory List.  If a property is not 
currently on the list, what can be done to make it eligible.  [04/09/15 @ 12:00 PM] 

 
#86‐15  Discussion and review of CDBG fund expenditures and citywide goals 
  ALD. CROSSLEY, ALBRIGHT, HESS‐MAHAN, & JOHNSON requesting a review and 

discussion of Community Development Block Grant expenditures and past years’ 
accounting to assess progress in meeting citywide program goals as adopted in the 
consolidated plan, including creating and sustaining affordable housing, as well as 
facilities improvements in approved neighborhood districts. [03/30/15 @ 6:02 PM] 

 
#427‐13  Discussion of CDBG, HOME and ESG funds and fair housing 

ALD. HESS‐MAHAN requesting discussion and periodic updates of steps the City of 
Newton is taking to ensure that its implementation of the Consolidated Plan, Annual 
Action Plan and Citizen Participation Plan and use of CDBG, HOME and ESG funds 
comply with federal and state fair housing and anti‐discrimination laws and 
regulations, and its duty to affirmatively further fair housing. [12/06/13 @ 9:51 AM] 

 
#308‐12  Discussion of policies relative to CDBG fund expenditures 

ALD. HESS‐MAHAN & ALBRIGHT requesting a discussion with the Mayor’s office and 
the Planning & Development Department of policies, procedures, and criteria 
relating to determinations concerning expenditures of Community Development 
Block Grant (CDBG) funds. [10/09/12 @ 3:59 PM] 

 
REFERRED TO ZONING & PLANNING AND FINANCE COMMITTEES 

#315‐14   Ordinance amendment for procurement requirements for non‐profits 
ALD. HESS‐MAHAN, ALBRIGHT, CROSSLEY AND DANBERG proposing an amendment 
to Chapter 2 of the City of Newton Ordinances setting forth requirements for 
procurement of materials and services by non‐governmental recipients of federal, 
state or local funds administered by the City, such as CDBG and CPA funds.  In order 
to encourage non‐profit and other private organizations to participate in affordable 
housing, cultural and other public‐private collaborations, such procurement 
requirements should accommodate the needs of non‐governmental recipients for 
flexibility given the multiple public and private sources of funds necessary for any 
project by not placing undue or unreasonable burdens on them.   
[08/04/14 @ 5:08 PM]  Finance voted NAN 
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#222‐13(2)  Zoning amendment to regulate front facing garages in residential zones 
THE ZONING AND PLANNING COMMITTEE proposing to amend Chapter 30, City of 
Newton Zoning Ordinances, to regulate the dimensions and setbacks of front facing 
garages in residential zoning districts. [08/03/15 @ 10:15 AM] 

 
#445‐14  Update from Newton Fair Housing Committee on housing opportunities 

ALD. SANGIOLO requesting an update with members of the Newton Fair Housing 
Committee on the status of housing opportunities in the City of Newton.  
[11/13/14 @ 2:03 PM] 

 
#168‐15  Discussion of Metropolitan Area Planning Council’s Wells Avenue Market Study  

THE NEWTON‐NEEDHAM CHAMBER OF COMMERCE requesting a discussion of the 
Metropolitan Area Planning Council’s 2015 Wells Avenue Market Study.  
[07/06/15 @ 5:34 PM] 

 
#95‐15  Discussion to consider mix of uses at Wells Avenue Office Park 
  ALD. CROSSLEY, JOHNSON, LEARY, HESS‐MAHAN, DANBERG, ALBRIGHT AND BLAZAR 

requesting a discussion with the Planning Department to consider the mix of uses in 
the Wells Avenue Office Park, with and without a second egress to the site, pursuant 
to the recent MAPC study recommending a strategic introduction of retail and 
restaurant uses to attract and sustain healthy commercial uses, and some number of 
residential units sufficient to support an economically viable and vibrant mixed use 
environment. [04/13/15 @ 2:46 PM] 

 
#169‐15  Zoning amendment to require new lot standards after demolition 

LD. SANGIOLO requesting a zoning amendment which would require any residential 
structures in Single Residence or Multi Residence zoning districts built after the 
demolition of an existing structure conform to new lot standards. [07/02/15 @ 3:20 
PM] 

 
#447‐14  Proposing an ordinance to require building plans with demolition applications  

ALD. SANGIOLO proposing an ordinance requiring the submission of building plans 
with applications for full or partial demolitions. [11/13/14 @ 2:03 PM] 

 
#266‐14  Request to restart demolition delay time period with transfer of ownership 

ALD. BLAZAR, YATES AND DANBERG requesting: 
1. to amend Section 22‐50 to require that in the event there is a transfer of 

legal or beneficial ownership of a preferably preserved property during the 
demolition delay period, the full demolition delay period will restart from the 
date of the transfer of ownership;  

2. and further requesting to amend Section 22‐50 to require that in the event a 
transfer of legal or beneficial ownership of a preferably preserved property 
occurs after the expiration of a demolition delay period but prior to the 
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issuance of a demolition permit, no demolition permit shall issue until the 
new owner complies with the procedures of Section 22‐50(c)(5).  [7/07/14 @ 
12:35 PM] 

 
#265‐14  Request to increase several time periods for demolition delays  

ALD. BLAZAR, YATES AND DANBERG requesting: 
1. to amend Section 22‐50 to increase the time period for determinations of 

historical significance to 30 days, and to increase the time period for 
hearings, rulings and written notice on appeals from historical significance 
determinations to 60 days; 

2. to amend Section 22‐50 to increase the time period to hold a  public hearing 
as to whether or not a historically significant building or structure is 
preferably preserved to 60 days;   

3. to amend Section 22‐50 to increase the demolition delay period for buildings 
and structures on or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places to 30 months;  

3. and to amend Section 22‐50  to increase the demolition delay period for all 
other preferably preserved buildings or structures to 24 months. [7/07/14 @ 
12:35 PM] 

 
#238‐14  Request for development of Housing Production Plan 

ALD. SANGIOLO requesting the Executive Department and Planning Department 
work with the Board of Aldermen to develop a Housing Production Plan in 
accordance with 760 CMR 56.03(4) and guidelines adopted by the Department of 
Housing and Community Development as soon as possible. [06/09/14 @ 11:55 AM] 

 
#140‐14  Zoning amendment for lodging house ordinance 

ALD. CROSSLEY AND HESS‐MAHAN requesting to amend Chapter 30, City of Newton 
Zoning Ordinances, to include a "lodging house" ordinance to promulgate rules 
requiring annual fire, safety and health inspections and licensing of buildings 
providing single room occupancy and/or congregate living arrangements.  
[04/04/14 @ 6:29 PM] 

 
#429‐13  Zoning amendment for Congregate Living Facility parking requirements 

ALD. HESS‐MAHAN requesting repeal and/or amendment of Zoning Ordinances 
Section 30‐1, Definitions, 30‐8(b)(2), Special Permits in Single Family Residential 
Districts, and 30‐10(d)(4), Number of Parking Stalls, concerning “Congregate Living 
Facility”, as required by federal and state anti‐discrimination and fair housing laws 
and regulations. [12/06/13 @ 9:51 AM] 
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#129‐13  Zoning amendment for special permits for attached dwellings 
ALD. HESS‐MAHAN proposing to amend and/or clarify definition and provisions for 
granting a special permit for “attached dwellings” in the City of Newton Zoning 
Ordinances, Chapter 30‐1, 30‐8(b)(13) and 30‐9(b)(5). [05/25/13 @ 5:14 PM] 

 
#446‐14  Discussion with Commission on Disability regarding the City’s ADA compliance 

ALD. SANGIOLO requesting a discussion with the Commission on Disability regarding 
the status of City compliance with ADA regulations. [11/13/14 @ 2:03 PM] 

 
REFERRED TO ZONING & PLANNING, LAND USE & FINANCE COMMITTEES 

#273‐12  Request to restructure and increase of fees for various permits 
ALD. CROSSLEY & HESS‐MAHAN requesting a restructuring and increase in fees for 
permits charged by the Inspectional Services Department and fees charged by the 
Planning Department and City Clerk to assure that fees are both sufficient to fund 
related services provided and simple to administer. [09/10/12 @ 1:17 PM] 
Finance and Land Use voted NAN 

 
REFERRED TO FINANCE AND APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES 

#257‐12  Review of fees in Chapter 17 and Chapter 20 
RECODIFICATION COMMITTEE recommending (1) review of the Fees, Civil Fines/Non‐
Criminal Disposition contained in Chapter 17 LICENSING AND PERMITS GENERALLY 
and Chapter 20 CIVIL FINES/NON‐CRIMINAL DISPOSITION CIVIL FINES to ensure they 
are in accordance with what is being charged and (2) review of the acceptance of G.L. 
c. 40 §22F, accepted on July 9, 2001, which allows certain municipal boards and 
officers to fix reasonable fees for the issuance of certain licenses, permits, or 
certificates. 
Finance voted NAN 

 
#391‐09  Zoning amendment to allow payments‐in‐lieu of parking spaces: special permits 

ALD. DANBERG, MANSFIELD, VANCE AND HESS‐MAHAN requesting an amendment 
to §30‐19 to allow payments‐in‐lieu of providing required off‐street parking spaces 
when parking spaces are waived as part of a special permit application. 
[09/09/09 @ 3:53 PM] 
 

 
ZONING REFORM – PHASE 2 ITEMS 
#80‐13  Updates on the zoning reform project 

THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT requesting update discussions of the zoning reform 
project. [02/25/13 @ 12:31 PM] 

 
#81‐13  Request for naturally affordable compact housing opportunities 

DIRECTOR OF PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT on behalf of the Newton Housing 
Partnership requesting consideration of naturally affordable compact housing 
opportunities in MR1 zones. [02/22/13 @ 1:13 PM] 
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#264‐13  Zoning amendment to develop residential districts for small lots 
ALD. YATES requesting that the Zoning Reform Group or its successor consider 
amending City of Newton Zoning Ordinances Chapter 30 to develop additional 
residential districts reflecting the small lots in older sections of the City and map 
changes to bring the zones of more residential sections of the City into conformity 
with the existing land uses. [08/15/13 @ 12:28 PM] 

 
#22‐15  Zoning amendment to allow rental voucher program re: inclusionary zoning 

ALD. YATES requesting that utilization of the Massachusetts Rental Voucher Program 
be added as an allowable means of complying with the inclusionary zoning provision 
in Phase II of Zoning Reform. [01/05/15 @ 9:53 PM] 

 
#323‐14  Zoning amendment to require front‐facing front doors in residential zones 

ALD. YATES,  NORTON, COTE AND SANGIOLO proposing to amend Chapter 30 to 
require that the front doors of single‐family homes, two‐family homes and other 
residential structures face the street on which their lots are located. [08/25/14 @ 
11:42 AM] 

 
#64‐13   Permitting for conversion of historic barns/carriage houses to accessory apts 

HISTORICAL COMMISSION requesting the creation of an administrative permitting 
process for converting historic barns and carriage houses into accessory apartments 
to assist in their preservation.  

 
#61‐10  Discussion relative to bringing existing accessory apartment into compliance 

ALD. CICCONE, SWISTON, LINSKY, CROSSLEY AND HESS‐MAHAN requesting a 
discussion relative to various solutions for bringing existing accessory and other 
apartments that may not meet the legal provisions and requirements of Chapter 30 
into compliance.  

    
#164‐09(2)  Request for amendments to dimensional requirements for accessory apartments 

ALD. HESS‐MAHAN requesting that the Planning Department study the dimensional 
requirements for lot and building size for accessory apartments and make 
recommendations for possible amendments to those dimensional requirements to 
the board of Aldermen that are consistent with the Newton Comprehensive Plan.   

 
#65‐13   Zoning amendment to require special permit for major topographic changes 

ALD. YATES, FISCHMAN, KALIS requesting that Chapter 30 be amended to require a 
special permit for major topographic changes.] 

 
#139‐14  Zoning amendment to clarify rules for retaining walls 

ALD. ALBRIGHT requesting to amend Chapter 30, City of Newton Zoning Ordinances, 
to clarify rules relative to retaining walls.  
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#153‐11  Zoning amendment for Retail Overlay Districts around village centers 
ALD. DANBERG, ALBRIGHT, HESS‐MAHAN, JOHNSON requesting that Chapter 30 be 
amended by adding a new Sec. 30‐14 creating certain Retail Overlay Districts around 
selected village centers in order to encourage vibrant pedestrian‐oriented 
streetscapes which would allow certain uses at street level, including but not limited 
to financial institutions, professional offices, and salons, by special permit only and 
require minimum transparency standards for street‐level windows for all 
commercial uses within the proposed overlay districts.  

 
#152‐10  Zoning amendment to clarify parking requirements for colleges and universities 

ALD. BAKER, FULLER, SCHNIPPER, SHAPIRO, FISCHMAN, YATES AND DANBERG 
recommending discussion of possible amendments to Section 30‐19 of the City of 
Newton Ordinances to clarify parking requirements applicable to colleges and 
universities.  

 
#142‐09(7)  Resolution to reconvene Floor Area Ratio working group 

ALD. HESS‐MAHAN AND JOHNSON proposing a Resolution to request that the 
Director of Planning and Development and the Commissioner of Inspectional 
Services reconvene a Floor Area Ratio working group to review and analyze the 
definition of “Floor area, gross” for residential structures as it is used in the 
definition and calculation of “Floor area ratio” in Section 30‐1 with respect to actual 
usage, and, if necessary, make recommendations for amendments thereto and in 
the dimensional regulations contained in Section 30‐15(u) and Table A of Section 
30‐15(u), the purpose of which is to regulate the size, density and intensity of use in 
the construction or renovation of, or additions to a residential structure, to more 
accurately reflect and be compatible with neighborhood character, and to ensure 
that a proposed residential structure is consistent with and not in derogation of the 
size, scale and design of other existing structures in the neighborhood, and is not 
inconsistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan.  

 
#404‐13  Request for rezoning in Newton Centre 

NATASHA STALLER et al. requesting a revision to the zoning District boundary Lines 
so as to transfer from Multi‐Residence 1 District to a Single Residence 3 District the 
following properties: 
Assessors’ parcels SBL nos. 61‐037‐0004 through 61‐037‐0013; 61‐042‐0007 through 
61‐042‐0023; 65‐019‐0001; 65‐019‐0007 through 65‐019‐0012; 65‐019‐0014 
through 65‐019‐0022; 65‐019‐0009A; 65‐019‐0017B and 65‐019‐0022A.  Also 
requesting transfer from a Single Residence 2 District to a Single Residence 3 District 
SBL no. 65‐019‐0015A.   

 
Respectfully Submitted,     
 
Ted Hess‐Mahan 
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date 06 January 2016 
  

to James Freas, Acting Director, City of Newton Planning & Development 
  

cc Kyle Talente, RKG Associates, Inc. 
Judi Barrett, RKG Associates, Inc. 

  

from Chris Freda, Sasaki Associates, Inc. 
  

project name Newton Housing Strategy 
  

project # 56047.00 
  

subject Housing Location Selection Workshop Summary 
 
 
 
Dear James, 
 
Attached here you’ll find a complete summary of Sasaki’s findings for the November 22nd, 2015 
Housing Location Selection Workshop. This document includes an extensive analysis of the work 
completed by community participants throughout the day, as well as contributions from RKG 
Associates and incorporates comments received from the City on 06 January 2016. 
 
Thank you,  
Chris Freda 

http://www.sasaki.com/


On November 22
nd

, 2015, the City of Newton hosted a public workshop as a component of the 

2015/2016 citywide Housing Strategy that focused on engaging community participants in identifying 

locations across the City of Newton for the installation of new affordable and diverse housing units. The 

objective of the workshop was to elicit community opinions and preferences on locations, housing 

typologies, and general principles for increasing the supply of housing in Newton. The workshop was 

facilitated by RKG Associates and Sasaki Associates with support from the City’s planning department. 

A full description of the workshop’s methodology and itinerary is attached here (Appendix A).  

The workshop was attended by approximately one hundred community members, all of whom were 

randomly assigned to one of ten participant tables and asked to complete the housing location selection 

exercise. Participants spent approximately fifteen minutes discussing the workshop’s objective and 

organizing their thinking under a set of agreed upon principles for the siting of new housing in Newton. 

After reaching consensus on these principles, participants were asked to spend approximately forty-five 

minutes distributing LEGO blocks (each representing a different housing typology outlined in Appendix 

B) across a base map representing the City of Newton (Appendix C). The base map graphically 

identified a number of criteria identified as important to the siting of new units of affordable housing by 

the planning team and participants were asked to take these criteria into consideration when identifying 

locations for their LEGO bricks. Participants worked in teams roughly ranging in size from six to ten 

community members, with each table having a staff member/members from the planning team or the 

City of Newton facilitating their work and fielding questions. Once their work was complete, each 

participant table was invited to present their principles and housing distributions to the convened 

participants. At the completion of the exercise, members of the planning team collected the listed 

principles and photographed the LEGO distributions of each table. The analysis and key findings below 

were interpreted from these materials. 

In analyzing the principles drafted by each participant table, several themes were common throughout. 

The list below summarizes the most common principles in order of their prevalence across participant 

tables. This list includes written comments made by each table from all workshop materials. Appendix D 

includes the full compilation of principle statements.  

Most Common Principles 

 Allow accessory apartments (by-right) (with appropriate regulation) 

 New housing should be built in close proximity to transit 

 New housing construction is appropriate in village centers 

 New units should be accessible for seniors and those with disabilities (single-level 

units/elevators) 

 Green/open space should be preserved 

 Transit service in the Oak Hill neighborhood should be improved 

 New housing should be built in close proximity to retail/services 

 Avoid/minimize tearing down existing housing stock 

 New housing should be made available for families at a range of income levels 

 New housing should be made available for families/people at different stages of life 

 More multifamily housing should be built 

 
 
 



Several trends emerged in the analysis of the LEGO distributions of each participant table. After 

photographing each of the completed maps, the planning team was able to digitally combine the maps 

and overlay all ten tables’ LEGO distributions atop a clean base map (Appendix E-1). This technique 

allows the planning team to call out certain trends and areas of consensus among participant tables. 

Summarized below are some of the key findings from across all ten participant tables. 

New construction in village centers 
Generally speaking, participants were comfortable with the idea of new multifamily and 

townhouse construction/conversion in the village centers. The single family typology was 

almost universally considered to be not appropriate within these denser mixed use areas. 

Multifamily along major roadways and transit lines 
The combined LEGO distribution map shows a clear interest in the siting of new multifamily 

typologies—particularly of the larger apartment/condominium scale—along Route 9 and 

Interstate 90. Some of this is preferred on the eastern edge of the city, in the Chestnut Hill mall 

area and Newton Center and in close proximity to other multifamily projects, and some on the 

westernmost edges of the city, surrounding the Riverside green line station and around the 

Auburndale neighborhood. Community participants also placed a great deal of the multifamily 

typologies (orange and blue bricks) within walkable distances of transit, with a particular 

interest in the MBTA green line and the commuter rail line. Most of these bricks were clustered 

within or around village centers, with a several following transit lines between village centers as 

well.  

Accessory apartments throughout the city 
Most of the participant tables expressed an interest in accessory apartments either by-right or 

through permitting, with a few stipulating a preference for strong architectural standards and 

zoning guidelines. For the most part, accessory apartments—represented by the single family 

typology (yellow bricks)—were scattered across the city, with the greatest concentrations 

occurring outside village centers and throughout the lower density neighborhoods. 

Maintaining the density and character of neighborhoods 
In both the principles and the LEGO distributions, it was made clear that the majority of 

participants wanted to maintain the density and character of neighborhoods as they exist. The 

greatest distributions of multifamily typologies occurred in the village centers and in 

neighborhoods where large-scale developments already exists, while the smaller-scale 

neighborhoods between village centers saw small-scale single family typologies distributed 

almost exclusively. 

New housing sited near retail and services (grocery stores, schools, shopping, etc.) 
Community participants made clear that they preferred new housing to be built in close 

proximity to retail and services. Several participant tables noted on their base maps and in their 

principles that greater grocery store access was important to them. Some neighborhoods—

particularly in the south—were called out specifically as needing more grocery stores. 

Infill development where possible 
In several instances, the placement of smaller-scale housing typologies was meant to signify the 

construction of appropriately-scaled new development within existing neighborhoods. This took 

on the form of accessory units, single-to-multifamily conversions, and new construction.  

 

 

 

 



Participants were instructed to use at least one of each of the four housing typologies when distributing 

LEGO bricks across the city map. A full breakdown of the housing typology distributions by participant 

table is provided in Appendix F. Summarized below are the key findings associated with the distribution 

of each of the four typologies across the ten participant tables. 

Single Family (yellow bricks) 
The single family typology accounted for 24% of the total number of studs and was most 

evidently distributed across the lower density neighborhoods of Newton. Smaller-scale, older 

communities are largely composed of this typology already and have less 

redevelopment/growth potential, as they are already largely built-out. Several participant tables 

stated in their principles and notes that they intended to suggest the creation of accessory 

apartments with the single family LEGO bricks. The distribution of these units throughout the 

city was relatively uniform, as can be seen in Appendix E-2. 

Multifamily – 2-4 Units (orange bricks) 
The multifamily (2-4 units) typology accounted for 25% of the total number of studs and was 

widely distributed throughout the city. In denser areas, such as village centers, the use of this 

typology was often used to suggest the construction/conversion of residential units above 

existing retail spaces, while in the smaller-scale neighborhoods, notes often suggested that 

community participants preferred the conversion of existing family homes into small-scale 

multifamily units. This typology tended to be more prevalent within and just outside of village 

centers. The distribution of these units throughout the city can be seen in Appendix E-3. 

Townhouse (red bricks) 
The townhouse typology was the least popular of the four provided to participants (as a 

measure of stud count), representing only 15% of the studs deployed across the ten participant 

tables. When it was used, it was primarily focused in and around village centers. As this 

typology is the only one that did not present options for the conversion/reuse of an existing 

structure, and therefore necessitated the development of new housing product, some 

participants/tables may have considered it a less favorable option. Additionally, as this typology 

is defined by a more vertical orientation of living space (typically without elevators), it may have 

been seen unfavorably by those who listed accessibility for seniors and the disabled among 

their highest priorities. In analyzing where this typology was deployed, it is clear that 

community participants preferred to see it built near commercial areas, village centers, transit 

lines, and major roadways. Clusters of townhouse bricks show up in Newton Upper Falls, 

Newton Center, and Auburndale in particular, and a concentration was placed along Interstate 

90. The distribution of these units throughout the city can be seen in Appendix E-4. 

Multifamily - Apartment/Condo (blue bricks) 
The multifamily (apartment/condo) typology was the most popular of the typologies (as a 

measure of stud count), representing 36% of the total number of studs distributed across the 

ten participant tables. Some tables mentioned in notes on their base maps that they would have 

used more blue bricks had they been provided. Most participant tables concentrated the blue 

multifamily LEGO bricks in village centers and along major transit lines and roadways, such as 

the green line, the commuter rail line, Route 9 and Interstate 90. This suggests a clear interest in 

the development of denser products in areas of the city that have are more accustomed to and 

equipped to handle greater concentrations of residents. The distribution of these units 

throughout the city can be seen in Appendix E-5. 

The intent of this community workshop was to elicit feedback on the preferred location and typologies 

of new housing to be constructed in the City of Newton in the near future. Over the course of three and 

a half hours, participants engaged in colorful and passionate dialogue around the future of their city and 

how to accommodate its growing and changing needs. Each table included a mix of opinions, 

preferences, and visions for how the addition of new housing in Newton should be handled (with some 



believing the city should encourage the development of none), providing the planning team with 

diverse feedback to consider for the ultimate housing site recommendations. Moving forward, all of the 

findings summarized above will be reflected on, and incorporated into the next stages of work. All 

summary materials, including the participant maps and principles will be posted to the project website 

for community review and comment. 
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date 17 November 2015 
  

to James Freas, Acting Director, Department of Planning, Newton MA 
  

cc Judi Barrett, RKG Associates, Inc. 
Kyle Talente, RKG Associates, Inc. 

  

from Chris Freda & Fred Merrill, Sasaki Associates, Inc. 
  

project name Newton Housing Strategy 
  

project # 56047.00 
  

subject Housing Locations Public Workshop Methodology - November 22, 2015  
 

OVERVIEW 

The purpose of the Housing Strategy Location Selection Workshop is to engage the Newton 
community in identifying preferred locations for the development of affordable and diverse 
housing units within the next five years. Through presentations from the consultant team (RKG & 
Sasaki) and a hands-on location selection exercise (see II. Housing Location Selection Exercise 
Methodology), participants will be walked through the opportunities, challenges, and constraints 
of developing new housing in Newton while providing valuable feedback to the City on what 
types of housing they would like to see built and in which locations. Participants will be presented 
with a menu of housing typologies to consider as well as a map outlining development 
opportunities and constraints as determined by a methodology outlined in section III: Housing 
Location Selection Criteria. 
 
Set-up & Staff Orientation (11:30AM-1PM) 

I. WORKSHOP AGENDA & STRUCTURE (1:00PM – 4:30PM) 

 
1. Welcome & Table Assignment (1:00PM, 15 minutes) 

Participants are greeted at the door, asked to sign in, and randomly assigned a 
nametag with a table number on it. Random assignment is designed to ensure a mix of 
opinions and perspectives at each participant table. 
 

2. Housing Strategy Introduction & Progress Update (1:15PM, 25 minutes) 
1.1 Purpose of the Housing Strategy (15 minutes) (Mayor Setti Warren) 
1.2 Market needs assessment overview (10 minutes) (RKG) 

 
3. Workshop Objective & Itinerary (1:40PM, 10 minutes) 

Outline the goals of the workshop and explain how the end products will be used to 
inform the final plan (Sasaki) 
 
 
 

Appendix A: Housing Locations Public Workshop Methodology - November 22, 2015
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4. Content & Housing Location Criteria Overview (1:50 PM, 15 minutes) 

Overview of base maps and informational maps provided to each participant table, 
including methodology behind base map layers and their relevance to affordable 
housing location selection. (Sasaki) 

 
5. Housing Location Selection Exercise (2:05PM, 80 minutes) 

5.1 Introduction to the exercise, explanation of  housing typology menu + Q&A 
(20 minutes) (Sasaki) 

5.2 Group discussion around priorities, each group lists on a pad of paper what 
their priorities are in identifying locations for housing (15 minutes) 

5.3 Individual team work (45 minutes) (All staff serve as guides) 
 

Break + photograph each team’s map (3:25PM, 10 minutes) 

 
6. Housing Location Selection Team Presentations (3:35PM, 30 minutes) 

(Participants) 

 

7. Open Discussion/Q&A (4:05PM, 20 minutes) (Sasaki & RKG) 

 

8. Closing & Next Steps (4:25PM, 5 minutes) (RKG) 

 
 

II. HOUSING LOCATION SELECTION EXERCISE METHODOLOGY 

Participants in the housing location selection exercise will be tasked with identifying locations 
throughout the City of Newton where new units of affordable and diverse housing could be built 
over the next five years. The goal of the exercise is to identify locations for the development of 
affordable housing that the community considers to be priorities. This feedback will serve to 
inform the consultant team’s recommendations for specific site locations in later stages of the 

housing strategy. 
 
To assist the community participants in visualizing the distribution of housing throughout the city, 
each table will be provided with a base map of the city (detailed below and attached), and a 
collection of LEGO bricks representing different housing typologies. For the purposes of clarity 
and consistency, each of the four housing typologies (single family, multifamily 2-4 units, 
townhouse, and multifamily apartments/condos) will be represented by a color and LEGO size of 
its own (across participant tables). To ensure that each table is siting an adequate number of 
housing units across the City, each table will be asked to distribute a minimum number of LEGO 
“studs” (the protruding circular connectors atop each LEGO piece). This mandate will produce a 

common quantity of housing units sited across the participant tables while allowing each 
participant table to include and distribute whatever makeup of typologies they desire. 
 
In an effort to accomplish the City’s goal of eliciting insightful feedback from the community, the 
exercise will be organized under a set of rules, including the following: 
 

 A minimum of 300 LEGO studs (final number TBD) must be placed on each map. Studs 
do not directly translate into a specific number of units, but rather signify a percentage 
of the yet-to-be-determined total affordable housing target number. If 300 studs are 
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sited across the city, each stud equals 1/3 of a percentage point of the total distribution 
of affordable housing. 

 A maximum number of each color/brick type will be given to each participant table (see 
diagram below) to ensure a variety of housing typologies are used. 

 At least one brick of each housing typology must be used. 
 Adjacency and stacking of LEGOs is permitted to signify greater density at a particular 

location. 
 Marking-up maps with pens/markers is permitted to add notes/comments/clarifications. 

 
 
 

 
 
 

III. HOUSING LOCATION SELECTION CRITERIA 

Participants will be given a large-format base map featuring the City of Newton in the context of 
surrounding municipalities, major infrastructure such as roadways and rail lines, major public 
open spaces, and major bodies of water in and around the City. Additional layers will be visible 
on the map to assist participants in understanding the varied opportunities and constraints 
relevant to the siting of new affordable housing units throughout the city. These layers will 
include the following. 
 

 Commuter Rail and MBTA stations/stops (MBTA) 
 MBTA local and express bus routes (MBTA) 
 Zones within a 10-minute walk of bus routes and rail stations/stops (Sasaki) 
 Major commercial/retail zones (Newton GIS) 
 Vacant parcels (Newton GIS) 
 Locations of existing grocery stores with 10-minute walk circles (Sasaki) 
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Additionally, each table of participants will be provided with small-format city-wide maps 
identifying the following: 
 

 Existing land uses (Newton GIS) 
 Existing zoning (Newton GIS) 
 Single-family residential parcels with areas greater than 0.5 acres 
 Redevelopment potential (score based on assessed utilization of parcels) (TBD) 

 

SUPPLIES 

 LEGOs (per participant table): 70 (yellow) 1x2 bricks, 50 (orange) 2x2 bricks, 50 (red) 
1x4 bricks, 20 (blue) 2x4 bricks 

 Base map (one per table) 
 Typologies boards (4, one per typology) 
 Supplemental maps packet (one per table) 

o City of Newton Zoning 
o City of Newton Land Uses 
o Single family residential lots >0.5 AC 
o Existing multifamily lots (4+ units) 
o Residential (MF) projects approved/under construction 

 Pad of large-format sticky paper (one per table) 
 Sign pens (one multicolored box per table) 
 Nametags (assigned a table number) 
 Sign-in sheets (name, town, village, email) 
 Pens (several boxes) 
 Post-it notes 
 Camera 
 Laptop 
 Projector and screen 
 Ziplock bags (LEGOs) 
 Easels (4, if typology menus are printed as boards) 

 

FOLLOW-UP 

The City of Newton will photograph all participant table maps and priorities lists and upload them 
to the Newton Housing Strategy mySidewalk page for public review and comment. 
 



Appendix B: Housing Typology Menus









Appendix C: Housing Location Selection Workshop Base Map



Principles T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 T6 T7 T8 T9 T10 Trends
Walkability 1 1 Accessory apartments 8
Single-floor senior housing 1 New housing in close proximity to transit 6
Housing located close to schools 1 1 New building in village centers 5
Elevatiors/Easy-of-access 1 Single-level units/accessibility of units for seniors and those with disabilities 4
Reuse of buildings 1 Preserve green/open space 4
Higher density residential in built-up areas 1 1 Oak Hill needs better transit service 4
Higher intensity residential in existing homes 1 Proximity to retail/services 3
Greater density of existing uses 1 Avoid/minimize tear-downs 3
More housing available to young people (encourage putting down roots) 1 A range of housing for a range of incomes 3
Encourage intergenerational interaction (village centers) 1 More multifamily 3
New housing in close proximity to transit 1 1 1 1 1 1 Zoning is important 2
More mixed use development 1 Housing for young people/families 2
More multifamily housing 1 1 Walkability 2
Zoning important (consistent and predictable) 1 1 Multifamily housing along Route 9 2
Housing should have adequate parking (location and technology changes) 1 Preserve character of villages 2
Clear and predictable rules for development 1 Reuse of buildings for housing 2
Design factors matter 1 Higher density of existing uses 2
Accessory apartments by right (well regulated with architectural standards) 1 1 1 1 1
Commonwealth Avenue should have dedicated bike lanes to Boston 1
Multifamily by right (with strong standards and rules) 1
Desire for universal/accessible units 1 1 1
Build in Village Centers (subject to limits such as height, density) 1 1 1
Housing attainable for all income levels, whether rental or ownership 1 1 1
City should have housing production plan 1
Different kinds of housing for different times (ages) of life 1
Don't reduce open space 1 1 1
New housing within walking distance of services (grocery stores, pharmacy, post office, bank) 1 1 1
New housing near open land, parks, playgrounds 1
Better to use existing structures than to build new structures 1
New construction if necessary to meet other principles 1
Build a mix of mixed-age and age-restricted housing 1
Housing above retail in village centers (max. of 3-4 stories, in all village centers throughout city) 1
New housing should create least possible reprecussions throughout the city 1
LEGOs on board = significant growth, which majority oppose 1
Build over the Pike 1
Reconstitute the village centers to strengthen commercial viability 1
More moderate-income range housing 1
Avoid/minimize tear-downs (through zoning)
Conversions (renovation/rehab) of existing housing stock 1
Affordable (<50% AMI) 1
Mixed use (4.3) (qualified) in village centers (over the pike, max. 3 stories, not in parking lots) 1
Prefer T2 over T3 (3.2 & 3.3) (converting historical) 1
Too many McMansions that tear down good affordable homes 1
ADA accessible transit in Newtonville (frequency) 1
Oak Hill transit needs to be improved before building multifamily housing there 1
Multifamily housing in Newton Upper Falls 1
Increased parking in Newton Centre to accompany multifamily housing (underground) 1
Housing where all the failed restaurants have been in four corners (underground parking lot) 1
Build multifamily housing along Route 9 (except public transit is inadequate) 1
Commercial areas strengthened with some residential units adjacent 1
Keep with character of village 1
Mixed use where there is a strong commercial base 1
Identify/build in underdeveloped land 1
Cohesive development 1
Consortium with Watertown and Waltham 1
High density buildings near transit 1
Encourage multiple units within single family 1
High density must be mixed use with amenities 1

Principles T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 T6 T7 T8 T9 T10 Trends
Walkability 1 1 Accessory apartments 8
Single-floor senior housing 1 New housing in close proximity to transit 6
Housing located close to schools 1 1 New building in village centers 5
Elevatiors/Easy-of-access 1 Single-level units/accessibility of units for seniors and those with disabilities 4
Reuse of buildings 1 Preserve green/open space 4
Higher density residential in built-up areas 1 1 Oak Hill needs better transit service 4
Higher intensity residential in existing homes 1 Proximity to retail/services 3
Greater density of existing uses 1 Avoid/minimize tear-downs 3
More housing available to young people (encourage putting down roots) 1 A range of housing for a range of incomes 3
Encourage intergenerational interaction (village centers) 1 More multifamily 3
New housing in close proximity to transit 1 1 1 1 1 1 Zoning is important 2
More mixed use development 1 Housing for young people/families 2
More multifamily housing 1 1 Walkability 2
Zoning important (consistent and predictable) 1 1 Multifamily housing along Route 9 2
Housing should have adequate parking (location and technology changes) 1 Preserve character of villages 2
Clear and predictable rules for development 1 Reuse of buildings for housing 2
Design factors matter 1 Higher density of existing uses 2
Accessory apartments by right (well regulated with architectural standards) 1 1 1 1 1
Commonwealth Avenue should have dedicated bike lanes to Boston 1
Multifamily by right (with strong standards and rules) 1
Desire for universal/accessible units 1 1 1
Build in Village Centers (subject to limits such as height, density) 1 1 1
Housing attainable for all income levels, whether rental or ownership 1 1 1
City should have housing production plan 1
Different kinds of housing for different times (ages) of life 1
Don't reduce open space 1 1 1
New housing within walking distance of services (grocery stores, pharmacy, post office, bank) 1 1 1
New housing near open land, parks, playgrounds 1
Better to use existing structures than to build new structures 1
New construction if necessary to meet other principles 1
Build a mix of mixed-age and age-restricted housing 1
Housing above retail in village centers (max. of 3-4 stories, in all village centers throughout city) 1
New housing should create least possible reprecussions throughout the city 1
LEGOs on board = significant growth, which majority oppose 1
Build over the Pike 1
Reconstitute the village centers to strengthen commercial viability 1
More moderate-income range housing 1
Avoid/minimize tear-downs (through zoning)
Conversions (renovation/rehab) of existing housing stock 1
Affordable (<50% AMI) 1
Mixed use (4.3) (qualified) in village centers (over the pike, max. 3 stories, not in parking lots) 1
Prefer T2 over T3 (3.2 & 3.3) (converting historical) 1
Too many McMansions that tear down good affordable homes 1
ADA accessible transit in Newtonville (frequency) 1
Oak Hill transit needs to be improved before building multifamily housing there 1
Multifamily housing in Newton Upper Falls 1
Increased parking in Newton Centre to accompany multifamily housing (underground) 1
Housing where all the failed restaurants have been in four corners (underground parking lot) 1
Build multifamily housing along Route 9 (except public transit is inadequate) 1
Commercial areas strengthened with some residential units adjacent 1
Keep with character of village 1
Mixed use where there is a strong commercial base 1
Identify/build in underdeveloped land 1
Cohesive development 1
Consortium with Watertown and Waltham 1
High density buildings near transit 1
Encourage multiple units within single family 1
High density must be mixed use with amenities 1

Appendix D: Participant Principles Summary



Appendix E-1: All Typology Combined Distribution Map



Appendix E-2: Single Family Typology Combined Distribution Map



Appendix E-3: Multifamily (2-4 Units) Combined Distribution Map



Appendix E-4: Townhouse Typology Combined Distribution Map



Appendix E-5: Multifamily (Apt/Condo) Typology Combined Distribution Map



Appendix F: Total Typologies Placement Breakdown by Participant Table
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