Town of Brookline
Advisory Committee Minutes
April 28, 2022
To access a recording of this meeting, click on the link and enter the passcode below:
https://brooklinema.zoomgov.com/rec/share/Q8CqPSUtI17Rh6Lkzv__0E85Rm8reItPsBT4lUaT0VYkhGnwYoD69FkZVPPaA61.E9svujyrB9nTxwTj
Access Passcode: y0gx2?GE

Present: C. Scott Ananian, Carla Benka, Ben Birnbaum, Harry Bohrs, Clifford Brown, John Doggett,
Dennis Doughty, Katherine Florio, Harry Friedman, David-Marc Goldstein, Neil Gordon, Susan Granoff,
Kelly Hardebeck, Anita Johnson, Georgia Johnson, Alisa Jonas, Janice Kahn, Carol Levin, Pam Lodish,
Linda Olson Pehlke, Donelle O’Neal, David Pollak, Stephen Reeders, Carlos Ridruejo, Lee Selwyn, Alok
Somani, Christine Westphal
Absent: Amy Hummel (on sabbatical)
Also Attending: Human Resources Director Ann Braga; Building Department Project Administrator
Anthony Giugli; Recreation Director Leigh Jackson, DPW Commissioner Erin Gallentine, Deputy Town
Administrator Melissa Goff, Town Counsel Jonathan Simpson, Petitioner for WA 27 Don Warner, CoPetitioner Clint Richmond; Petitioner for WA 26 Deborah Brown; Petitioner for WA 32 Ryan Black;
Phoebe Ramler, Brian Logee, Regina Frawley, George Vasios, Stephen Gold, Frank Bilotta, Faith
Michaels, Lorena Marcal, Benedicte Hallowell, John Herbert, Brian Cormier, Ryan Speaker, Perry
Grossman, Kimberly Richardson, Luciana Schachnik, Geovani Aquilar, Jonathan Golden, Bonnie Bastien,
Naomi Sweitzer, Marissa Vogt, Elizabeth Schafer, Mariah Nobrega, Jenny Lewis, and other members of
the public.
The meeting was called to order at 7:00 PM.
Announcements: Pursuant to this Board‘s Authority under 940 CMR 29.10 (8), all Advisory Committee
Members will be participating remotely via telephone or video conferencing due to emergency
regulations regarding the Corona virus. The Chair has reviewed the requirements of the regulations.
There is a quorum physically present and all votes taken will be recorded by roll call so all above listed
Advisory Committee members will be allowed to vote.
7:00 pm

Public Comment

George Vasios – Homeowner close to North Brookline commented in opposition to leaf blower article..
Are there any significant improvements to be gained by these amendments? What cost would be borne
by landscapers and homeowners?
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Stephen Gold – Agree with Faith and George. Battery powered blowers work only enough to blow grass
clippings not leaves and not wet leaves. The batteries don’t last very long and are very expensive. The
plan in place now is a good one. Summer is quiet. Only a small window to use blowers in the Spring and
in the Fall, only a small minority requesting these changes.
Faith Michaels – With all happening in the world, we are going after low hanging fruit. Leaf Blowers have
been brought up to current codes.
Benedicte Hallowell – I was on Leaf Blower Committee, 2 blowers don’t make more noise than 1. I agree
with Stephen, George and Faith. I heard people will cut down their trees rather than pay for someone to
rake leaves. Why are we picking on leaf blowers? We need weed whackers, chain saws, etc. All are tools.
The program in place is a good one if people follow the rules.
Lorena Marcal – We do need these for heavy clean ups. Raking is not sufficient and will take away
wages.
7:15 pm

Presentation, discussion and possible vote on Article 7: Authorize the acceptance and
granting of easements in the areas of 19-21 and 25 Brington Road. (Building and
School Departments)

Ben Birnbaum on behalf of the Schools Subcommittee gave highlights of the subcommittee report which
is attached and linked to these minutes. By a vote of 4-0-0 the subcommittee recommended favorable
action.
The Article essentially reconfirms an agreement that has existed for some time. WA 7 would preserve
these established rights enjoyed by the owners of those residential buildings and by the Town,
permitting owners of 19-21 and 25 access to their properties along a new Town service road on the 22
Tappan property, and allowing Brookline access along that service road to Town infrastructure on the
private properties. The easement the Town receives relates to a small portion of land belonging to 19-21
Brington that has on it some fencing, a light pole, a conduit that runs underneath it and three parking
spaces put in by the Town that will be used by the owners of 19-21 Brington. This easement will allow
the Town to have access and maintain the property
Questions, Comments, Discussion
Building Department Project Administrator Anthony Giugli had nothing further to add.
A MOTION was made and seconded for favorable action on WA 7. By a VOTE of 24-0-7 the Advisory
Committee recommends favorable action on WA7.
7:30 pm

Further discussion and possible vote on WA 26: Amend Article 3.16 of the Town’s
General Bylaws pertaining to the Park and Recreation Commission (Brown et. al)

This article was discussed by the Advisory Committee at a previous meeting. The petitioner Deborah
Brown offered a brief overview of the issue at hand. Leveling the playing field for people with different
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incomes and making children feel part of the community through recreation and play. Make children the
backbone of Parks and Recreation and how can make sure all kids can be represented. Prepare a
comprehensive plan every 5 years and an annual plan on how to engage low income families and
qualifications for these programs. Qualification criteria refers to State law that builds on Federal law.
Look at children and consider them when we think about how we look at open space.
Questions, Comments and Discussion
Q: Have you come up with an estimate to the Parks Department to determine these subsidies? A:
$1,100,000 is the estimate and they would need to hire additional people and purchase more
equipment.
Q: The Section 3.16.6 WOMEN AND DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS ENTERPRISE is covered elsewhere, in
Purchasing Department and state regulations. A: We want them to be thinking about working with
women and minority owned businesses so if each department is not thinking about this it won’t happen.
But there is already a specific protocol in place for this.
Comment: Unless this article has substantially changed from when the subcommittee looked at it, in
terms of value of play and who isn’t currently engaged – this doesn’t ensure any of this will ever happen.
The issues seem to be budgetary. The bylaw changes duties of the commissioner but it doesn’t insure
that one additional penny will go to anyone who might benefit from increased participation in the
recreation programs. There seems to be a disconnect between what the petitioner seeks to do and what
the bylaw would do.
Comment: Push back on some statistics regarding disparity. There is an overstatement here. Response:
Data was from Park and Rec and Census Data.
Comment: There was a review of “shall” clauses.
Comment: Need to pay attention to our Park and Rec department especially if we are expanding
participation. But unclear as to what the actual need is. What is the percentage of the number of
children that participate in recreation programs? A: Leigh Jackson, Recreation Director responded - I
don’t have the exact figure but we recently put together a report of financial aid over that last 5 years.
But we have never done a comprehensive report on usage.
Comment: No one disagrees that we could increase participation at all levels in our recreational
programs but maybe this should be a policy (examples were given) rather than a bylaw. Ask Park and
Rec Commission or anyone else they want to work with (Housing, CDICR, School nurses and social
workers, a team). Mandating this as a bylaw reduces the ability of people to approach this. Both
subcommittees voted unanimously to refer to Park and Rec.
Comment: Reflecting on what we heard from Leigh – the points made by Deborah are important but we
may need to have more of an assessment before we make a decision. Carla’s point about enshrining this
in a bylaw is also well taken.
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Deborah responded to the bylaw / policy issue: People have to obey laws whereas a policy is a
suggestion, a statement of what is intended to do in the future and that will not help kids now. Laws are
enforceable, policies are not. This would require commissioners to take certain steps.
Comment: There is $500K in ARPA funds stipulated for recreation scholarships.
A MOTION was made and seconded for the original motion.
A MOTION was made and seconded to refer to the Parks and Rec. Commission for further consideration.
By a VOTE of 19-4-2 the Advisory Committee recommends referral.
7:55 pm
Presentation, discussion and possible vote on Article 27: Amend Article 8.31 of the
Town’s General Bylaws pertaining to leaf blowers (Warner)
Janice Kahn, Chair of the Ad hoc subcommittee on WA 27 gave a summary of the report from the
hearing and meeting which is attached and linked to these minutes. She highlighted three new sections
in this bylaw: we have regulations in place and DPW sends them out to landscapers along with a form
certifying that they have received the regulations and have read them, have trained their employees on
the regulations, and that their employees will use equipment that is in compliance with the by-law.
There is a $25 registration fee. Commercial operators are required to train all employees to comply with
the regulations in the by-law. Permitting requirements and training are now included in the bylaw,
which also raises the fine for noncompliance. These fines go to the operator but revert to homeowner
after 90 days if not paid.
Sticking point is the date that this will take effect. Lexington passed a ban that goes into effect for
landscapers in 2024 and residents in 2025. We suggested 2027 to allow people who invested in new
equipment would be able to recoup their investment.
The Town has been successfully transitioning from gas to electric leaf blowers.
The Ad Hoc Subcommittee recommended Favorable Action on WA27, as amended to include a gaspowered leaf blower ban commencing in March of 2027, by a vote of 3-0-0. The Subcommittee also
unanimously recommends adding a full-time position to the DPW for code enforcement.
Petitioner Dan Warner acknowledged that Janice did a good job capturing this information and he would
be happy to answer any questions from landscapers and the Advisory Committee members.
Questions, Comments and Discussion
Q: Thank you to the public for their comments. Raised economic issues – increase in costs, firms pulling
out of Brookline, loss of income and some people will chop down trees rather than rake leaves. Did the
Subcommittee investigate the efficacy of these comments? Do we know the economic impact of this
Article? We need to take these comments seriously.
A: We did not have a detailed review of this data. Loss of wages would be a wild guess. Commissioner
Gallentine noted that they sent out information to landscapers and they got 60 responses back and that
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may indicate that people would choose not to work in Brookline. Batteries are more expensive than gas
blowers and run out frequently so does increase costs for landscapers.
Q: Regarding fines what is the logic of the shift from property owners / building managers to
landscapers. A: Homeowners not aware of what is going on since not home during the day, and don’t
read the literature. Majority of complaints come from their neighbors, as a neighbor who has called in
violations on my street, creates tension among the neighbors. The reason the fines are proposed to
increase is because where they are now is just cost of doing business but we want to encourage
landscapers to comply with the regulations and increasing the fines will achieve that end.
Comment: I think this WA keeps coming up is because of lack of compliance with the current bylaw we
have. I understand how difficult it is to do leaves through different methods. Half of May, June, July,
August and September I hear leaf blowers 5 days a week that are out of compliance. I commend DPW
for their heroic efforts in compliance. I support that we recommend another compliance FTE at DPW.
Q: What is the cost of having sufficient enforcement power? What is the current circumstance and what
will it cost to make this done? A: Recycling Coordinator responding to these calls and he ultimately left.
We did request a full time position for Code Enforcement not just for leaf blowers, but sidewalk
construction, noise bylaw violations, and snow and ice, and so we really are looking for support so we
can respond to year round citizen requests – policy, public education and outreach, etc. It starts at $76K
with about $15K in benefits.
Q: What is involved with a landscaper being registered with DPW? A: They can do it online.
Q: What if they are not registered? A: There is a warning and they are given an opportunity to sign up
and register, if they don’t and they are caught a second time there is a fine.
Comment: This is concerning for companies that work regionally. I am a trustee at a condominium and
they come to our property, they don’t mostly speak English, and it is all done through a third party and it
is hard to control what they do. No win situation about this fining system. Spending out Town funds for
an additional person in DPW for all of the other needs and lack of staffing seems absurd. I don’t like the
fumes or the noise, but on the greater priority list I don’t think I can support this.
Q: For petitioners are you fine with the timeline and are there other communities doing the same thing?
A: We would be the most conservative. Lexington goes out three years and that is for landscaping
companies and they give an extra year for residents who use gas powered leaf blowers and can recoup
the loss until they have to buy an electric one.
Clint Richmond, co-petitioner pleased the subcommittee is willing to review this again. At this point we
are not going to move our original motion. Our intention was a more aggressive timeline. Arlington will
be debating their leaf blower schedule and it is comparable to Lexington’s timeline.
Comment: Compliance is a real issue. Very difficult to determine when decibel level is too loud. Gas
powered leaf blowers are damaging to workers – fumes and noise.
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Comment: I have a 7500 square foot lot and as old trees die we have been replacing them. I own an
electric leaf blower and it is insufficient. Disagree that most property owners don’t know that their
landscapers are using gas powered blowers. If we are serious about having this debate to ban them, the
fine should be with the homeowners and not the firms. It is more expensive if you are asking people to
rake leaves because it takes more time. This is on the margin of our issues with gas and pollution. Focus
the priorities of the Town where we are going to get a bigger bang for our buck.
Q: Does extending the effective date address any concerns? A: Stephen Gold responded. We are happier
that the date has been pushed out to 2027 but no one knows whether by then battery powered blowers
will be sufficient. It is the same with electric cars. The goal is to go all electric but achieving that goal will
probably take closer to 10 years. Hope we can leave the law as it is and as the technology improves we
can revisit this in 5 years.
Comment: In California there is a regulatory agency that is granted the power to say we aren’t ready yet
and they can push it forward. Also have set aside funds to help people to purchase the equipment that
aligns with their law.
Commissioner Gallentine added I think the challenge is DPW is in a unique situation regarding the scope
of space we manage. I worry that it would put us in a role that there will always be folks saying there is a
hardship and we are not ready. I don’t know if Public Works should be making that determination.
Already awkward regarding enforcement since some of our crews are in the same industry. Yes we will
opine on things but this more of a Town Meeting issue and perhaps that is where it should stay.
Q: Can someone remind me which communities have this? A: Arlington,
Q: This proposed position of code enforcer, that person has to be responsible for writing 300 tickets just
to pay for the position. Has there been a discussion to allow police during periods when you can’t use a
gas blower, and then you just get a citation (regardless of decibel level) – A: That is the current bylaw.
And the police can enforce it but they are not actively enforcing it.
Comment: History regarding enforcement – 2017 Civilian Enforcement because prior to that was done
by the Police Department. Change over occurred as a result of that Town Meeting.
Comment: Newton is not looking at a ban, just limiting times of the year and decibel level.
Comment: Regarding cost recovery this position would cover all of its costs in a year.
Q: Out of all companies how many are using blowers that are too loud? A: We don’t know that number.
Comment: We send out over 150 queries to companies but not all are permitted and some don’t use
leaf blowers but may do garden design or construction. Not everyone we reach out to is using a leaf
blower in their business.
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Comment: There is a number of battery powered leaf blowers on the market. Steel ETA 200 battery
powered has a run time of 8 hours at full blast. The air volume is 553 cubic feet per minute. The one we
currently have on our bylaw is less than that so the electric can be better.
Clint Richmond, co petitioner answered some questions and offered some closing comments which can
be heard on the meeting recording linked above.
Erin responded to the question about complaints: 141 complaints receive; 48 warnings issued.
A MOTION was made and seconded for Favorable Action on WA 27 as amended to include a gas
powered leaf blower ban in 2027. By a VOTE of 11-12-3 the motion fails.
8:20 pm

Presentation, discussion and possible vote on Article 32: Resolution Regarding calling
for an end to the US embargo of Cuba (Black)

Because this warrant article is a resolution and has no financial nor operating implications for the Town,
the Capital subcommittee voted 6-0-0 to not make a recommendation. Furthermore, the members of
the Subcommittee agreed to urge the full Advisory Committee to consider the same approach.
A MOTION was made and seconded for No Recommendation on Article 32. By a unanimous VOTE of 260-0 the Advisory Committee has No Recommendation.
Comment: Town Meeting passed the same thing in 2016 and this is a resolution that will have no effect
on anyone. Don’t see why we should go through 45-60 minutes again. Suggest we send the prior
resolution to Jake Auchincloss – forward the 2016 amendment to the congressman. Ask the Town Clerk
to send this and the article becomes moot. Also suggest sending to Markey and Warren.
Comment: We have different Town Meetings and they may or may not have the same opinion 6 years
hence and let this Town Meeting decide if they want to pass it and send to our current representative.
Ryan Black responded I don’t intend to take up time at Town Meeting and am open to moving this
around as is most equitable for the betterment of the public.
8:40 pm

Continued discussion and possible vote on Article 8: Final FY 23 Budget Vote, including
School Department and Building Department budgets and Conditions of
Appropriations

The Chair offered some highlights on how the Advisory Committee has improved their processes for
Departments and petitioners and shared concerns about budget amendments. A comprehensive
account of this budget discussion is available through the recording link listed above.
Advisory Committee members shared lengthy comments about various appropriations that can be
reviewed in the meeting recording in detail.
Lee Selwyn commented about the School Town Partnership formula.
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Harry Friedman suggested the School needs to do a deep dive about what they need to do about lower
enrollment and look at adjustments like other Town departments.
Cliff Brown, Chair of the AC School Subcommittee addressed the concept of excess revenue. Every year
the Town waits to see what the State budget will be and health care charges will be and then look at
what is available in May. The increase goes through the Town School Partnership formula. An
elaboration can be heard on the Zoom recording.
Harry Bohrs offered an amendment to the FY23 SCHOOL DEPT BUDGET BY SUBSTITUTION TO
$125,098,883. By a VOTE of 23-3-0 the amendment passes.
Discussion continued about the Town School Partnership formula and the confines of legislation. The
purpose is for planning and identifying goals.
David Pollak shared information about labor being subject to collective bargaining and the challenges of
overrides and the loss of educators. Don’t believe we have profligate department and don’t appreciate
the prejudicial commentary. The comments of poor faith are poorly considered and don’t belong in our
debate.
Comment: Brookline pink slips earlier than other communities through an agreement by unions. Schools
would like to be able to do it later. Our program is looked at as a model by other communities. I think it
is failing and we need more conversations. For the people who are at the table maybe a new Town
Administrator may be an opportunity to change and balance this and improve the partnership.
There was discussion about potential pay studies to see where we are to comparable communities.
Melissa Goff added the collective bargaining reserve will help us implement the findings. We have both
fire and police to consider.
Q: Will your planned study go into the question of our vacation policies? We lost our library director
because of our vacation policy. A: The issue about vacation is you get 2 weeks to start and doesn’t
include other leave time. We are considering this but not in the same study. We will provide information
to the Select Board and AC as it becomes available.
Q: Is there any flexibility in the array of benefits we offer? A: Some restrictions based on equity and
collective bargaining. Pre COVID times we offered transit passes as pretax benefit. So we are looking at
other creative options.
A MOTION was made and seconded on the budget as projected (see spreadsheet attached). By a VOTE
of 23-0-0 the budget is passed.
11:07 pm

Other business

There being no other business, a MOTION was made and seconded to adjourn. By a unanimous vote the
meeting adjourned at 11:07 pm.
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Documents Presented (linked and attached to these minutes)
https://www.brooklinema.gov/DocumentCenter/Index/2503























RB_Cuba res_Petitioner Questionnaire - 2022
RB_big tech ballot question res_Petitioner
2022 04 05 Schools Subcommittee Report on WA 7 Final Copy
Response to Ad Hoc Subcommittee Report on WA27
Leaf Blower Warrant Article 2022 4.26.22
FINAL Warrant Article 31 AC Subcommittee Hearing
Petitioners Presentation WA27
OpenLandv3
Public Comment WA 27 0
Public Comment WA 27 0
Petitioners Presentation WA27
Permitted Commercial Landscapers List 2022
2022 04 05 Schools Subcommittee Report on WA 7 Final Copy
Advisory Committee Questionnaire-DWarner_ECG
Leaf Blower Warrant Article 2022 4.8.22 0
2022 04 26 Capital Subcommittee Report on WA 32 (final)
2022 04 19 Joint Capital and Administration and Finance Report on WA 26 Final
Leaf Blower Warrant Article 2022 4.26.22-2
2022 04 28 Ad Hoc Subcommittee Report on WA27 final
Lexington Organic Landscapers list
parks and rec419AC
WA 27 Comment V Smith

VOTES
Vote 1

Vote 2

Vote 3

Vote 4

Vote 5

Vote 6

Vote 7

# Votes Yes

24

11

0

19

26

23

23

# Votes No
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Warrant Article 7 – To see if the Town will authorize the Select Board, on such terms and
conditions that are in the best interests of the Town, to accept and grant easements at 19-21
Brington Road and at 25 Brington Road. [See PDF attached]
The Schools Subcommittee held a public hearing on WA 7 on Tuesday, April 5, 2022, at 5 p.m.
via Zoom. Present were members Cliff Brown (Chair), Scott Ananian, Ben Birnbaum, and
Katherine Florio. Also present were Building Department project administrator Anthony Giugli,
and Associate Town Counsel Jonathan Simpson.
To watch the public
hearing:https://brooklinema.zoomgov.com/rec/play/RlV60KfWzF6vvqqKVJleR2sk7kU6M02
ykSRgE4cdugVCBzOqkJ3fLfF3B07ZeJTQZXkt2uOI1bCW7CAI.Ek4OTytG3iVP23pE?conti
nueMode=true
Passcode: s4Jqj&7t
Executive
Summary:

19-21 and 25 Brington Road are residential buildings that stand immediately
to the west of 22 Tappan Street (formerly 111 Cypress Street), a property that
Town Meeting, in November 2017, voted to take by eminent domain, subject
to existing easements, for the construction of a high school building. The
school building opened in January 2022. WA 7 would preserve these
established rights enjoyed by the owners of those residential buildings and by
the Town, permitting owners of 19-21 and 25 access to their properties along
a newTown service road on the 22 Tappan property, and allowing Brookline
access along that service road to Town infrastructure on the private
properties. The easement the Town receives relates to a small portion of land
belonging to 19-21 Brington that has on it some fencing, a light pole, a
conduit that runs underneath it and three parking spaces put in by the Town
that will be used by the owners of 19-21 Brington. This easement will allow
the Town to have access and maintain the property.
The Article authorizes the Select Board to give and receive such easements.

Voting Yes
will...
Voting No
will...
Financial
impact [if any]
Legal
implications [if
any]
Introduction

Reaffirm rights and conveniences currently enjoyed by the Town and abutters
and agreed to by those parties.
Compel the Town to redraft the proposed easements to meet the concerns of
Town Meeting while current easements remain in effect.
None foreseen
None foreseen.

See above under Executive Summary.
Discussion
Q: Who would be responsible for snow/leaf removal on the portion of private property that falls
under the easement? A: The Town. Q: Have the abutters and the Town reached a final
agreement? A: One question remains open [as of the date of the hearing here described], a query
by one of the abutters as to whether the proposed agreement would provide the Town with
sufficient access to Town infrastructure on his/her property. The answer offered at the SC
meeting, which as of 4/5/22 had yet to be provided to the abutter, was yes.
Recommendation: Favorable Action by a vote of 4-0

RIGHT OF WAY TO
PARKING PARKING &
FORMER GARAGE
EASEMENT ON BROOKLINE HILLS CONDOMINIUM
PROPERTY FOR: PARKING SPACES, DRIVEWAY,
CURBING, FENCE FOUNDATIONS, FENCE, LIGHT POLE,
BELOW GRADE CONDUIT FOR LIGHT POLES

Warrant Article 26
TOWN OF BROOKLINE, MASSACHUSETTS
Joint Public Hearing of the Advisory Committee’s
Administration and Finance and Capital Subcommittees
A Joint Public Hearing of the Advisory Committee’s Administration and Finance and Capital
Subcommittees was held via Zoom on Tuesday, April 19, beginning at 5:30 p.m. to review Warrant
Article 26.
The meeting was recorded. The recording is available at:
https://brooklinema.zoomgov.com/rec/share/fZjiwmpTcLTsChDFrJyamRjVOqaiYHwrSuBkW8h3rXy
G3YZ3in8p-n3lO-9yRd9I.9HgSxfBumk6p1IeN

Passcode: 2+w+w=sQ
Participants
Members of the Sub-committees: Carla Benka, Kelly Hardebeck, Carol Levin, Harry Friedman, Harry
Bohrs, Stephen Reeders, John Doggett, Neil Gordon
Deborah Brown, petitioner
Leigh Jackson (Director of Recreation)
Nancy O’Connor, Antonia Bellalta, Theresa Mooney
(members of the Parks and Recreation Commission)
Betsy DeWitt, CTOS
Sean Lynn Jones, CTOS
Regina Frawley
Jean Berg, CTOS
____________________________________________________________________________________
Carla Benka, Capital Subcommittee Chair, presided.
The committee members had received, shortly before the meeting, from Ms. Deborah Brown, a mark-up
of Article 3.16 of the Town by law which WA26 proposes to amend. Not all participants of the meeting
had seen this most recent draft.
Deborah Brown presented the Warrant Article for the petitioners.
Ms. Brown summarized that the objective of WA26 is to encourage participation in Recreation programs
by children who may not be able to otherwise afford it. A further objective was to provide for periodic
assessment of the Recreation programs.
Ms. Brown noted that the benefits of getting more children involved were numerous and would include:
curbing obesity, increasing executive functioning, and developing social skills. A large cohort of children
cannot afford to take advantage of the current Recreation programs, in the view of the petitioners. 14% of

Town students receive a free lunch (~1090 students). This number is a proxy for the maximum potential
increased demand for an expanded program. Annual costs of the program had not yet been estimated and
could be as much as $2 million (maximum, if all eligible children chose to participate) but were likely to
be less.
Following the presentation, the chair opened the floor for questions and comments.
Nancy O’Connor, Vice-chair of the Park and Recreation Commission noted that the Commission was due
to meet on April 26 and further discuss WA26 with a view to refining the draft after hearing more from
the petitioners. She said that it was not clear whether a bylaw was the best way to achieve the petitioners’
objectives which, in general, she agreed with. Antonia Bellalta of the Commission further noted that there
were a number of questions as to the demand for the expanded programs, in terms of the number of
additional participants, and how the proposed changes to the operation of the Commission would be
implemented and paid for.
The Recreation Director, Leigh Jackson, pointed out that the Recreation programs are operated under a
cost recovery program in each area of activity. Any excess funds are used to provide financial assistance,
as is laid out in the Policy for the program on the Town web site. HUD categories are used to determine
how the aid is dispensed. She noted that the Recreation Department partners with, inter alia, Steps to
Success and Brookline Mental Health, to apply for grant funding. Betsy DeWitt commented that more
aggressive efforts to apply for grants from non-profits could be one way to help fund the expansion of
access to Recreation programs.
It was noted that, to expand access to Recreation programs, outreach to potential participants was needed
in addition to financial support. In terms of outreach, Ms. Jackson noted that the Department was working
with Brookline Housing Authority to put on an event (“Cinco de Mayo”) to assess what programs could
be of interest in that community. She further noted that recently-implemented new software would help
identify poorly-served areas within the Town.
Sean Lynn-Jones noted that other communities adopt a range of methods of paying for expanded access to
Recreation programs, including fully free programs. He reviewed the several ways to fund such programs,
including a subsidy through Town appropriation, increasing fees on those who can afford to pay and a
private scholarship fund, as in Newton. He suggested that a trial program of three years, funded perhaps
by ARPA, might help to determine what works and the extent of the demand. The information gained
from such trial would help formulate a plan going forward.
It was noted that the WA26 draft includes the requirement for a periodic assessment of Recreation
programs. Several meeting participants noted that more information was needed on these proposed
reviews and the scope and extent of the financial support needed for expanded access before a view on the
proposed changes of WA26 could be properly considered. An answer to these questions, a clearer
understanding of the current status of access to programs, and further consultation with the Park and
Recreation Commission to determine its position on the proposals was deemed advisable by several
Advisory Committee members. There was some doubt as to whether the by law, if enacted, would
achieve the purpose intended or whether another approach would be better.
The chairwoman asked whether the petitioners would have the Park and Recreation Commission take this
proposed article and look at the policies that have been interwoven into the by law and have the
Commission work on those policies and report back to town meeting in November.

Mr. Neil Gordon moved that the subject matter of WA26 be referred to the Park and Recreation
Commission for further consideration. Members of both subcommittees voted in favor of the referral
motion without dissent, Harry Bohrs recusing himself.
Conclusion: the subject matter of WA26 was referred to the Parks and Rec. Commission for further
consideration by a vote of 7-0.

Author: Ryan Black, Town Meeting Member Precinct 6
To see if the Town will adopt the following resolution:
Opposition to Big Tech ballot quest
Resolution opposing state ballot question on defining and regulating app-based drivers
____________________________________________________________________________
WHEREAS, on the November 2022 ballot, there will be a state ballot question which if approved
would define rideshare company drivers as independent contractors; and
WHEREAS, independent contractors are entitled to far fewer benefits and workplace
protections than employees; and
WHEREAS, corporations like Uber, Lyft, and DoorDash are the ones pushing for Massachusetts
voters to make this change; and
WHEREAS, such a change in employment status and labor law would result in prevent rideshare drivers from legally being able to unionize in the future; and
greater exploitation of drivers by legally defining a group of gig workers as a subclass are to be
paid less than minimum wage.
WHEREAS, everyone should be entitled to a living wage, decent working conditions, and
bargaining and power in the workplace;
WHEREAS many argue corporate interests shouldn’t be allowed to dictate public policy by
bankrolling campaigns that diminish workers’ rights.
____________________________________________________________________________
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT Brookline Town Meeting expresses its strong
disapproval of defining rideshare company drivers as independent contractors; and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that Brookline Town Meeting asserts that corporate interests
shouldn’t be allowed to dictate public policy by bankrolling campaigns that diminish workers’
rights; and.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that Town Meeting encourages the people of Brookline (and the
larger Commonwealth) to vote no on the November 2022 ballot question seeking to make this
change.
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Warrant Article 32 – Calling for an end to the US’s embargo of Cuba
Report of Capital Subcommittee
Recommendation: No Recommendation, by a vote of 6-0 with no abstentions and no absence.
Executive
Summary:

This Warrant Article 32 resolves to urge immediate restoration of engagement
with Cuba, active pursuit of collaboration and to strongly urge the MA
senators and our Representative to the US House to introduce and pass
legislation lifting travel restrictions.

Voting Yes
will...

Resolve to urge immediate restoration of engagement with Cuba, encourage
collaboration between Brookline institutions and their Cuban counterparts,
and strongly urge our Senators and representative to the U.S. House to
propose and pass legislation to lift travel restrictions on US citizens to Cuba
and Cuban citizens to the U.S..
Town Meeting would not encourage restoration of engagement with Cuba and
urge Federal legislation.
None identified.

Voting No
will...
Financial
impact
Legal
implications

None identified.

Introduction and Discussion.
Warrant Article 32 asks Town Meeting to reaffirm Warrant Article 20 that was passed (voting
result unknown) at the Spring 2016 Town Meeting. The Spring 2016 WA20 resolved to support
ending the United States’ economic, commercial and financial embargo against Cuba and urged
respect for Cuba’s sovereignty. The petitioner believes the prior resolution should be reaffirmed
because Jake Auchincloss was not our Representative in the U.S. House at the time WA20 was
passed.
Meeting Recording
Initial public hearing:
Evaluation Methodology/Research
● n/a
Recommendation
Because this warrant article is a resolution and has no financial nor operating implications for the
Town, the Capital subcommittee voted 6-0-0 to not make a recommendation. Furthermore, the
members of the Subcommittee agreed to urge the full Advisory Committee to consider the same
approach. Voting Yes: Carla Benka, Carol Levin, Harry Friedman, John Doggett, Pam Lodish,
and Alok Somani.

Advisory Committee – Warrant Article Questionnaire - Instructions
2022

Thanks for submitting a warrant article to Town Meeting. The Advisory Committee (the
“AC”) assigns all articles to a subcommittee, which holds a public hearing that you should
plan on attending. The subcommittee chair or a designee will work with you to set a
mutually convenient date, within the confines of the time the subcommittee has available.
You do not need to make a formal presentation to the subcommittee, but it would be
extremely helpful if you would complete the questionnaire below, answering only the
questions that are relevant to your article. Please note that completing this questionnaire is
discretionary. There is nothing to compel a sponsor under Massachusetts General Laws or
the Town Bylaws for anything that is being requested.
Please enter your responses on this form1 and email it at least three days in advance of the
subcommittee hearing to the subcommittee chair and to lportscher@brooklinema.gov.
Providing your responses in advance will make the subcommittee hearing more efficient
and quite possibly more satisfactory to all parties. (You may be asked for more detail at the
hearing.)
After its hearing, the subcommittee will prepare a report for the AC, and you will be invited to
attend a meeting of the Committee. The AC may decide to accept the subcommittee’s
report without debate. In that case, the subcommittee’s report will be included in the
Combined Reports, a document that is published in advance of Town Meeting and
distributed to all Town Meeting Members. Alternatively, the AC may have a full discussion
and debate, and then vote on a recommendation.
If that happens, you will be able to respond to questions and make a brief statement just
before the full AC votes.
Note that the AC provides only recommendations to Town Meeting, and Town Meeting is
not required to accept those recommendations. In addition, you will have an opportunity at
Town Meeting to present your case for passing the warrant article.
We strongly recommended that you consult with Town Counsel or the Town Meeting
Moderator to ensure that the article you submitted is in proper form, especially if it
involves amending the Town’s General Bylaws or Zoning Bylaws. And if it involves
Zoning, be sure to consult with the Community Planning & Development Department.
Contact information for all parties is available on the Town’s website.
See pages 3-4 of the Town Meeting Handbook, which explains how Town Meeting
addresses warrant articles.
Thank you again for engaging in the civic life of the community.

1

This is a fillable PDF, so you don’t need Word or one of its alternatives, For tech support with

the form, contact msandman@brooklinema.gov.

Advisory Committee – Warrant Article Questionnaire
2022

Today’s Date

April 7th 2022

Warrant Article #

32

Article Title

Resolution Regarding calling for an end to the US embargo of
Cuba

Petitioner(s)

Ryan Black, TMM p6

Petitioner’s email

RyanBlackMedia@gmail.com

Not all of these questions apply to all warrant articles. Just answer the ones that do, SAVE
the form, ideally with a new file name, and send it back to the chair of the subcommittee
charged with vetting your article and to lportscher@brooklinema.gov. Thank you.
Question
1

Provide the most recent version of the
article exactly as it is intended to be
voted on by Town Meeting. Please
highlight any changes from the
version that was originally submitted.

Responses (Enter N/A for “Not Applicable”)
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1Oz
Et6Suc8gWaI_ngUon6anj95EaVx8fl/edit?u
sp=sharing&ouid=1025122168206921947
33&rtpof=true&sd=true

2

3

Goals & Benefits
(Briefly, or send a separate file):
a. What is the intended policy goal
of the proposed Warrant Article?
b. Why is this important for the Town?
c. Is this something that the Town
should do, especially if there are
State or Federal resources
dedicated to the issue?
d. How does the policy goal and the
proposed action solve a problem?
Does it provide a new benefit, or
extend some existing benefit?
e. Could Town staff or a Town Board
or Committee address the issue
effectively without action by
Town Meeting?

In short, the intended policy goal is for
Brookline Town Meeting to reaffirm its support
for ending our federal government’s embargo
of Cuba. And, in turn, urge our Federal level
representation to act accordingly. When Town
Meeting previously passed a resolution on this
matter, Jake Auchincloss was not our
Representative in the U.S. House.

Does the petitioner, now or in the
future, have an equity interest or
realize a direct or indirect financial
benefit from positive action by Town
Meeting?
If so, what are those interests or
benefits? Please disclose any
potential conflict of interest.

I have no equity interest related to this matter.
Nor do I stand to benefit financially from Town
Meeting passing this resolution.

Why is this important to the Town? The greater
Boston area, including Brookline, is home to a
great amount of medical and pharmaceutical
research. Similarly, Cuba despite the obstacles
imposed by the embargo has made great
strides in the fields of medicine and healthcare.
Lifting the embargo would open the door to
productive exchanges of knowledge and
collaboration; such benefits are made that
much more desirable considering we all are in
the midst of a pandemic.

Advisory Committee – Warrant Article Questionnaire
Fall 2021

4

Question

Responses (Enter N/A for “Not Applicable”)

General questions:
a. Why is the proposed solution
workable and effective?
b. Is there a financial benefit
from the proposed solution?
c. Who will benefit and who
might not benefit from the
proposed action?
d. What are the perceived pros and
cons, both in the short and long
term?
e. What research on the topic
supports or does not support the
proposed article? f. What alternatives
to the proposed action were

Weighing in on international affairs is
something which Town Meeting has a history of
doing.

considered?
5

Consider the impact on town
infrastructure (parking, roadways,
parks, etc.); residents; the
environment; employers; etc. Are
there
potential adverse effects from
positive action on the article by
Town Meeting?

N.A.

6

Consider town priorities and
allocation of funding. What amount of
funding might be required to start
and maintain the proposed action?
What is the source of those funds?
How does the proposed article fit
within the operating and/or capital
budgets?

This article is merely a resolution, not
re-allocation of funds.

7

How does the proposed
article and implementation
impact the Town
administration and staff priorities?
Will a department either need to
divert staff from an existing program,
subcontract the work or add staff?

This article is merely a resolution, not a by-law
or policy change.

8

Who will be responsible for
implementing the action that a
favorable vote will require? Has the
petitioner consulted with those
participants?

The resolution does not task any Town staff or
body to draft a second message upon passage;
the passage of the resolution itself is sufficient.

9

Community Outreach:
a. What steps has the petitioner
taken to assure that interested
parties were
notified and provided an
opportunity to participate in the
preparation of the proposed
article?
b. Are there are Town Boards or
Committees that might be
consulted? c. If another board or
committee has considered the
action of the proposed article,
please include a summary of the
discussion and outcome.

N.A.

10

Prior Articles:
a. Do you know whether Town
Meeting previously considered any
Warrant Articles that address the

(Continue on next page)

same or similar topic? If so, do you
know what the

Advisory Committee – Warrant Article Questionnaire
Fall 2021

Question

11

Responses (Enter N/A for “Not Applicable”)

outcome was?
b. How does the proposed article
differ from ones that were
previously
considered?
c. Is there new information or are
there new circumstances to
support raising an issue that was
previously considered by Town
Meeting?

Yes, Town Meeting passed a similar resolution
in Spring of 2016.

Anything else you would like the
subcommittee to know?

N.A.

The new circumstances that warrant Town
Meeting re-affirming its support of this cause
are:
1) the fact that our Federal-level representation
in the US House has changed, and 2) how the
pandemic has exacerbated the hardships the
embargo imposes on Cuba plus made clear the
potential benefits of ending the policy (ex: joint
medical pursuits).

Warrant Article 27 – Gasoline Powered Leaf Blower Restrictions
Recommendation: The Ad hoc Subcommittee recommends Favorable Action on WA27, as
amended to include a gas-powered leaf blower ban commencing in March of 2027, by a vote of
3-0-0. The Subcommittee also unanimously recommends adding a full-time position to the DPW
for code enforcement.
Executive
Summary:

Voting Yes
will...

WA 27 seeks to amend Article 8.31 of the General By-Laws which regulates
the operation of leaf blowers in the Town. Its short-term goal is to improve
compliance with existing leaf blower regulations; its long-term goal is to
phase out gas-powered leaf blowers (GBLs) in Brookline. The by-law seeks
to ban the use of GBLs on properties with less than one acre of open space (as
defined by the Town’s zoning by-law) effective March 15, 2024. It maintains
the current exemption of the Town from the provisions of Article 8.31. The
proposed by-law adds definitions, requires annual registration with DPW for
all commercial operators, and raises the fines and shifts the responsibility of
paying the fines from the property owner to the commercial landscaper until
and unless the violation remains unpaid for 90 days.
The Subcommittee was concerned about the 2-year time frame for
compliance because more efficient, longer-lasting battery-operated leaf
blowers are still in development, and it is not clear when commercially-viable
electric leaf blowers will be available to the industry. Therefore, mandatory
replacement of gas-powered by electric blowers before replacements are
readily available at reasonable cost could put a financial burden on both
landscapers and residents. The Subcommittee recommends changing the
effective date from March 15, 2024 to March 15, 2027. Additional DPW
staffing would be necessary to ensure compliance with the leaf blower
regulations and the Subcommittee recommends adding a full-time position for
code enforcement to DPW.
(a) Add Walk Behind equipment to the definition of leaf blowers;
(b) Add a definition for “Commercial Operator” that would include any
individual or entity who does landscaping;
(c) Eliminate the exemption of nonresidential property owners with more
than 5 acres of land;
(d) Make explicit in the by-law that commercial operators must register
annually with DPW prior to operating leaf blowers in Brookline, and
that list must be made publicly available;
(e) Specify that contractors must train all employees on the provisions of
the by-law;
(f) Ban the operation of gas-powered leaf blowers on properties with less
than one acre of open space effective March 15, 2027;
(g) Amend the fines to apply only to the Commercial Landscaper; any
fines unpaid for 90 days fall to the property owner for payment;
(h) Make all violations and penalties cumulative regardless of location
and rolled over from year to year.

(i) Increase the fines for second and subsequent offenses.
(j) Maintain an exemption for Town departments.
Voting No
will...
Financial
impact [if any]

Keep the current by-law in place.
The current by-law is complaint-driven with the DPW largely responsible for
responding to complaints, with help from the BPD on weekends and outside
working hours. The DPW cannot keep up and respond to potential violation
calls, as their staff are doing other full-time jobs. If the Town is required to
improve violation response time, then we would need to add one full-time
employee for code enforcement for this article and the recently passed
warrant article on vegetative sidewalk obstructions. The petitioners estimate
the cost + benefits to be about $80,000, which would come from the General
Fund, primarily property taxes.
Unclear if there are legal implications

Legal
implications [if
any]
Introduction
The regulation of leaf blowers in the Town has been studied, debated and laws enacted since
2008, when it was incorporated into the Town’s Noise Control By-Law 8.15. In 2016 TM
approved major changes in the leaf blower control by-law which among other changes, allowed
for a violation to be assessed not only on the perpetrator, but the property owner as well. Also,
TM passed a resolution to enable the DPW to investigate and enforce any leaf blower violation.
The petitioners have four objectives: (1) reduce the noise of leaf blowers, (2) reduce carbon
production to improve the environment; (3) reduce toxic exhaust of gas-powered devices, and,
(4) improve compliance with leaf blower by-laws.
Evaluation Methodology/Research

●https://www.brooklinema.gov/DocumentCenter/View/25283/Brookline-Town-By-Laws
Article 8.31 Leaf Blower Control current bylaw.
●https://www.brooklinema.gov/DocumentCenter/View/10374/MCLB---Final-Report-Oct2016?bidId=
Final Report Moderator’s Committee on Leaf Blowers
●https://www.brooklinema.gov/DocumentCenter/View/10375/Appendices-Final-Oct2016?bidId=
Appendices to the Moderator’s Committee on Leaf Blowers
●https://www.brooklinema.gov/DocumentCenter/View/10376/Additional-Information---MCLBOct-2016?bidId=
Additional Information: Moderator’s Committee on Leaf Blowers
●https://www.brooklinema.gov/DocumentCenter/View/21301/Leaf-Blower-Regulations-Final021520
Town of Brookline Leaf Blower Regulations
●GIS map prepared by the IT Department identifying properties that are 1 acre of open space,
subtracting building footprints.

● April 9, 2022 Memo from Commissioner of Public Works, Erin Chute Gallentine, Kevin
Johnson (Highway and Sanitation Director) and Alexandra Vecchio (Director of Parks & Open
Space)
● https://www.latimes.com/california/story/2021-12-09/california-regulators-phaseout-new-gaspowered-lawnmowers-and-leaf-blowers
Regulations by the California Air Resources Board will ban the sale of new gas-powered leaf
blowers and lawn mowers starting in 2024 and portable generators by 2028. The ban, signed into
law by Governor Newsome, is based on a belief that battery technology will improve and
become more widely available before the effective date – but will do an annual review to
determine whether that date is on target or needs to be delayed. It does not ban existing gaspowered equipment, which can continue to be used. The state has set aside $30M to help
professional landscapers transition from gas-powered to zero-emission equipment.
●https://californialocal.com/localnews/santa-cruz/ca/article/show/1612/1612-leaf-blower-banexplained/
●https://www.lexingtonma.gov/sites/g/files/vyhlif7101/f/uploads/motion_art_10_noise_landscap
e_revised_11.18.21_11.03pm_final.pdf
Lexington TM in November 2021 approved a gas-powered leaf blower ban by a vote of 85%. A
citizen petition put the ban on the March 2022 ballot and it passed by a vote of 55%. Its effective
date is 2025 for landscapers; 2026 for residents.
●https://www.landscapeprofessionals.org/images/NALPFTP/NALP/advocacy/documents/leafblo
wers%20position%20paper.pdf
National Association of Landscape Professionals position paper opposes “across-the-board” bans
of gas-powered leaf blowers,.
Discussion
The Ad Hoc Subcommittee of the Advisory Committee held a public hearing on Zoom on WA
27 – To amend Section 8.31 of the Town’s General By-Laws on April 12th at 5:00 pm. Attending
were the Petitioners Donald Warner, Virginia Smith (TMM P4), Clint Richmond (TMM P 6) and
Maura Toomey (TMM P8); DPW staff Erin Chute Gallentine (Commissioner, Brookline DPW),
Kevin Johnson (Director, Highway and Sanitation), Alexandra Vecchio (Director, Parks & Open
Space); Landscapers Faith Michaels (TMM P5), Steven Gold, John Garrant, Stephen
McLaughlin; and landscape workers Gustavo, Mr. and Mrs. Frank Brilotta, Lorena Marcal, and
Catherine Hanss; Residents Michael Segal, Britt Lee, Phoebe Ramler, George Vasios, Carlos
Ridruejo (TMM P14, AC), Julian Fisher, Jenny Lewis and Benedicte Hallowell (TMM P15);
Subcommittee members Janice S. Kahn (TMM P15, Co-Chair), John Doggett (TMM P13),
Stephen Reeders and Georgia Johnson.
Meeting Recording:
https://brooklinema.zoomgov.com/rec/share/YQRODD3HLWmsSPS8pDdREzNT_NoRrAzvWMs62S3HB4eISkStQaMnYKjzXB7PJmN.n9nQy06BuexHrEOC Passcode:
^20PnuXm

The Ad Hoc Subcommittee held a second meeting on Zoom on April 26th at 3:30 pm to discuss
the proposed changes to Section 8.31. Attending were Petitioners Donald Warner and Clint
Richmond (TMM P 6); DPW Commissioner Erin Chute Gallentine, Kevin Johnson (Director,
Highway and Sanitation) and Alexandra Vecchio (Director, Parks & Open Space); SB member
John VanScoyoc; and Subcommittee members Janice S. Kahn (TMM P15, Co-Chair), John
Doggett (TMM P 13) and Stephen Reeders.
Meeting Recording:
https://brooklinema.zoomgov.com/rec/share/nA6gASia-8z38MJxJtRhyGnOuL0H6FB0sdnkZp_tRY4KsXW05U3DjwvxoilfPEy.Ltc7t4VRGQkVkZK4
Passcode: LT@2^Be
At the public hearing, the Subcommittee heard from the petitioners of WA27, landscaper
company owners who work in the Town, landscape workers, as well as from residents. In all the
testimony there were at least 16 members of the public who spoke, most of whom were against
the ban; only one was in favor of the warrant article as written.
The Petitioners: The Petitioners explained the changes to Article 8.31 of the Town’s By-laws
that are being proposed under WA27 and noted that the goals of the amendments are two-fold:
(1) to improve compliance by landscape companies with the current by-law, and (2) to respond
to the urgency of climate change mitigation by requiring electric leaf blowers be used
exclusively, starting on March 15, 2024. The proponents of the by-law note that electric leaf
blowers have greatly improved since the current leaf blower by-law was amended in 2016 and
that electric leaf blowers are somewhat quieter than gas-powered ones.
The Landscapers: The Subcommittee heard from a number of landscapers who expressed a
number of concerns: (1) that the industry has hit a plateau when it comes to batteries and that the
technology is still 8 – 10 years away from being able to completely substitute electric leaf
blowers; (2) the batteries don’t last long enough on each charge, particularly at the highest levels
(15 minutes) and are expensive to replace; (3) electric leaf blowers are not yet good enough for
leaves, and particularly wet leaves in the Fall cleanup; (4) lithium batters are flammable and burn
very hot; (5) a complete ban of gas-powered blowers would significantly reduce their income;
(6) they urged education over fines to get higher compliance.
The Residents: The Subcommittee received a letter and testimony from a Crafts Road resident
who purchased a gas-powered leaf blower a few years ago, who argued that it didn’t make sense
to prohibit a homeowner from using a leaf blower that complies with the current, from
continuing to use that leaf blower while still operable. Another resident who served on the 2016
Moderator’s Committee on Leaf Blowers, expressed concerns about the focus on leaf blowers,
which she noted is a tool, when there is other noise-producing equipment (such as AC units and
snow blowers) which are not regulated. One resident in favor of WA27 was hopeful that the
equipment will become more available, and who described an incident in violation of the current
by-law, supporting the need for greater compliance.

Both landscapers and residents who hire landscapers spoke against the amendments proposed in
WA27. Residents were concerned that they would lose their landscaping service (who may also
do snowplowing in the winter) who would just find work elsewhere.
The Subcommittee discussed the amendments to the by-law and had considerable reservations
about the impacts of passing it with the current language. It was agreed that there is a need for
better compliance with the current by-law, which comes down to a need for better enforcement.
The petitioners also recognize the need for a dedicated person for enforcement within the
Department of Public Works. DPW Commissioner Gallentine, pointed out that a full-time
employee would be needed for this type of code enforcement because experience has shown that
violations often happen after hours and on weekends and the person would need to flex their
hours to try to have some coverage outside of normal work hours. Additionally, the Town has
been receiving more requests for enforcing sidewalk obstructions, trash, accessibility etc. and
feels that there is more than enough work for a full-time person to educate, manage and enforce
these types of town by-laws.
The Ad Hoc Subcommittee did not come to any conclusions about WA27 on the 12th and so, by
unanimous consent, at that time had no recommendation to the Advisory Committee, but in
listening to the concerns about lack of enforcement of the current by-law, by a unanimous vote
of 4 in favor, voted to recommend that a new staff position of code enforcer be added to DPW.
On April 26th 2022 the Subcommittee met with the petitioners again on Zoom to have a more
thorough discussion of the proposed changes to the section 8.31.
In the interim, the petitioners made changes in response to subcommittee member comments
heard at the first meeting. The article now retains the language of the current bylaw in 8.31.3 (a)
to maintain the exemption of nonresidential property owners over 5 acres, (c) 7,500 sq. ft. for the
simultaneous operation of two gas-powered leaf blowers and (d) and keeps the current 67 dBA
noise level. The petitioners also restored the language regarding the Town’s exemption. The
petitioners also submitted a document addressing issues raised by those opposed to the warrant
article. They noted among other issues: (1) that the Stihl BGA 200 battery-powered leaf blower
compares well to the Stihl BR 500 (65 dB) gas-powered leaf blower; (2) in their view the
amendments would not add complexity to the existing regulations; (3) compliance with the
current regulations is not working, with only 21 landscapers out of a reported 100+ having
registered with DPW so far this year.
Enforcement of the current partial ban is deemed “a failure” by the petitioners and therefore
believes a complete gas-powered blower ban is required to solve the violation of the partial ban.
One Subcommittee member noted the experience of Santa Monica CA, which has a population
about 30% larger than Brookline, and has had a complete ban in effect since the 1990’s. In 2017,
the local newspaper noted “More Than 3,500 Violations of Santa Monica Leaf Blower Ban
Reported in Three Years”. To put this in context, in Brookline, we average around 100-140
reported violations per year. The member expressed concern that a full ban would lead to a
significant increase in potential violations that would exceed the capacity of a single staff
position at the DPW. One of the petitioners reached out to the Santa Monica code enforcement

division to find out more information about their leaf blower ban. The petitioner learned that the
city has a well-staffed code enforcement division within their Planning Department, and a simple
way of filing complaints either on-line or by phone. The petitioner asked about increased
violations since the ban went into effect and learned that the numbers had decreased, not
increased.
The Subcommittee looked again at the Definitions section and agreed with Commissioner
Gallentine that the addition of “leaf blowers on wheels” was helpful clarifying language. The
new definition of “Commercial Operator” was felt to be understandable and no longer a concern.
The petitioners were no longer recommending changes to the wording in 8.31.3 (a), (c) and (d),
responding to the Subcommittee’s concerns. Commissioner Gallentine also felt that new
language in which a warning followed by fines would accrue and not reset at the end of the year
would be helpful for enforcement.
The new sections 8.31.3 (e), (f) and (g) already exist in the Town’s regulations for landscapers
doing business in Brookline, and these additions codify them in the by-law section 8.31. The
Subcommittee discussed these changes with Commissioner Gallentine who noted that last year
about 51 landscapers registered. The DPW has a mailing list of about 150 landscapers and hopes
to grow that database. There is a $25 fee for registering and landscapers can mail in the form
which must be signed and states that they understand the regulations, they have trained their staff
on the regulations and that their staff must use equipment with a manufacturer’s sticker showing
the equipment is compliant. There was a discussion about the need to do more outreach to
residents as well as landscapers. Leaf blower bylaw and regulations:
https://www.brooklinema.gov/954/Leaf-Blower-Information
The single point that remained unresolved was the petitioners new 8.31.3 (h) which sets March
15, 2024 as the effective date, and which the Subcommittee felt should be changed to March 15,
2027 to allow for technology improvements in battery-operated leaf blowers, which would lead
to more efficient, lower cost equipment.
The Subcommittee learned that the Town is making progress with transitioning to electric leaf
blowers. Alexandra Vecchio told the Subcommittee that there are currently 47 pieces of
equipment that are battery-operated, of which leaf blowers represent 23 pieces. There are 44
pieces of gas-powered equipment, including 1 ride-on blower, 5 push blowers and 38 backpack
blowers (of which 34 are below 67 dBA). There are only 4 red max gas blowers, which can
generate noise up to 103 dB still in use – down from an original 35.
One of the concerns of the Subcommittee is cost. Electric leaf blowers cost about $400, which is
a little cheaper than a gas leaf blower which costs about $500. However, each battery costs
$1500, which adds considerable cost. The experience of the DPW is that the batteries last 1 to 2
years at most. DPW uses commercial electric handheld leaf blowers with a back-up battery and
can do many functions not needing the higher power. In the case of electric backpack leaf
blowers, the full blower weight is held by the operator’s arm, compared to gas-powered
backpack leaf blowers where the operator just guides the tube, making it less burdensome for the
landscape worker. The hope is that since technology in electric leaf blowers has improved over
the past five years, it will continue to improve and become less expensive in the next five years,

which is why the Subcommittee is recommending an effective date of March 15, 2027. Another
variable that the Subcommittee considered was the life-cycle of the equipment for both
landscapers and residents who may have purchased gas-powered leaf blowers. Should this
warrant article pass, anyone with newly-purchased equipment would in any case need to replace
it within 5 years. Extending the effective date from 2024 to 2027 would give those who work
and/or live in the Town sufficient notice to prepare for the ban.
The petitioners pointed out that other communities have earlier effective dates, including
Washington DC, which has a ban that went into effect 1/1/2022, and that there already exists
sufficient alternatives. This remained an unresolved point and the Subcommittee is
recommending changing the effective date from March 15, 2024 to March 15, 2027. The rest of
the language in that section, which exempts properties with one acre of open space or more, was
discussed but not changed.
Recommendation
The Ad Hoc Subcommittee, at the first meeting, by a vote of 4 in favor, 0 opposed and 0
abstentions, recommended the addition of a full-time inspector/code enforcement position in the
Highway and Sanitation Division of DPW. That recommendation remains.
The Ad Hoc Subcommittee at the second meeting by a vote of 3 in favor, 0 opposed and 0
abstentions recommends favorable action on the warrant article as amended:
(h.) Commencing March 15, 2024 2027, no gas-powered Leaf Blowers shall be used on any
properties with less than one acre of open space (as defined in the Town’s zoning by-law),
except the Town may operate gas-powered Leaf Blowers at any time for life-safety uses,
such as clearing sidewalks, streets and school grounds.

APPENDIX:
WA27: The list of all changes to Section 8.31 that were proposed in the original warrant article.
o 8.31.2 (a) Added Leaf Blowers on wheels – which the Subcommittee was felt
unnecessary since the definition is for “any portable powered machine…”
o 8.31.2(e): New definition “Commercial Operator” refers to any “individual or entity”
providing a landscaping service for a fee. The language is similar to the recently-passed
Lexington by-law, but members of the Subcommittee felt that it could be interpreted for a
high school student who is paid to do such service.
o 8.31.3(a) Removes the reference to the exemption of nonresidential properties containing
at least 5 acres of open space. Subcommittee members were not sure of the purpose of
removing that language.

o 8.31.3(c) changes 7,500 to 20,000 square feet for properties allowing no more than 2 gaspowered leaf blowers to be used on the property simultaneously. This change raised a
number of concerns. (1) it would only apply to properties in South Brookline, since DPW
is exempt from the by-law; (2) it would mean leaf blowers in operation for a much longer
period of time to clear the larger square footage, creating more of a noise concern; (3) in
tests done by the Moderator’s Committee, it is not noticeably noisier when multiple leaf
blowers are operating simultaneously.
o 8.31.3(d) changes the dBA level of leaf blowers from 67 dBA to 65 dBA. According to a
member of the Moderator’s Committee, that change is not noticeable and unnecessary.
Lexington, MA has a 78 dBA at 50 feet limit.
o 8.31.3(e) is a new section stating that a “commercial operator” must be permitted
annually to operate in Brookline. Landscapers right now register with the Town; this
formalizes it within the by-law.
o 8.31.3(f) is a new section stating that the DPW shall make available a list of permitted
“commercial operators” to all property owners or managers.
o 8.31.3(g) is a new section requiring “commercial operators” to train all employees on the
by-law and give them a copy.
o 8.31.3(h) is a new section banning gas-powered leaf blowers on all properties with less
than 1 acre of open space in contrast to 1-acre lots as of March 15, 2024.
o 8.31.5 Maintains the Town’s exemption with new language.
o 8.31.8(a) is a new section requiring permits from all Commercial Operators doing
business in Brookline and assesses penalties for those who do not.
o 8.31.8(b) is amended to state that the Commercial Operator will be assessed fines for all
violations. The fines have been increased from $50 to $200 for a second office and from
$100 to $300 for a third offense. A fourth offense will result in suspension of a permit,
which is in the current by-law. Further, the Article states that penalties accrue by
Operator and not by location and the penalties will roll over from year to year.
Importantly, if the fines remain unpaid for 90-days they will be assessed against the
property owner. $300 is the highest fine the Town can impose. Lexington’s by-law has a
maximum of $200.

ADVISORY COMMITTEE QUESTIONNAIRE

Today’s Date

April 6, 2022

Warrant Article # 27
Article Title

Gasoline Powered Leaf Blower Restrictions

Petitioner(s)

Don Warner, Virginia Smith, Clint Richmond and Maura Toomey

Petitioner’s email

donaldwarnerarch@gmail.com

1. Provide the most recent version of the article exactly as it is intended to be voted on by Town Meeting.
Please highlight any changes from the version that was originally submitted.
See the attached document.
2. Goals & Benefits (Briefly, or send a separate file):
a. What is the intended policy goal of the proposed Warrant Article?
b. Why is this important for the Town?
c. Is this something that the Town should do, especially if there are State or Federal resources
dedicated to the issue?
d. How does the policy goal and the proposed action solve a problem? Does it provide a new benefit,
or extend some existing benefit?
e. Could Town staff or a Town Board or Committee address the issue effectively without action by
Town Meeting?
Answers:
a. Short‐term goal is to improve compliance with the existing leaf blower regulations. Long‐term goal is
to phase out gas‐powered leaf blowers (GLBs).
b. GLBs directly impact the health and safety of Town residents by:
i. Contributing to climate change. GLBs emit the same level of hydrocarbons in less than 30
minutes than a mid‐size truck driving over 500 miles.
ii. Creating noise pollution and impacting the enjoyment of the outdoors. With more people
working at home, as well as taking advantage of their backyards, this noise level can be
disruptive and debilitating. The quality of the noise from GLBs is extremely disruptive. It can
penetrate house walls and windows from as far as 200 feet, and can easily be heard from a
distance of 300 feet away. The noise from battery powered Leaf Blowers dissipates after 100
feet.
iii. By generating harmful substances. These include combustion, carbon monoxide, volatile
organic compounds (VOCs ‐ such as the known carcinogens benzene and formaldehyde), and
nitrogen oxides, and particulate matter (carbon soot) from the burning of gasoline. All of these
can irritate and lodge in the lungs of humans and pets, and cause respiratory issues. Many of

these linger in the immediate atmosphere after the engine is shut off. Carbon monoxide can
cause heart disease. People with conditions such as asthma are more vulnerable.
c. Yes.
d. It will help to eliminate the negative impacts to health and safety listed above in paragraph b.
e. No. At the 2019 Fall Town Meeting, two warrant articles were presented to limit the use of GLBs.
Those warrant articles were substantially redacted after DPW offered to increase the enforcement of
the leaf blower by‐law. DPW proposed a tightening of the regulations including annual permits which
would require private landscape companies to provide current contact information, and sign an
agreement stating that they had read, understood and would adhere to the by‐law regulations under
the pains and penalties of perjury. DPW also proposed to increase enforcement by assigning
additional staff to issue citations and fines. DPW was not able to add additional staff because of
budget constraints but did take action to train existing staff to assist in enforcement. DPW also wrote
additional regulations which were adopted by the Select Board, rewrote the brochure explaining the
leaf blower regulations, did a press release, and sent out letters to commercial landscapers. About 60
landscapers signed up and received permits in 2021. However, many commercial landscapers active in
Brookline have not taken out annual permits, and some of those that have permits have been cited for
violations. In summary, enforcement as currently structured does not effective decrease violations of
the leaf blower regulations, and now it is time to take stronger action to address the GLB problem.
3. Does the petitioner, now or in the future, have an equity interest or realize a direct or indirect financial
benefit from positive action by Town Meeting? If so, what are those interests or benefits? Please
disclose any potential conflict of interest.
Answer: No.
4. General questions:
a. Why is the proposed solution workable and effective?
b. Is there a financial benefit from the proposed solution?
c. Who will benefit and who might not benefit from the proposed action?
d. What are the perceived pros and cons, both in the short and long term?
e. What research on the topic supports or does not support the proposed article?
f. What alternatives to the proposed action were considered?
Answers:
a. The current regulations are easily misunderstood since they are based on specific seasons and types
of GLBs. They are too nuanced for most landscapers and property owners to understand, and difficult
to enforce. Penalties are not strong enough, and the enforcement response to violations is slow and at
times non‐existent. Registered landscapers often just ignore the regulations since the penalties and
chances of being caught are very low. The phasing out of GLBs make compliance and enforcement less
complicated. There will be no seasonal restrictions. The difference in noise levels between GLBs and
battery powered leaf blows can be easily distinguished from a great distance which eliminates any
confusion.
b. No.

c. Town residents will benefit. Professional landscapers might not benefit, especially in the early years
of implementation.
d. The pros short and long term will be a healthier and quieter Brookline, and the reduction in the use
of fossil burning fuels. The cons short‐term will be that some landscaping companies may raise their
rates, which will level off over the long‐term as battery powered leaf blowers become more
affordable.
e. See the attached documents on the harmful effects of GLBs.
f. 2019 warrant articles proposed restrictions greater than the existing by‐law but were defeated in
Town Meeting.
5. Consider the impact on town infrastructure (parking, roadways, parks, etc.); residents; the
environment; employers; etc. Are there potential adverse effects from positive action on the article by
Town Meeting?
Answer: No. All tasks currently done by GLBs for properties with less than 20,000 sq. ft. of open space
can be done by battery‐powered blowers. Certain types of GLBs will still be permitted for use on
properties having more than 20,000 sq. ft. of open space. Furthermore, DPW would still be permitted
to use GLBs.
6. Consider town priorities and allocation of funding. What amount of funding might be required to start
and maintain the proposed action? What is the source of those funds? How does the proposed article
fit within the operating and/or capital budgets?
Answer: Without the Police Department taking on a significant share of the enforcement, DPW will
need to add one full‐time employee to enforce the proposed action. The annual cost of that employee
including benefits is estimated to be about $80,000. Given that DPW's 2022 budget is over $16.6
million, a half percent increase is not unreasonable.
7. How does the proposed article and implementation impact the Town administration and staff
priorities? Will a department either need to divert staff from an existing program, subcontract the
work or add staff?
Answer: See the response to question 6 above.
8. Who will be responsible for implementing the action that a favorable vote will require? Has the
petitioner consulted with those participants?
Answer: DPW, unless assigned to others. DPW has been consulted and modifications will be made to
the Warrant Article to reflect their concerns.
9. Community Outreach:
a. What steps has the petitioner taken to assure that interested parties were notified and provided an
opportunity to participate in the preparation of the proposed article?
b. Are there are Town Boards or Committees that might be consulted?
c. If another board or committee has considered the action of the proposed article, please include a
summary of the discussion and outcome.

Answers:
a. The petitioners have reviewed the warrant article with DPW and forwarded a copy to Faith Michaels
a local commercial landscaper. Ms. Michaels has not responded to the petitioners. The warrant article
was discussed with other commercial landscapers who expressed strong disapproval with the current
leaf blower by‐law and an unwillingness to consider more restrictive regulations.
b. The petitioners plan to review with the Department of Public Health and the Zero Emissions
Advisory Board.
c. N/A
10. Prior Articles:
a. Do you know whether Town Meeting previously considered any Warrant Articles that address the
same or similar topic? If so, do you know what the outcome was?
b. How does the proposed article differ from ones that were previously considered?
c. Is there new information or are there new circumstances to support raising an issue that was
previously considered by Town Meeting?
Answers:
a. In November 2015 Warrant Articles 10 and 11 were considered by Town Meeting. Article 10
proposed banning the use of leaf blowers which failed. Warrant Article 11 proposed regulating the
use of leaf blowers which passed. In November 2016 Warrant Article 23 proposed consolidating
leaf blower regulations into a single by‐law which passed. In November 2019 Warrant Article 22
and 23 proposed to limit the use of GPLs. Article 22 was withdrawn by the petitioner to give DPW
the opportunity to improve and implement the enforcement of the existing by‐law and allow more
time for the development of battery‐ operated leaf blower technology. Article 23 was amended by
the Advisory Board which passed Town Meeting.
b. The primary difference is that the proposed article phases out the use of GPLs over a two‐year
period.
c. The new circumstances supporting this warrant article include:
i.
ii.

Climate change is now upon us with the burning of fossil fuels recognized as a major
cause.
The methods of enforcement which have been in effect for seven years have failed.
Landscapers either are unwilling to comply or are confused by the type of GPLs not
permitted for use and by seasonal prohibitions. The penalties for violations do not
provide enough incentive for landscapers to change their methods of operating.
Enforcement has not been effective and is confounded by the complexity of the
current regulations. The difference in noise levels between GLBs and battery powered
leaf blowers can be easily distinguished even from a great distance away which should

eliminate any confusion. The phasing out and eventual elimination of GLBs will make
compliance and enforcement more cut‐and‐dry.
iii.

Leaf blower and battery technology has improved over the past seven years and
continue to see advancements. Batteries can now last over two hours without
needing to be recharged. Furthermore, batteries in the future can be charged using a
clean energy source.

11. Anything else you would like the subcommittee to know?
Answer: Bans and strict restrictions on the use GLBs are occurring nationally and in communities
surrounding Brookline. Lexington has recently voted to ban them, Arlington is voting on a ban in their
upcoming town meeting, and communities such as Cambridge, Boston and Newton are also
considering a ban. It is time for Brookline to take a progressive approach to the health and safety of its
residents, and to the future of this planet.

TOWN of BROOKLINE
Massachusetts
Department of Public Works

Erin Chute Gallentine
Commissioner

Memorandum
To:

Brookline Select Board
Brookline Advisory Committee
From: Erin Chute Gallentine, Commissioner of Public Works
Kevin Johnson, Deputy Commissioner of Operations/Highway and Sanitation Director
Alexandra Vecchio, Director of Parks and Open Space
Date: April 9, 2022
Re:
Warrant Article 27
Cc:
Donald Warner, Petitioner
Park and Recreation Commission
GreenSpace Alliance
Zero Emissions Advisory Board
Warrant Article 27 proposes amendments to Article 8.31 of the General Bylaws pertaining to
Leaf Blower Control. The Department of Public Works has participated in several studies and
amendments to the Leaf Blower bylaw over the past decade. Below is a brief summary of the
changes proposed for Article 8.31, a review of the Town’s use of leaf blowers, availability of
alternate products, and enforcement considerations.
History
Over the past several years, the Town has convened numerous committees, completed an
exhaustive analysis, changed operating practices, created an outreach program, increased
fines, and written/rewritten the bylaws associated with the use of gas powered leaf blowers.
The last report, published in 2016 by the Moderator's Committee on Leaf Blowers, was the
result of over 16 public meetings and research regarding the use, noise, health effects,
property owner and service provider responsibilities, enforcement, communication, efficacy,
best practices and climate impacts of leaf blowers. The effort led to bylaw and enforcement
changes. A subsequent warrant article proposal to further restrict leaf blowers was written
and then rescinded with the promulgation of regulations and increased education. The
current bylaw, Article 8.31 Leaf Blowers, limits all leaf blower use to equipment under 67
decibels and prohibits the use of gas powered leaf blowers except between March 15 and
May 15 and between October 1 and December 31. It limits hours of operation to 8 am – 8 pm
Monday – Friday and 9 am – 6 pm Saturdays, Sundays, and Holidays. Both the property owner
and the landscape contractor (if applicable) are issued citations for violations. The Town and
its contractors are exempt.
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Warrant Article 27 – Proposed Changes
The following are the primary amendments to Article 8.31 as proposed under Warrant Article 27.
Warrant Article 27 expressly states that the definition of leaf blowers includes Walk Behind
leaf blowers that are neither handheld or backpack blowers. This larger piece of
equipment is used to gather significant quantities of leaves and generally reduces the time
of leaf removal.
Warrant Article 27 adds the definition for “Commercial Operator” to include any individual
or entity providing landscaping, yard cleaning or maintenance for a fee. This means that
smaller vendors who may not be official landscape contractors would be subject to this
bylaw if they are providing this service for a fee in Brookline. This is not necessarily a
change in the currently bylaw, but a point of clarification.
Warrant Article 27 amends the limitations on use and strikes the exemption of nonresidential property owners with greater than five-acres of land.
Warrant Article 27 proposes that parcels less than 20,000 square feet, as compared to
7,500 square feet under the current bylaw, may have no more than 2 leaf blowers used
simultaneously.
Warrant Article 27 amends the maximum (dBA) rating of a leaf blower measured from 50
feet from 67 dBA, in the current bylaw, to 65 dBA. dBA is a weighted scale for judging
loudness that corresponds to the hearing threshold of the human ear. dB refers to
decibels.
Warrant Article 27 adds that commercial operations must be permitted by the Department
of Public Works prior to operating leaf blowers in the Town. The permit must be applied
for annually. This requirement exists in current regulations promulgated by the
Commissioner of Public Works. The bylaw also adds that the Department of Public Works
shall make this list available and that property owners or managers will be subject to
penalties if commercial operators are not permitted in advance of use.
The amendment adds language that contractors must train all employees on the
provisions of the bylaw.
Warrant Article 27 adds language “Commencing March 15, 2024, no gas-powered Leaf
Blowers shall be used on any properties with less than one acre of open space (as defined
in the Town’s zoning by-law).
Enforcement is now applicable to both property owners and landscape contractors. If
amended, enforcement to the property owner will only apply if landscape contractors are
90 days overdue with payment of fines. Staff with experience enforcing the bylaw shared
that citation of the home owners was most effective because there are legal ramifications
for residents within the Town of Brookline that help encourage payment of the fine and
require compliance from their contractors.
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Under enforcement and penalties, Warrant Article 27 emphasizes the need for commercial
operators to be permitted by the Department of Public Works, states that violations shall
be assessed against the offending commercial operator or property owner, counts the
number of violations, and therefore associated fines, based on cumulative citations (not
annual), it strikes fines as being applied to both the commercial operator and the property
owner and only has fines written to the commercial operator unless their forfeit payment.
The proposed bylaw amendment increases fines.
Making the Transition to Battery Operated Equipment
DPW believes that it is our responsibility to research and implement the use of the lowest
decibel and emission rated equipment for the performance standard required. We are
transitioning to some 65 db over the 67db blowers and have not seen a significant change in
performance. Each Division crew uses battery-operated leaf blowers for tasks where that tool
is sufficient to accomplish the work. Work crews are now using low emission and decibel rated
equipment and have met with manufacturers to press that they improve their technology to
provide greener options. While eliminating gas-powered leaf blowers is not yet practical or
feasible for the Town, we have made and continue to make operational adjustments that are
greener, and still efficient. See below.

Manufacture

DPW
Battery Operated Equipment
battery life
Equipment
battery type
/hrs.

how long to fully
charge/hrs.

QTY

Greenworks

Handheld blower

82V

0.5

overnight

12

Husqvarna

Hedge trimmer

36v

4

overnight

3

Husqvarna

String Trimmer

36v

4

overnight

10

Husqvarna

Chainsaw

36v

4

overnight

5

Husqvarna

Handheld blower

36v

4

overnight

6

Husqvarna

Back Pack Blower

36v

4 (Backpack)

overnight

3

Mean Green

ZTR Stand On

22kWh

7

overnight

5

Mean Green

ZTR Riding

22kWh

7

overnight

1

Dewalt

Handheld Blowers

20 V

4

2

2

Town Use of Leaf Blowers
The Town utilizes leaf blowers to complete a myriad of necessary tasks efficiently and
effectively. Backpacks, walk-behind blowers, and handheld leaf blowers are essential tools
used by Public Works staff and its contractors to accomplish a number of daily tasks in
parks, playgrounds, town grounds, school grounds, public roads, sidewalks, parking lots, and
commercials areas. The Town manages over 120 sites comprised of 600 acres of land and
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200 miles of walking surfaces on public sidewalks lined by over 11,000 trees, that need to
be clear of leaves and debris. These facilities have a variety of surfaces such as concrete
sidewalks, granite pavers, mulched areas, asphalt, gravel, and lawn. These surfaces require
clean-up of grass clippings, leaves, and other debris. Leaf blowers enable workers to
perform this task effectively and efficiently, especially in mulched and gravel areas, under
trash receptacles, along fence lines, and stairs/corners that cannot easily be raked or
swept. Leaf blowing, as compared to manual raking, has the added benefit of minimizing the
damage to newly installed plants and flowers when removing leaves and other debris from
landscaped areas. Leaf blowers also minimize damage from rakes and brooms on painted
court surfaces, synthetic turf, and the running track. In addition, the commercial areas in
Brookline, including Coolidge Corner, Washington Square, St. Mary's, and Brookline Village,
have a large number of paved surfaces which require clean-up on a daily basis. This
cleaning involves the collection and removal of cigarette butts, paper products, food waste,
leaves, and other vegetative debris. Many of these are in hard to reach locations that can be
dislodged quickly and efficiently with leaf blowers.
During fall leaf season and spring clean-up season about half of the Park and Open Space
Division and Highway Division staff will average about 5-6 hours per day using leaf blowers.
Wet leaves require higher powered leaf blowers for removal that can remain in full operation
during that time period. This is also a critical management practice as part of the Town's
stormwater management program. Leaves that are not collected will not only cause slip and
fall hazards, but clog catch basins and increase flooding problems. Leaf blowers help to
make this effort possible within our limited maintenance staffing.
Communication and Enforcement
Enforcement has been the most significant challenge with the Leaf Blower bylaw. Although
DPW takes the lead on this function, it does not have the personnel or resources to enforce
the bylaw properly. Since the bylaw was amended in 2019, additional DPW personnel were
trained to document and investigate complaints regarding leaf blowers. However, this is in
addition to their regularly assigned functions. Responding to a leaf blower complaint may not
be feasible, for example, if they arise while an employee is working with the public at
household hazardous waste day, addressing complaints for the sanitation route or managing
a sidewalk crew.
The Department has passed regulations, required contractors to obtain an annual permit to
use gasoline powered leaf blowers, and made efforts to increase education of the bylaw by
creating a brochure specific to the use of leaf blowers in Brookline. The brochure, regulations
and permit renewal are sent annually to landscape companies that work in the area.
Overall complaints received by DPW over the last four years regarding leaf blowers were
highest in 2020 and 2021. This is not a surprise since more people were working or attending
school from home due to the pandemic.
Year
2018
2019
2020
2021

No. of Complaints
29
61
141
114

No. of Warnings
1
20
48
37

No. of Fines
2
4
16
25
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As in previous years, complaints that came in after the incident, outside of working hours or
while the staff was occupied with other responsibilities such as household hazardous waste
day or sanitation inspections are still documented. In other cases the complaint could not be
substantiated. In situations where the date, location, and company violating the bylaw were
reported, the staff person was able to reach out to the company and inform them of the bylaw
and repercussions if found in violation in the future. The other complaints resulted in no
violation found. In those cases, there are often other pieces of equipment ranging from large
construction vehicles to weed whackers to chainsaws that were causing noise disturbance,
but are not a violation of the leaf blower bylaw.
Possible Impacts of proposed Amendments to Article 8:31 Leaf Blower Control
As in the past, education and enforcement will be important to the success of the Leaf Blower
Bylaw moving forward. DPW understands the petitioner’s proposal and has tried to increase
education, implement regulations and enforce the bylaw to the best of its ability. Two
challenges of this bylaw is the Town’s inadequate staff to effectively enforce it and the nature
of when the work often takes place; late afternoons and weekends. There is no staff
dedicated to this task and some repeat offenders appear to work around the Town’s regular
operating hours. In addition, when complaints do come in, the violation has often ceased
once a Town employee arrives to inspect and enforce. Not only has this led to frustration on
the part of the residents, but it has led to great frustration on the part of the employees that
feel overstretched and that they are unable to be successful in their primary role with the
Town. Enforcement of the existing or the proposed bylaw should have adequate staff in order
to be successful.
The Department of Public Works is available to discuss best practices, improvements, and
coordination as we move forward. We continue to research new work methods, equipment,
and technology to implement the lowest decibel and emission-rated equipment for the
performance standard required.
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ARTICLE 27_
Petitioner:
Contact:

Don Warner, Virginia Smith, Clint Richmond and Maura Toomey
donaldwarnerarch@gmail.com

To see if the Town will amend Article 8.31 of the General Bylaws, as follows (struck
through text is to be deleted and bold underlined text is to be added:
SECTION 8.31.1: STATEMENT OF PURPOSE
The reduction of noise and emissions of particulate matter resulting from the use of
leaf blowers as well as reducing the use of gasoline and oil fuels, and reducing
carbon emissions into the environment are public purposes of the Town, as are
protecting the health, welfare and environment public purposes of the Town.
Therefore, this warrant article shall limit and regulate the use of leaf blowers as
defined and set forth herein.
ARTICLE 8.31.2

DEFINITIONS

(a.) “Leaf Blowers” governed by this By-law are defined as any portable powered
machine used to blow leaves, dirt and other debris off lawns, sidewalks, driveways,
and other horizontal surfaces. This includes Leaf Blowers on wheels, commonly
known as “walk‐behinds”.
b. “Property Owner” as used in this By-law shall mean the legal owner of record of
real property as listed by the tax assessor’s records.
c. “Property Manager” shall mean any tenant in possession or person or entity in
control of real property, including, but not limited to, a condominium association.
d. “User” means the person or entity using the Leaf Blower at the time of the
violation.
(e.) “Commercial Operator” means any individual or entity providing
landscaping, yard cleaning or maintenance services for a fee.
ARTICLE 8.31.3

LIMITATIONS ON USE

(a.) No Property Owner or Property Manager shall authorize or permit the
operation of Leaf Blowers on property under their control, nor shall any person
operate a leaf blower, except between March 15th and May 15th and between
October 1st and December 31st in each year, and except for Leaf Blowers powered
by electricity which are exempt from this seasonal usage limitation. The provisions
of this Section 3.a. shall not apply to nonresidential property owners but only with
respect to parcels of land that contain at least five acres of open space.

(b.) No Property Owner or Property Manager shall authorize or permit the
operation of Leaf Blowers on property under their control, nor shall any person
operate a leaf blower, except between the hours of 8 (eight) A.M. to 8 (eight) P.M.
Monday through Friday, and from 9 (nine) A.M. to 6 (six) P.M. on Saturdays, Sundays
and legal holidays.
(c.) On land parcels equal to or less than 20,0007,500 (twenty-seven thousand
five hundred) square feet in size, no Property Owner or Property Manager or User
shall operate or authorize the operation of more than 2 (two) gas-powered Leaf
Blowers on such property simultaneously. This limitation shall also apply to
sidewalks and roadways contiguous to such parcel.
(d.) No Property Owner or Manager shall authorize the operation of any Leaf Blower
and no person shall operate a Leaf Blower which does not bear an affixed
manufacturer’s label or a label from the Town indicating the model number of the
leaf blower and designating a noise level not in excess of sixty-fiveseven (657) dBA
when measured from a distance of fifty feet utilizing American National Standard
Institute (ANSI) methodology on their property. Any leaf blower bearing such a
manufacturer’s label or Town label shall be presumed to comply with the approved
ANSI Noise Level limit under this By- law. However, Leaf Blowers must be operated
as per the operating instructions provided by the manufacturer. Any modifications
to the equipment or label are prohibited. However, any Leaf Blower(s) that have
been modified or damaged, as determined visually by anyone who has enforcement
authority for this By-law, may be required to have the unit tested by the Town as
provided for in this section, even if the unit has an affixed manufacturer’s ANSI or
Town label. The Controller of any leaf blower without a manufacturer’s ANSI label
on such equipment may obtain a label from the Town by bringing the equipment to
the town’s municipal vehicle service center or such other facility designated by the
Town for testing. Such testing will be provided by the Town’s designated person for
no more than a nominal fee (which shall be non- refundable) and by appointment
only at the Town’s discretion. If the equipment passes, a Town label will be affixed
to the equipment indicating Decibel Level. In the event that the label has been
destroyed, the Town may replace it after verifying the specifications listed in the
Controller’s manual that it meets the requirements of this By-law.
(e.) A Commercial Operator must be permitted by the Department of Public
Works prior to operating, or allowing any other person to operate, Leaf
Blowers in Brookline. The permit must be applied for annually, and is subject
to conditions, revocation, and suspension.
(f.) The Department of Public Works shall make available to all Property
Owners or Managers a list of the permitted Commercial Operators. Property
Owners or Managers will be subject to the penalties listed in 8.31.8 if the
Commercial Operator they employ are not permitted by the Department of
Public Works.

(g.) Commercial Operator must train all employees on the provisions of this
Article 8.31 and provide them with a copy of the By‐law.
(h.) Commencing March 15, 2024, no gas‐powered Leaf Blowers shall be used
on any properties with less than one acre of open space (as defined in the
Town’s zoning by‐law), except the Town may operate gas‐powered Leaf
Blowers at any time for life‐safety uses, such as clearing sidewalks, streets and
school grounds.
The provisions of this Article 8.31.3 shall not apply to the use of leaf blowers by the
Town, its employees or contractors while performing work for the Town.
SECTION 8.31.4: REGULATIONS
a. The Commissioner of Public Works shall have the authority to promulgate
regulations to implement the provisions of this By-law, subject to the approval of
the Select Board.
b. The Commissioner of Public Works shall have the authority to waive temporarily
any of the limitations on the use of Leaf Blowers set forth in this By-law in order to
aid in emergency operations and clean-up associated with severe storms. In the
event of issuing a temporary waiver, the Commissioner of Public Works shall post a
notice prominently on the Town of Brookline’s internet home page and make other
good faith efforts to notify the public including, but not limited to, social media.
SECTION 8.31.5:

DUTIES AND RESPONSIBLITIES OF TOWN DEPARTMENTS

a. Departmental Actions
All Town departments and agencies shall, to the fullest extent consistent with other
laws, carry out their programs in such a manner as to further the objectives of this
By- law.
b. Departmental Compliance with Other Laws
All Town departments and agencies shall comply with federal and state laws and
regulations to the same extent that any person is subject to such laws and
regulations.
c. Town Exemption
The Department of Public Works shall be exempt for day and night time operations
for routine maintenance outlined in Section 8.31.3.b and noise limits in section
8.31.3d. However, the DPW shall make every effort to reduce noise in residential
areas, particularly during the limited use hours set forth in Section 8.31.3.b of this
By-law. and transition from gas-powered to battery-powered leaf blowers as
operations and budget permit.
d. Town Leaf Blower Equipment

Prior to purchasing new equipment, the Town must consider equipment with the
lowest Decibel rating for the performance standard required.
SECTION 8.31.6:

PERMITS FOR EXEMPTIONS FROM THIS BY-LAW

(a) The Select Board, or its designee, may grant a special permit to a Property
Owner or Property Manager:
(i) for any activity otherwise prohibited under the provisions of this By-law,
(ii) for an extension of time to comply with the provisions of this By-law and any
abatement orders issued pursuant to it,
(iii) when it can be demonstrated that bringing a source of noise into compliance
with the provisions of this By-law would create an undue hardship on a person or
the community. A Property Owner or Manager or seeking such a permit should
make a written application to the Select Board, or its designee. The Town will make
reasonable efforts to notify all direct abutters prior to the date of the Select Board’s
meeting at which the issuance of a permit will be heard.
(b) The Select Board, or designee, may issue guidelines defining the procedures to
be followed in applying for a special permit.
The following criteria and conditions shall be considered:
(1) the cost of compliance will not cause the applicant excessive financial
hardship;
(2) additional noise will not have an excessive impact on the public.
(3) the permit may require portable acoustic barriers during night use.
(4) the guidelines shall include reasonable deadlines for compliance or
extension of non- compliance.
(5) the number of days a person seeking a special permit shall have to make
written application after receiving notification from the Town that they are in
violation of the provisions of this By-law.
(6) If the Select Board, or its designee, finds that sufficient controversy exists
regarding the application, a public hearing may be held. A person who claims that
any special permit granted under (a) would have adverse effects may file a
statement with the Select Board, or designee, to support this claim.
SECTION 8.31.7:
HEARINGS ON APPLICATION FOR SPECIAL PERMITS
Resolution of controversy shall be based upon the information supplied by both
sides in support of their individual claims and shall be in accordance with the
procedures defined in the appropriate guidelines, if any, issued by the Select Board,
or designee.
ARTICLE 8.31.8
(a.)

ENFORCEMENT AND PENALTIES

The Town shall require permits from all Commercial Operators
doing business in Brookline with penalties for those who do not
have permits.

(b.) Violations of this By-law shall be subject to the following penalties, which
shall be assessed against the offending Commercial Operator or Property
Manager:
1) For the first violation in each calendar year a written warning will be issued.
2) For second and subsequent violations in each calendar year, both the
Property Owner and the User shall be fined according to the table below:
Property Owner or
Property Manager
First Offense
Second Offense
Third Offense
Fourth Offense
Each Subsequent Offense

Written Warning
$50.00 $200.00
$100.00 $300.00
Suspension of permit
$150.00 $300.00

User Commercial
Operator, if other than
Property Owner or
Property Manager
Written Warning
$50.00 $200.00
$100.00 $300.00
Suspension of permit
$150.00 $300.00

Penalties are accrued in total regardless of location. These penalties are also
accrued and rolled‐over from year to year.
3) Applicable court costs for any enforcement action taken.
(d.) If the penalties are not paid by the Property Manager or Commercial
Operator within 90 days of issuance, the fines will be assessed against the
Property Owners, so long as the Property Owner or its agent, beneficiary,
trustee or other associated party is the employer of either the Property
Manager or Commercial Operator.
ARTICLE 8.31.10

SEVERABILITY

If any provision(s) of this article is held to be invalid, such provision(s) shall
be severable and the remaining sections shall be valid.
or act on anything relative thereto.

Explanation
1. Background – At the 2019 Fall Town Meeting, two warrant articles were
presented to limit the use of gas-powered leaf blowers. Those warrant articles were
substantially withdrawn after consultation with the then Public Works
Commissioner in exchange for a commitment of increased enforcement of the leaf
blower Bylaw 8.31.4. DPW offered “…. steps to increase compliance prior to further
restrictions or changes in the Town’s By-law and regulations.” Those steps included
a tightening of the regulations and “….an annual permit that will require private
landscape companies to provide current contact information and sign that they have
read, understand and will adhere to the Town By-law and regulations”. A further
step to increase enforcement going forward was assigning additional DPW staff “….
the responsibility of issuing warnings and citations”.
These actions have not been successful. Many Commercial Landscapers active in
Brookline have not taken out annual permits. Additionally, not all Commercial
Landscapers who have taken out permits follow the regulations. Furthermore,
because of budget constraints, DPW has not assigned additional staff to enforce the
By-laws and currently have no one specifically assigned to that responsibility. In
summary the commitment of increased enforcement has failed and now it is time to
take stronger action to address the gas-powered leaf blower problem.
2. Climate change – A gas-powered leaf blower emits the same level of
hydrocarbons in less than 30 minutes than a mid-size truck driving over 500 miles.
With changes in place for lowering auto and truck emissions and the use of fossil
fuels, restricting gas powered lawn equipment is another step to address climate
change.
3. Noise Pollution and Enjoyment of the outdoors – With more people working at
home, as well as taking advantage of their backyards, this noise level can be
disruptive and debilitating. The quality of the noise from gas machines is a lower
and more penetrating frequency, and more irregular whining sound making it much
more disruptive than electric machines, which produce more of a hum or whirr. The
noise from battery powered Leaf Blowers dissipates after 100 feet away.
Gas-powered Leaf Blowers commonly used by landscapers emit more than our
regulatory limit of 67 decibels which can penetrate house walls and windows from
as far as 200 feet and easily be heard from a distance of 300 feet away. Landscapers
themselves are most directly affected and can suffer hearing damage in the long
term. RedMax machines regularly and illegally used by landscapers in Brookline can
generate 100 decibels at the operator’s ear.
4. Other environmental impacts - The combustion by-products of gas-powered Leaf
Blowers goes beyond their climate impacts. Small engines are less efficient and emit
more pollutants generally. These include carbon monoxide, volatile organic

compounds (VOCs - such as the known carcinogens benzene and formaldehyde),
and nitrogen oxides. Particulate matter (carbon soot) from the burning of gasoline is
another harmful substance. All of these can irritate and lodge in the lungs of humans
and other animals such as pets and cause respiratory issues. Many of these linger in
the immediate atmosphere after the engine is shut off. Carbon monoxide can cause
heart disease. Landscaping personnel are closest and most directly exposed.
However, the property residents and their neighbors can also be affected. People
with conditions such as asthma are more vulnerable.
5. Enforcement – Current regulations have not been effective. Of the 114 complaints
recorded by DPW last year only 30 citations were issued. (No citations were issued
by the Police.) Most people have given up calling in violations since they do not
appear to be enforced. As a comparison, 77 citations were issued for snow removal
violations during the same period of time.
The current regulations are based on specific seasons, and types of equipment. The
latter is too nuanced for most landscapers and property owners to understand, and
difficult to enforce. Penalties are not strong enough and the enforcement response
to violations is slow and at times non-existent. Many small landscapers are unaware
of the regulations. Registered landscapers often just ignore the regulations since the
penalties and chances of being caught are very low. The current regulations
primarily rely on Brookline residents to report violations, which is unfair to
residents and can put them in adversarial positions with their neighbors.
6. New technology – There have been major improvements in battery-powered
lawn care technology over the past several years, especially in battery life, and that
will continue. Those improvements make the operating cost of battery-powered
equipment comparable to gas-powered equipment, and those costs will drop further
as the availability of renewable power grows. Homeowners can also help
landscapers by allowing battery chargers to be plugged into outdoor electrical
outlets. The cost of purchasing battery-powered equipment and back-up batteries is
still much higher than buying gas-powered Leaf Blowers, but the prices will be
reduced as the lawn care industry begins to respond to environmental issues and
produce more economical models. That said, the upfront cost of purchasing batterypowered equipment is a small price to pay to further diminish the harmful effects,
including climate change, of burning of fossil fuels.
7. Nationwide movement – Localities across Massachusetts and the country have
enacted strong leaf blower and lawn care equipment regulations. Lexington recently
banned gas-powered equipment. California is banning the sale of new gas-powered
equipment by 2024.
Note that the Climate Justice Committee of First Parish in Brookline, and the
Massachusetts Sierra Club have already endorsed this warrant article with other
organizations expected to follow.

#

1
____

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Signature

Address

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

Landscape Maintenance Firms Serving Lexington that Offer Environmentally Friendly Services:
The following is a list of landscapers servicing residential properties in Lexington who use organic methods and/or battery-powered equipment, as
reported by the landscapers.
This list is provided for informational purposes only, and inclusion does not constitute an endorsement of any kind. If you contact a firm, we suggest
you confirm that they can provide the services below that you’re interested in.

Eco-friendly services (see description below)
Name
Address
Telephone Number

Website
Email Address
Contact Person

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

Clean Air Lawn Care
https://www.cleanairlawncareboston.com/
288 Littleton Road, Chelmsford, MA 01824 pat@cleanairlawncare.com
978-431-2187
Pat Lewis

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

EcoQuiet Lawn Care
148 Peter Spring Rd., Concord MA 01742
978-341-4115

https://www.ecoquietlawncare.com/

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

Good Roots Landscape and Design
P.O. Box 2875, Acton, MA 01720
833-ROOTS12 (833-766-8712)

https://goodrootslandscaping.com/
info@goodrootslandscaping.com
Jarrod Joyce

✔

✔

✔*

Minuteman Landscaping, Inc.
2352 Main St., Concord, MA 01742
617-782-7332

http://minutemanlandscaping.com/
minutemanlandscaping@gmail.com
Jim Agabedis

✔

gcarrette@ecoquietlawncare.com
George Carrette
✔

(*depends on
scope of work)
✔

✔

O’Connell Landscape
89 Miles Rd., Athol, MA 01331
781-760-9559

oconnellpaul@yahoo.com
Paul O’Connell

Organic Soil Solutions, Inc.
P.O. Box 345, Lincoln, MA 01773
781-937-9992

https://organicsoilsolutions.com/
mikem@organicsoilsolutions.com
Michael Murphy

✔

✔

Pure Solutions
39 Warren Ave., Weston, MA 02493
781-899-7873

https://www.puresolutions.com/
info@puresolutions.com
Trevor Nelson

✔

✔

TJ Collins Landscaping
40 Arbor Rd., Needham, MA 02492
781-449-1404

https://tjcollinslandscaping.com/maintenance
terry or alison@tjcollinslandscaping.com
Terry Collins

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

If your firm offers any of these services and you wish to be included in this list, please write us at lexlivingland@gmail.com
Key:
1:
2:
3:
4:
5:
6:

Accredited by NOFA’s Organic Land Care Program, the leading program in the Northeast for teaching and accrediting landscapers in organic
lawn and garden care
Organic methods used on request (including no synthetic pesticides or fertilizers)
Will use battery-powered hand-held equipment (leaf blowers, trimmers) on request
Will use rakes and brooms instead of leaf blowers on request
Will use all battery-powered equipment on request, including mowers
Can offer edible landscape ideas/vegetable gardening integration
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Issues raised by the opponents of Warrant Article 27 and petitioner’s response:
1. Battery powered leaf blowers do not work as well as gas‐powered ones; they are still in
development; batteries do not last long enough on each charge; and are not good
enough for leaves, particularly wet leaves in the Fall cleanup.
These statements are incorrect. Stihl USA is only one of several companies that make battery‐
powered leaf blowers for the commercial landscaping market. Shown below is a comparison of
a Stihl battery‐powered and a Stihl gas‐powered leaf blower. This gas‐powered model is the
only one that is made by Stihl that meets Brookline’s current regulations. When the
specifications are compared, the battery leaf blower compares favorably to a code compliant
gas model:

Blowing Force
Max. Air Velocity
Air Volume at Nozzle
Run Time (approx.)

Stihl BGA 200 battery‐powered
21 Newtons
188 mph
553 cfm
8 hours (w/AR 3000 battery)

Stihl BR 500 (65 dB) gas‐powered
22 Newtons
207 mph
544 cfm
3 hours per 47 oz. tank of gas and oil

2. WA 27 amendments would make the existing regulations more complex.
There is no additional complexity. In fact, after 2024, interpreting the leaf blower regulations
will be simpler, since there will be no seasonal or decibel distinctions in the regulations.
3. Most landscapers adhere to the regulations.
This statement is not accurate. Since 2020, landscapers have been required to register their
equipment with DPW or be in violation of the regulations. As of April 21, 2022, only 21
landscapers have done so this year and we have been in the heavy yard clean season since
March 15. There are reported to be over 100 landscaper businesses active in Brookline, with
the majority without permits.
4. Lithium batteries are flammable and burn very hot.
This statement is partially correct. Lithium batteries are used in many products such as cell
phones and construction tools, and can catch fire or explode. However, incidents of fires in leaf
blower batteries are no more common than other products using lithium batteries such as cell
phones and portable construction equipment. Fires rarely occur and are often the fault of the
user and not the equipment. On the other hand, gasoline is highly flammable and not a safer
alternative than battery power.
5. Such a ban would significantly reduce landscaper’s income.
There is no evidence of this occurring in other municipalities. In fact, the Santa Monica Office
of Sustainability and the Environment reported the following in 2010:
“Bans do not have detrimental fiscal consequences. In none of the cities which have already
banned blowers is there any evidence of resulting tax increases, or of financial hardship to
gardeners. The standard refrain from gardeners is that they would have to increase their rates
if they couldn’t use their blowers. Yet there’s no evidence of that happening in L.A. or any
other cities that have banned blowers.”

6. Landscapers would leave Brookline and find work elsewhere.
Brookline is a lucrative market for service businesses. The idea that landscapers would leave
and set up shop in another town is highly unlikely. To do so would mean that there are
available jobs somewhere else in MA that are not already filled by local landscaping companies.
7. Town has made equity a priority and the workers in the industry are largely immigrants
and minorities doing what is very heavy manual labor.
This statement is correct. But keep in mind that landscaping companies are for‐profit
businesses. Like many other service businesses, they employee the least expensive qualified
labor that they can find and often do not provide those workers with insurance or any other
benefits. If Brookline wishes to make “equity a priority”, it should require proof from
landscaping companies that they pay prevailing wages, workers compensation and
unemployment insurance, and carry health and disability insurance, etc.
8. 8.31.2 (a) Added Leaf Blowers on wheels – which the Subcommittee was felt unnecessary
since the definition is for “any portable powered machine…”
It is not clear that leaf blowers on wheels are covered in the current regulations. I am not
aware of any citations that have been issued for using this very noisy machine which do not fall
within the current 67 dB limit.
9. In the tests done by the Moderator’s Committee, it was not noticeably noisier when
multiple leaf blowers were operating simultaneously.
Those tests were done over six years ago in a wide‐open field not typical of the size of most
Brookline house lots. The tests also did not take into consideration sounds echoing off of
buildings and pavement. To have any validity, those tests should have been conducted in
locations which are most impacted by noise of leaf blowers.
10. One Subcommittee member noted that in 2017 a local newspaper article complained
that “More Than 3,500 Violations of Santa Monica Leaf Blower Ban Reported in Three
Years”. The member who used this article expressed concern that a full ban will lead to a
significant increase in potential violations that would exceed the capacity of a single
staff position at the DPW.
The newspaper article referred to above did not complain about the ban, but rather just
reported the facts, as follows: Over a three‐year period, there were more than 3,500 reports of
violations, of which more than 500 resulted in tickets as high as $500 per violation. I called
Santa Monica code enforcement division to enquire about the leaf blower ban. I learned that
the City has a well‐staffed code enforcement division within their Planning Department, and a
very simple way of filing complaints either on‐line or by phone. I asked about increased
violations since the ban and was told that the numbers have decreased not increased.

Suggesting that Brookline has fewer complaints than Santa Monica and, ergo, has more
effective regulations is twisting the facts. Brookline has far fewer reports of violations and
citations issued because DPW only takes complaints till 3PM on weekdays and often the calls
are answered by voice mail, and the Police, who are supposed to handle complaints after
business hours and weekends, reported no complaints or citations last year. Brookline
residents, like myself, have cut back on their complaints because they don’t seem to stop
repeat offenders. Brookline’s fines are far too low to motivate landscapers to change. Also
keep in mind that Santa Monica’s ban is for all leaf blowers, while WA 27 is only proposing
banning gas‐powered blowers.

ADVISORY COMMITTEE PRESENTATION
Warrant Article # 27
Article Title

Gasoline Powered Leaf Blower Restrictions

Petitioner(s)

Don Warner, Virginia Smith, Clint Richmond and Maura Toomey

1. Recent Leaf Blower Regulations History:
a. At the 2019 Fall Town Meeting, two warrant articles were presented to limit the use of GLBs.
b. Those warrant articles were substantially redacted by the petitioner after DPW offered to increase
the enforcement of the leaf blower by‐law.
c. DPW proposed a tightening of the regulations including annual permits which would require private
landscape companies to provide current contact information, and sign an agreement stating that
they had read, understood and would adhere to the by‐law regulations.
d. About 60 landscapers signed up and received permits in 2021. However, that number represents a
small percentage of commercial landscapers active in Brookline.
e. DPW made significant efforts to improve enforcement but was not able to add additional staff
because of budget constraints.
f. In summary, enforcement as currently structured does not effectively decrease violations of the
leaf blower regulations, and now it is time to take stronger action to address the problem. That’s
the purpose of WA 27.
2. WA 27 Goals & Benefits:
a. WA short‐term goal is to improve compliance with the existing leaf blower regulations. Long‐term
goal is to phase out gas‐powered leaf blowers (GLBs).
b. WA will help to eliminate the negative impacts to health and safety that:
i. Contribute to climate change. GLBs emit the same level of hydrocarbons in less than 30
minutes than a mid‐size truck driving over 500 miles.
ii. Create noise pollution and impact the enjoyment of the outdoors. With more people
working at home, as well as taking advantage of their backyards, this noise level can be
disruptive and debilitating. The quality of the noise from GLBs is extremely disruptive. It can
penetrate house walls and windows from as far as 200 feet, and can easily be heard from a
distance of 300 feet away. The noise from battery powered Leaf Blowers dissipates after 100
feet.
iii. Generate harmful substances. These include combustion, carbon monoxide, volatile
organic compounds (VOCs ‐ such as the known carcinogens benzene and formaldehyde), and
nitrogen oxides, and particulate matter (carbon soot) from the burning of gasoline. All of these
can irritate and lodge in the lungs of humans and pets, and cause respiratory issues. Many of
these linger in the immediate atmosphere after the engine is shut off. Carbon monoxide can
cause heart disease. People with conditions such as asthma are more vulnerable.

c. WA 27 will benefit the health of landscape workers and will not impact their employment. The
work will still need to be done whether using gas or battery‐powered equipment.
d. Landscaping companies will need to:
i.
Register with the Town
ii.
Train their employees to comply with the by‐law.
iii.
Make long‐term investments in battery‐powered equipment.

3. WA 27 amendments to Article 8.31:
a. Adds Walk Behind equipment to the definition of leaf blowers.
b. Adds the definition for “Commercial Operator” to include any individual
or entity providing landscaping, yard cleaning or maintenance for a fee.
c. Amends the limitations on use and strikes the exemption of nonresidential property owners with
greater than five‐acres of land.
d. Proposes that parcels less than 20,000 square feet, as compared to
7,500 square feet under the current bylaw, may have no more than 2 leaf blowers used
simultaneously.
e. Amends the maximum (dBA) rating of a leaf blower measured from 50
feet from 67 dBA, in the current bylaw, to 65 dBA.
f. Adds that commercial operators must be registered with DPW prior to operating leaf blowers in the
Town. The permit must be applied for annually. DPW will make this list available to the public and
that landscapers and property owners or managers will be subject to penalties if commercial
operators are not permitted in advance of use.
g. Adds language that contractors must train all employees on the
provisions of the bylaw.
h. Adds language that “Commencing March 15, 2024, no gas‐powered Leaf
Blowers shall be used on any properties with less than one acre of open space (as defined
In the Town’s zoning by‐law).
i. Amends the fines to only apply to the Commercial Landscaper and if landscape contractors are
90 days overdue with payment of fines the property owner will be responsible for the payment.
j. Amends violations and penalties to be cumulative regardless of the location and accrued and rolled‐
over from year to year.
k. Increases the fines for second and subsequent offenses.

4. How will the WA improve the enforcement of Article 8.31?
a. The current regulations are easily misunderstood since they are based on specific seasons and types
of GLBs. They are too nuanced for most landscapers and property owners to understand, and
difficult to enforce.
b. Penalties are not strong enough.
c. Commercial landscapers often just ignore the regulations since the penalties and chances of being
caught are very low. They have also developed work arounds that prevent them from being caught.
Increasing the fines will get their attention and provide an incentive to comply with the regulations.

d. The phasing out of GLBs make compliance and enforcement less complicated. There will be no
seasonal restrictions. The difference in noise levels between GLBs and battery powered leaf blows
can be easily distinguished from a great distance which eliminates any confusion.
5. In addition to passing WA 27 the Town needs to:
a. Provide funds for DPW to add a full‐time employee for the express purpose of enforcement.
b. Require that the Police take an active role in enforcement.
6. The new circumstances supporting this warrant article include:
a. Climate change is now upon us with the burning of fossil fuels recognized as a major cause.
b. The methods of enforcement which have been in effect for seven years have failed. Landscapers
either are unwilling to comply or are confused by the type of GPLs not permitted for use and by
seasonal prohibitions. The penalties for violations do not provide enough incentive for landscapers
to change their methods of operating. Enforcement has not been effective and is confounded by
the complexity of the current regulations. The difference in noise levels between GLBs and battery
powered leaf blowers can be easily distinguished even from a great distance away which should
eliminate any confusion. The phasing out and eventual elimination of GLBs will make compliance
and enforcement more cut‐and‐dry.
c. Leaf blower and battery technology has improved over the past seven years and continue to see
advancements. Batteries can now last over two hours without needing to be recharged.
Furthermore, batteries in the future can be charged using a clean energy source.
d. DPW has already made a significant commitment to eliminating gas‐powered equipment and own
47 pieces of battery‐operated equipment.
e. Bans and strict restrictions on the use GLBs are occurring in municipalities across the country: 39
have banned gas leaf blowers and more are heading in that direction. Lexington has recently voted
to ban them, Arlington is voting on a ban in their upcoming town meeting, and communities such as
Cambridge, Boston and Newton are also considering a ban. It is time for Brookline to take a
progressive approach to the health and safety of its residents, and to the future of this planet.

From: Frank <ranbebechuan@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 13, 2022 11:54 AM
To: Lisa Portscher <lportscher@brooklinema.gov>
Subject: Comments on Article 30
To whom it may concern:
I’m a resident of 21 Kent Street. I’m writing to comment on Article 30: Resolution Regarding
Kent/Station Street Senior Affordable Housing Development. I object to the development and advocate
to keep the parking lot. My reasons are as follows:
1. The parking needs around Kent Street has not reduced. There is a public alley called
Andem Place leading to the back of our Condominium, where our 6 parking spaces are located.
For 2 years, we have been having issues moving in and out of our parking spaces since there are
always cars parking along the 21 Station Street building, and that area is not zoned as parking.
We have negotiated with the Town and the local business to regulate the parking but with no
result. In addition, among our 6 parking spaces, a few have been rented to local business. To
conclude, there is a shortage of convenient parking options for local business and residents. If
the Kent/Station Street parking lot is removed, our parking issue will definitely become worse.
2. The Kent/Station Street parking lot serves as an important Open Space in this area. I have
been working from home since the start of the pandemic. Everyday I have witnessed many
people using the parking lot as a place to walk, meet, play, and relax. During the snow days, it
also becomes an enjoyable playground for kids! There are also pedestrians passing by across the
parking lot and Andem Place alley. It provides easy access for local residents to the MBTA
station.

Therefore, I suggest keeping the parking lot and stopping the development of the housing. If you have
any questions, feel free to reach me at:
ranbebechuan@gmail.com
Thank you sincerely for your consideration.

Regards,
Chuanjingwei Wang

4/21/22, 11:16 AM

Mail - Lisa Portscher - Outlook

Warrant Article 27 Leaf Blowers
drivers7 <drivers7@comcast.net>
Tue 4/19/2022 11:11 AM
To: Lisa Portscher <lportscher@brooklinema.gov>

Dear Advisory Committee,
I am writing to express my support for WA 27. The major issues are well stated by the petitioners:
Contribution to climate change - green house gas emissions from from gas-powered leaf
blowers contribute to climate change and are not in alignment with the Town’s goals of Zero
Emissions by 2040.
Noise pollution - this is true for many residents and often it is abutters to the property being
serviced who are impacted and not the property owner who in many cases may be absent.
Generation of harmful substances which are harmful to human health.
While DPW is making a good faith effort to transition to greener leaf blowers and use them where
appropriate, private landscape contractors in general are not. I understand that currently DPW does
not have the staff hours available to enforce the current bylaw. Measures must be taken to give DPW
more funding to increase staff to take on enforcement or some other method of enforcement needs
to be found.
I urge the Advisory Committee to consider the merits of Warrant Article 27 and to recommend it
favorably to Town Meeting.
Thank you,
Deborah Rivers
175 Davis Avenue
Brookline, MA 02445
[EXTERNAL EMAIL] [CAUTION] This email originated from a sender outside of the Town of Brookline mail system. Do not
click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
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From: Mickey Segal <java4@segal.org>
Date: April 9, 2022 at 12:11:11 PM EDT
To: john@jdoggett.net, afischer@jasonandfischer.com, lselwyn@econtech.com, Carla and Dick
Benka <rcvben@earthlink.net>
Cc: Lynn Segal <lynn@segal.org>
Subject: Please oppose or change Article 27 on leaf blowers

The total phase‐out of leaf blowers for homeowners by March 2024 (Article 27; Article 8.31.3
part h) is unfair.
We use a leaf blower one or two days a year for fall cleanup. When Brookline banned the high
noise leaf blowers we could no longer borrow a blower from my brother in law because it didn’t
meet Brookline rules. We then paid hundreds of dollars to buy our own leaf blower that
satisfied Brookline’s rules. Now, just a few years later, it is proposed to make that illegal.
This is abusive. At the minimum any of us who bought a leaf blower after the previous rule
change should be allowed to continue to use our leaf blowers that we bought to meet the rules
that Brookline instituted a few years ago.
Michael Segal
27 Crafts Road

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: mlazar32 <mlazar@lazar32.us>
To: Janice Kahn <jske514@aol.com>
Sent: Mon, Apr 11, 2022 9:41 pm
Subject: Article 27
Hi Janice,
I support Article 27. The information from DPW Commissioner Gallentine shows that electric
alternatives exist for leaf blowers. Although these are probably as noisy as gas models of equal
power, they have the advantage of being nonpolluting. Although enforcement is always a
problem, the revisions to the by‐law in this article by requiring annual permitting and
publication of the names of lawnscapers holding permits, will allow property owners to be able
to assess whether the people they hire are meeting the Town’s requirements. Reducing the
decibel level to 65 dBA is also a plus.
Sincerely,
Marian Lazar
32 Craftsland Road

4/28/22, 12:40 PM

Mail - Lisa Portscher - Outlook

Message to the Advisory Committee regarding WA27 meeting on Zoom tonight
vahsmith@aol.com <vahsmith@aol.com>
Thu 4/28/2022 12:09 PM
To: Lisa Portscher <lportscher@brooklinema.gov>

Dear Members of the Advisory Committee,
Thank you very much for your input at the meeting that took place among the WA27 petitioners,
the AC Subcommittee, and the landscapers, and for agreeing to the changes that we made in
response to that feedback. We believe that going forward with a unanimous AC vote will be
greatly beneficial to solving many of the problems caused by gas-powered leaf blowers, most
particularly noise pollution, air pollution, and damage to the habitats of insects and small
animals, as consequential contributing factors to climate change.
Although this WA won’t solve all the problems caused by GPLBs, it will:
--Clarify and simplify the language of existing regulations.
--Allow more time for landscapers to switch over to battery-powered equipment. The
performance of electric leaf blowers has significantly improved over the last several years and
will continue to do so.
-- Not impact the employment of those who perform the work. Although the petitioners believe
that the WA doesn’t do enough to protect the health and welfare of those workers, we hope that
this situation will be addressed by the Town in the future.
Please consider a unanimous vote for WA27.
Thank you very much,
Virginia Smith,
Town Meeting Member, formerly precinct 4, now part of precinct 6
[EXTERNAL EMAIL] [CAUTION] This email originated from a sender outside of the Town of Brookline mail system. Do not
click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
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ZONING WARRANT ARTICLE: Electric Vehicle Charging Requirements
ARTICLE 00
Submitted by: The Department of Planning and Community Development
To see if the Town will amend Article VI-Vehicular Service Uses Requirements of the Brookline
Zoning By-Law as follows:
1 - By amending Section 6.00 with following new Paragraph 7 after Paragraph 6:
7. Parking facilities shall be equipped with EV Ready Spaces C or EV Ready Spaces R as
defined in Section 6.10 or with EV Ready Spaces as defined in the latest edition of the
Massachusetts State Building Code to provide scalable, reliable, and accessible EV charging, to
implement the Town’s sustainability policy, and to minimize the challenges associated with
retrofits.
2 - By amending Section 6.04 deleting Paragraph 15 in its entirety (strike-through indicates
deleted text):
15. ELECTRIC VEHICLES For Parking Areas, Non-residential and Residential, with 15 or
more parking spaces, at least 15% of the total parking spaces, and not fewer than two parking
spaces, shall be EV Ready Spaces. The definitions of EV Ready Space, Electric Vehicle, and
Electric Vehicle Supply Equipment (EVSE) are as defined in the latest edition of the
Massachusetts State Building Code. For additions and renovations to existing buildings,
exceptions to this paragraph shall be consistent with the latest edition of the Massachusetts State
Building Code.
3 - By amending Article VI adding the following new Section 6.10 after Section 6.09:
Section 6.10 – OFF-STREET EV READINESS
1. Definitions
Terms used in Section 6.10 shall be defined as follows. Capitalized terms in Section 6.10 not
defined below shall be as defined in Article II.
a. Massachusetts State Building Code - International Residential Code Volume (“MSBCIRC” or “Residential Code”): The residential volume of the latest edition of the
Massachusetts State Building Code, which regulates buildings including but not limited
to:
(1) One-Family Dwellings three stories and under
(2) Two-Family Dwellings three stories and under
(3) Townhouses three stories and under
b. Massachusetts State Building Code - International Building Code Volume (“MSBC-IBC”
or “Commercial Code”): The volume of the latest edition of the Massachusetts State
Building Code, which regulates buildings including but not limited to:
1

(1) Three-Family Dwellings of any number of stories
(2) Buildings four stories or more
(3) Buildings not covered by the International Residential Code
c. Electric Vehicle (“EV’) and Electric Vehicle Supply Equipment (“EVSE”) are as defined
in the latest edition of the Massachusetts State Building Code, as may be amended.
d. Electric Vehicle Charging Space Commercial (“EV Ready Space C”): Pertains to
buildings regulated by the MSBC-IBC. Each parking space shall be designed to
accommodate Level 2 EVSE servicing EVs in one of the following standards:
(1) Minimum Prescriptive Standard: 100% of parking spaces are EV Ready
Space as defined in the latest edition of the Massachusetts State Building
Code.
(a) For Sec. 6.10.1.d.1: If the latest edition of the MSB-IBC allows the
installation of a 20-amp branch circuit for EV Ready Spaces as an
exception, such installation shall be as follows: one individual 20-amp
branch circuit at 240 volts per one parking space for a minimum of 100%
of parking spaces.
Or
(2) Minimum Performance Standard: An Automatic Load Management
System may be used to deliver a minimum of 1.92 kW of power each hour to
each EV Ready Space C or EVSE controlled by the ALMS, assuming that
100% of parking spaces are occupied by a charging EV. The installation of the
ALMS and energized outlet(s) adjacent to EV Ready Spaces C is required to
demonstrate compliance. The installation of EVSE is not required to
demonstrate compliance.
(a) Alternatively, instead of an ALMS, use of Level 2 EVSE with dual ports
meets the requirements of this Section, as long as the minimum power
transfer to each parking space charging an EV meets the minimum power
transfer per hour specified in the Minimum Performance Standard. Use of
Level 2 EVSE with dual ports shall be installed to demonstrate
compliance.
Or
(3) A combination of (1) and (2) to serve 100% of parking spaces.
e. Electric Vehicle Charging Space Residential (“EV Ready Space R”): Pertains to
buildings regulated by the MSBC-IRC. At least one parking space per Dwelling Unit
shall be equipped with one individual branch circuit rated for at least 50 amperes @
208/240 volts for charging an EV, defined as Level 2 EV charging in the latest edition of
the Massachusetts Electrical Code.
f. EV Ready Space: When the term EV Ready Space is used, it shall be as defined in the
MSBC-IBC.

2

g. Automatic Load Management System (“ALMS”): An ALMS allows multiple EVSE to
share a circuit or panel automatically reducing power at each EVSE when multiple EVs
are charging concurrently as allowed by the latest edition of the Massachusetts Electrical
Code. Where ALMS are used, EVSE shall:
(1) be fixed in place;
(2) have restricted access only by the means allowed in the latest edition of the
Massachusetts Electrical Code;
3) be sized and rated as required under the latest edition of Massachusetts Electrical
Code; and
(4) In case of disruption of the ALMS, each EVSE served by the ALMS shall operate at a
reduced level that allows all EVSE to operate concurrently without resulting in
overcurrent conditions as specified in the latest edition of the Massachusetts Electrical
Code.
h. New Building: A building not in existence on the date the application for a building
permit is received by the Building Department.
i. Significantly Rehabilitated Residential Buildings regulated by the MSBC-IBC: The
reconfiguration of space and/or building systems in which the Work Area exceeds 50%
of the existing Gross Floor Area as defined by the MSBC-IBC, as may be amended.
j. Significantly Rehabilitated Residential Buildings regulated by the MSBC-IRC: The
reconfiguration of space and/or building systems in which the Work Area exceeds 75%
of the existing Gross Floor Area as defined by the MSBC-IRC, as may be amended.
k. Work Area: The aggregate area of those portions of a building affected by alterations for
the reconfiguration of space or building systems, including new floor area added as a
result of the alteration, as indicated in the drawings associated with a building permit
application. Excluded from the calculation of Work Area are those portions of a building
where only repairs, or refinishing or incidental work occur or where work not initially
intended by the Applicant is specifically required by an inspector from the Building
pursuant to the applicable building code.
l. Level 2 EVSE or Level 2 EV Charging: Shall be as defined in the latest edition of the
Massachusetts Electrical Code.
2. Applicable Uses and Requirements
a. In stand-alone Residential Parking Areas or Parking Garages and Parking Areas or
Parking Garages of New or Significantly Rehabilitated Residential Buildings regulated
by the MSBC-IBC, a minimum of 100% of the total number of parking spaces, and not
less than one, shall be EV Ready Space C.
b. In stand-alone Non-Residential Parking Areas or Parking Garages and Parking Areas or
Parking Garages of New or Significantly Rehabilitated Non-Residential Buildings
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regulated by the MSBC-IBC and with seven parking spaces or more, at least 15% of the
total number of parking spaces and not less than one shall be EV Ready Space as defined
in the latest edition of the MSBC-IBC.
c. In Residential Parking Areas or Parking Garages for One- and Two-Family Dwellings
meeting the definitions of New Building or Significantly Rehabilitated Residential
Buildings regulated by the MSBC-IRC at least one parking space shall be EV Ready
Space R.
d. If the total number of existing parking spaces for Applicable Uses subject to Section 6.10
is increased or expanded by 10 parking spaces or more, the Requirements of Section
6.10.2 (b) shall apply.
e. EV Ready Spaces, EV Ready Spaces C, and EV Ready Spaces R shall be maintained and
shall remain functional for charging EVs.
3. Exemptions
The requirements of Section 6.10 shall not apply to:
a. Uses 25, 25A, 26, 27, 28, and 28A in Section 4.07, Table of Use Regulations
b. Parking Areas or Parking Garages that are separated from the meter by a public right-ofway;
c. Loading Bays and Loading Facilities as specified in Sections 6.06 and 6.07;
d. Waldo-Durgin Overlay District: The requirements of Section 6.10 shall not apply to any
building being constructed subject to the Waldo-Durgin Overlay District as described in
Section 5.06.4.k;
e. Fisher Hill Special Overlay District: The requirements of Section 6.10 shall not apply to
any building being constructed subject to the Fisher Hill Special Overlay District as
described in Section 5.06.4.l.
4. Exceptions
Reserved
5. Waivers
The Board of Appeals may grant by Special Permit a reduction in whole or in part of the
minimum number of EV Ready Spaces C required under Section 6.10 if the Board of Appeals
grants or has granted a Special Permit pursuant to (a) Section 6.03.1.b or (b) Table 4.07 Use 22.
6. Rounding
Fractional numbers one-half (0.5) and above shall be rounded up to the nearest whole number.
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7. Ventilation
Parking Areas and Parking Garages used for charging EVs indoors shall meet ventilation
requirements as specified in the Massachusetts Electrical Code, Massachusetts Mechanical Code,
and MSBC-IRC, as applicable. EVSE shall be installed as required per specifications of the EV
manufacturer.
8. Materials Required for Plan Reviews, Site Plan Review and/or Design Review, Special Permit
and Building Permit Applications:
For EV Ready Spaces R, plans stamped by a licensed and qualified electrician shall meet the
Building Department’s requirements for plan submissions and shall include an electrical service
load calculation.
For EV Ready Spaces C and EV Ready Spaces, plans stamped by an electrical engineer shall
meet the Building Department’s requirements for plan submissions and shall include an electrical
service load calculation.
9. Null and Void
If Section 6.10 is modified by any order, decree, decision, ruling, or other directive from the Massachusetts Office of
the Attorney General or a court having jurisdiction, and the modification would have the effect of altering the impacts,
effects, or standards of the Section in any way, then such order, decree, decision, ruling, or other directive shall
instead have the effect of rendering the Section null and void in its entirety.

…or act upon anything else relative thereto.
For Explanation
How minimum power transfer was derived from different Level 2 charging scenarios, depending
on single phase (240 volts) or three-phase (208 volts) power supplies:
40 amps / 4 EVSE = 10 amps
10 amps x 208 volts = 2.1 kW
32 amps / 4 EVSE = 8 amps
8 amps x 240 volts = 1.9 kW
16 amps / 2 EVSE = 8 amps
8 amps x 240 volts = 1.9 kW
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