Programs & Services Committee Report

City of Newton
In City Council

Wednesday, June 3, 2026

Present: Councilor Krintzman (Chair), Malakie (Vice Chair), Oliver, Farrell, Charm, Bixby, and
Baker

Absent: Councilor Micley

City Staff: Commissioner of Inspectional Services Anthony Ciccariello, Executive Administrator
of Inspectional Services Deb Finamore

All agendas and reports, both past and present can be found at the following link:
https://www.newtonma.gov/government/city-clerk/city-council/council-standing-
committees/programs-services-committee

For more information regarding this meeting, a video recording can be found at the following
link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZZDt6moKJYg

#50-26 Develop new resident welcome packet with information on city opportunities
COUNCILOR ALBRIGHT requesting a discussion and possible ordinance requiring
the Mayor's office or other appropriate division or department to create a
"Welcome to Newton" information packet for new residents moving into Newton
to provide information about the non-profit (i.e. New Art Center, Green Newton,
Historic Newton, etc.) and governmental (i.e. all the boards and commissions as
well as elective jobs) opportunities to become involved with the Newton
community. It should be referenced in the Mayor's newsletter and available in
the library and locations such as CVS and Walgreens.

Action: Programs & Services Held 7-0

Notes: A councilor stated that much of the Newton community is not aware of the City’s
boards and commissions, and wanted a way to reach out to new residents and make them aware
of how many opportunities there were to participate in city government and in the nonprofit
sector.

Chief of Staff Dana Hanson stated that, in addition to a physical and/or electronic resource for
newcomers to Newton, the Mayor’s office was considering piloting in-person sessions
welcoming newcomers to the City, which could include a welcome from the Mayor, explanations
about City Council, and City Hall functions. Chief of Staff Hanson also mentioned potentially
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holding a resource fair where city nonprofits could share their materials or promote their
initiatives.

A councilor encouraged the Council to focus more on the governmental side in terms of
information and how to get involved, and emphasized connecting with renters in the city. The
same councilor stated they should focus on making it as multilingual and accessible as possible.
Chief of Staff Hanson stated they are reaching out to multiple different communities in Newton
when the moment happens.

A councilor asked what they would like to accomplish with the docket item at this meeting (i.e.
feedback, thoughts, steering). Another councilor stated that they are looking for feedback,
ideas, and support during this meeting.

A councilor envisioned a welcoming program as serving as a “hub,” or organizing principle, for
organizations throughout the city. The same councilor was unsure whether this would require
an ordinance, but believed there was a benefit to this program, as it could allow residents to get
engaged with their neighborhood, meet their neighbors, etc.

A councilor expressed their support for developing this program, and wanted to participate in
the brainstorming process. The same councilor advocated for digital resources, and
signs/stickers in high-traffic areas directing people towards them, as a digital document would
be easier to update. The same councilor also encouraged increased use of the city’s social media
platforms.

A councilor stated that this is an opportunity to explain how the city operates, not just to
newcomers. The same councilor mentioned a video series produced pre-pandemic, where
Councilors discussed much of what the City Council did, and stated that material there is still
relevant and could be revived.

A councilor stated there could be an easy-to-find page on the website, and a simple URL that
leads to the actual URL. The same councilor asked if there was any concern about the city
curating nonprofits, content discrimination, or viewpoint discrimination.

A councilor expressed their enthusiasm for any effort to get more information out to residents,
new and old, about city nonprofit and governmental resources, and particularly liked the idea
of a guide to City Council.

Chief of Staff Hanson clarified that they had planned on doing this series before this docket item
came up, and stated that the Mayor’s office would like to proceed with some of their plans in
July.

A councilor stated that the Mayor’s office would likely have a date set and talking points set by
the next Programs & Services meeting. Chief of Staff Hanson agreed.
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Councilor Bixby motioned to hold this item. The committee agreed 7-0.

#195-26 Resolution Declaring the City of Newton's Support for Newton's Transgender,
Gender Diverse, and LGBTQIA+ Community
COUNCILOR DAHMUBED, HISHONOR THE MAYOR, COUNCILORS OLIVER, ROCHE,
GREENBERG, KELLEY, KRINTZMAN, ALBRIGHT, BIXBY, IRISH, KALIS, and GORDON
requesting a resolution in support of the city's transgender, gender diverse, and
LGBTQIA+ community. (180 Days: 11/28/2026)

Action: Programs & Services Approved 7-0

Notes: A councilor noted that this item is a declaration of support for the city’s
transgender, gender diverse, and LGBTQIA+ community in response to challenges they are
facing at the federal level. The same councilor stated that this resolution does not change any
existing rules or ordinances, but reinstates the city’s commitment to the safety, dignity, and
equal treatment of all residents, including members of the LGBTQIA+ community, and
transgender and gender-diverse people and their families.

A councilor suggested adding language in the resolution regarding a conducted middle and high
school survey to say “among tallied surveys” when the survey results are listed. The sponsors
approved this amendment to the language. The same councilor also suggested changing the
language in the fourth ‘Whereas’ to illustrate the difference in treatment of LGBTQIA+ students
compared to averages among peers (i.e. “Among tallied surveys, 36% of transgender high school
students reported being treated badly or unfairly because of their gender identity compared to
7% for female and 3% for male students.” ) The sponsors preferred not to move forward with
the second suggestion and keep that language as drafted, as the current language articulates
the point the survey made.

Councilor Bixby motioned to approve this item. The committee agreed 7-0.

#54-26 Requesting update on leaf-blower landscaper registration and enforcement
ordinance
COUNCILORS BAKER, MALAIKE, FARRELL, WRIGHT, AND GREENBERG requesting
a discussion with the Commissioner of Inspectional Services and the Chief of
Police, responsible members of their Departments as to the progress in securing
compliance with the leaf-blower provisions of Newton's noise ordinance
requiring landscaper registration and lawful operation of noise-compliant
equipment, including the reporting and enforcement work by those
Departments. (180 days: 07/19/2026)

Action: Programs & Services Held 6-1 (Councilor Oliver Opposed)

Notes: Councilor Baker motioned to accept and consider late-filed reports related to this
item. These reports were filed late due to communication errors. The committee agreed 7-0.
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Commissioner of Inspectional Services Anthony Ciccariello and Executive Administrator of
Inspectional Services Deb Finamore provided an update on enforcing landscaper registration
and the leaf-blower provisions of Newton’s noise ordinance. Commissioner Ciccariello stated
that they have 280 registered landscapers for leaf-blowers so far this year, compared to 338 in
2025, and 356 in 2024. He stated that, due to data from enforcement efforts, they had found
that 151 landscapers were compliant with the noise ordinance so far in 2026, compared to 432
being compliant in 2025, and 311 in 2024, which meant that compliance had increased by 121
landscapers. Commissioner Ciccariello stated that there have been five suspensions in 2026 so
far, compared to 19 suspensions in 2025, and 31 in 2024. He stated that 40 landscapers are non-
compliant so far in 2026, compared to 222 in 2025, and 283 in 2024.

Commissioner Ciccariello clarified that non-compliance means a landscaper is unregistered at
the time of an enforcement officer checking their registration. He also clarified that these are
total instances of non-compliance, meaning that a landscaper could be registered, but be caught
using a blower that is over 65 decibels.

A councilor asked about coordinating enforcement with the police, and if Commissioner
Ciccariello had any information about the police’s history of enforcement. Commissioner
Ciccariello answered that he does not have much information, but stated that sometimes when
the police get called, they will radio the enforcement officer when he’s working. The same
councilor was concerned that, since the enforcement officer is part-time, they are dependent
on police enforcement for weekends and holidays, and that it’s important for them to have that
data. The same councilor stated they had also heard concerns from citizens about leaf-blower
noise still. The same councilor asked if it was time to consider an all-electric model, as it would
make enforcement of the ordinance easier due to the noticeable noise difference.
Commissioner Ciccariello answered that electric leaf-blowers would still have to comply with
the 65 dB ordinance, and stated that electric leaf-blowers do not tend to carry a decibel tag like
gas leaf-blowers.

The same councilor asked about a couple of property owners who had been fined.
Commissioner Ciccariello stated that the data in the provided table related to property owners
who received a warning and a door knocker if they are using a landscaper who is not registered.
He stated that no one had been fined so far this year, but had two property owners be fined last
year who did not comply. The same councilor asked if there was anything that could enhance
enforcement of the ordinance. Commissioner Ciccariello stated that doing away with the 60-day
suspension would help with enforcement. He stated that the second violation is what suspends
them, but will usually appeal the ticket, which has a 21-day appeal period, which means they
cannot be properly suspended for 21 days. He stated that, if a landscaper does appeal, the
appeal takes an additional 7 days to go through the system at the courthouse, and they cannot
be taken to court, which would take an additional 1-2 months, typically bringing them into the
colder months. He stated that, ultimately, any 60-day suspension would be taking place in the
wintertime, which wouldn’t make a difference. He stated that enforcement could be done
quicker without the 60-day suspension, and stated that enforcements are very difficult to track
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with the current system. He stated that several landscapers have been taken to court, and the
court had been lenient. He stated that the court has asked to work out payment plans for some
of the landscapers, and the Law Department has written up payment plans for them. The same
councilor asked if it would still be enough to have ticketing enforcement in lieu of suspension,
and if warnings or fines would be directed towards property owners using unregistered
landscapers. Commissioner Ciccariello confirmed any warnings or fines would be directed
towards property owners. He clarified that landscapers can register with the City, and if
homeowners hire a landscaper that is registered from the City, they are protected from any fines
levied against them, but if a homeowner chooses to hire an unregistered landscaper, then the
homeowner and the landscaper receive a ticket.

Commissioner Ciccariello stated that he believes landscapers are getting more compliant as the
years go on.

A councilor asked if the enforcement officer works on weekends. Commissioner Ciccariello
answered that the enforcement officer works occasional weekends, but doesn’t have set hours.
He stated that residents who believe there is a non-compliant leaf-blower being used may make
a request for leaf-blower enforcement through the system, and include a time and date the
enforcement officer could investigate. He stated that landscapers, and people leaf-blowing for
pay, are subject to the ordinance. The same councilor asked why the City wasn’t interested in
collecting fine money. Commissioner Ciccariello stated the fine acts more as a deterrent.

A councilor asked if there was any correspondence with other towns and cities that have banned
gas powered leaf-blowers, and asked about enforcement in those areas. Commissioner
Ciccariello stated there is no correspondence with other towns and cities. The same councilor
asked whether a leaf-blower was in automatic violation of the ordinance if it did not have a
decibel tag. Commissioner Ciccariello confirmed leaf-blowers without any decibel tags were in
automatic violation.

A councilor asked the committee about their sentiment towards looking at further refinements
to the ordinance, such as amending the suspension period, that might assist in enforcement
over time.

A councilor asked if a few landscapers were accounting for most of the instances. Executive
Administrator Finamore clarified that these reports were done by permit number or ticket
number. She stated that she could run the report by offender company name, where the
company could be listed multiple times as compliant or non-compliant, but the reports would
have to be merged to get all the information in one place. Executive Administrator Finamore
stated that suspension is faulty because it penalizes registered landscapers trying to follow the
ordinance, whereas non-registered landscapers are accumulating fines, but receive no other
penalization. She stated that non-registered landscapers can be taken to court, but can continue
to offend in the meantime. Commissioner Ciccariello clarified that the enforcement officer can
write a ticket if a landscaper is not registered, and another if they’re using non-compliant
equipment, but cannot get suspended because they’re not registered.
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A councilor asked if it would help the Commissioner not to have to worry about suspensions and
just write tickets. Commissioner Ciccariello stated he believed that compliance would come with
landscapers needing to pay.

A councilor stated that another item could be docketed related to refining the ordinance, and
anyone could sign on if desired.

Councilor Baker motioned to hold this item. Councilor Oliver preferred to vote No Action
Necessary. The committee agreed 6-1 (Councilor Oliver Opposed).

#77-26 Review of Newton City Charter
COUNCILORS KRINTZMAN, LUCAS, BLOCK, SILBER, ALBRIGHT, FARRELL, KALIS,
ROCHE, DAHMUBED, GOLDEN, and BIXBY requesting discussion and review of the
Newton City Charter that should include an evaluation of the structure,
composition, role and duties of Newton's City Council and School Committee. The
review should also include any other component of the Newton City Charter
deemed appropriate. The review should be presented to the Newton City Council
for its consideration (180 days: 08/17/2026).
Held 8-0 on 03/04/26
Held 7-0 on 04/08/26

Action: Programs & Services Held 7-0

Notes: A councilor explained that Article VII establishes a Department of Planning and
Development, and there is special legislation that the City had passed on the topic. The same
councilor stated that there is planning board membership which is determined by ordinance.
The councilor stated that this requires a comprehensive plan, as laid out in the general laws, and
there is a process under the general laws for establishing a comprehensive plan. The councilor
stated that a new mayor, within two years of taking office, is required to act on the
comprehensive plan, either proposing a new comprehensive plan, affirming the existing plan, or
proposing amendments to the plan. The councilor stated that the Newton comprehensive plan
was last updated around a decade ago. He added that the Council has the authorization to
approve, adopt, or amend any proposal from the Mayor, and the councilor believed that the
charter, as it exists, says that the City Council is also empowered to propose new comprehensive
plans.

The same councilor stated that the Charter Commission did not include City Council’s ability to
propose new comprehensive plans, as the Charter Commission stated comprehensive plans
should originate with the Mayor, but the councilor reiterated that the Council is authorized to
adopt or amend that. The councilor stated that the Charter Commission’s draft removed
references to urban renewal, and outdated laws that were no longer part of the general laws.
The councilor stated that the Charter Commission proposed removing the part of the current
charter which states that the Planning Board is supposed to make written findings, and instead
asks the Planning Board to follow general laws, as the Planning Board is not making written
findings. The councilor stated that the Charter Commission proposed removing part of the
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current charter which states that if zoning changes are made, the comprehensive plan is deemed
to be amended by those changes. The Charter Commission proposed to replace it with zoning
changes or changes “shall not be inconsistent with the comprehensive plan.”

A councilor expressed an initial lack of support for these provisions, as the councilor believed it
would lead to litigation about the City’s zoning ordinances in ways it hadn’t before. The councilor
clarified that most of the changes were okay, except for the removal of the provision that says
that the comprehensive plan shall be deemed to be amended in accordance with the changes
made by the City Council, and that he would retain the language as a guide.

A councilor stated that language preventing the City Council from passing or changing an
ordinance that would put the comprehensive plan in conflict with the current ordinance should
not be put in the charter. The same councilor was not okay with the comprehensive plan
ultimately being a controlling overlay on what’s possible or not possible even within a two-year
timeframe. The councilor advocated for the language acting as more of a guide.

A councilor questioned who would be the arbiter of whether something was in conflict or
inconsistent with the comprehensive plan.

A councilor asked why they wouldn’t keep language in addressing all future action by the City
Council. Another councilor answered that the current language would open the door to having
existing ordinances all reviewed for non-inconsistency as opposed to future ordinances, and
stated that if the text aims to address action looking forward, then that should be made clear.

A councilor stated that any regular updating, or reviewing the charter for legitimacy, was okay,
but was hesitant about potential increases in spending, as amending would require outside
consultants, which could get expensive. Another councilor clarified that would be up to the
Mayor, and also clarified that the Charter Commission’s recommendation stated that a new
mayor should review the charter and determine whether or not changes should be made. The
first councilor asked whether, in the past, updates to the comprehensive plan included
significant input from external consultants. Another councilor answered that a past change
received input from an external consultant, but the consultant volunteered their time. The
councilor added, though, that amending the language of the comprehensive plan on the council
floor and in committee was a long and time-consuming process.

A councilor stated that forcing a process on the mayor to either accept or modify the
comprehensive plan is not a wise way to proceed.

A councilor asked if this would make the comprehensive plan more of a political document. A
councilor clarified that the current version and the Charter Commission’s version has the
comprehensive plan originating with the administration, which lays out the vision for the
Planning Department, hires the Planning Director, and administers the plan, and the City Council
always retains the opportunity to approve, amend, or change that comprehensive plan when
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proposed by the Mayor. The councilor stated that the Charter Commission’s position was that
this was an administration-spearheaded document, and once the document is finalized, it is
finalized, but the mayor could propose future changes, and future mayors could review it for
amendments. The first councilor stated that, ideally, the document would retain its City Council-
originating opportunity.

A councilor stated that they were comfortable with the two-year deadline, as any changes to
the comprehensive plan do not have to be giant undertakings, but stated that if they want to
have a city that is going in an understandable direction, then articulating a plan is a reasonable
ask.

A councilor stated that making a commitment to a vision for where the mayor wants the city to
go is an important statement, and if the mayor chooses not to make a commitment, then that
is a curious statement on the mayor’s part.

A councilor asked for a show of hands for those who want the Council to be able to originate an
amendment to the comprehensive plan. A majority of the Councilors raised hands. The councilor
stated they would add it back into the draft.

A councilor stated they were not in favor of the two-year provision, as it seemed arbitrary and
not subject to unforeseen circumstances that may take precedent over the comprehensive plan.

A councilor asked what problem they were trying to solve with this language of the current
charter. The same councilor stated that if they are trying to instill some urgency, then there
should be a deadline.

A councilor stated that they agreed with the mayor being forced to state a plan, and was okay
with that being in the charter. The same councilor also agreed that if it gets to be a big project,
then the City would then have to incur some costs to hire outside staff to consult on it. The
councilor stated they would prefer to read an up-to-date comprehensive plan with more than
just minor updates.

A councilor asked if, when the mayor presents a comprehensive plan, the Council has the
opportunity and responsibility to review and comment on it. Another councilor confirmed that
the City Council may adopt it by resolution or may amend it. The first councilor stated that it is
not a burden to ask the mayor for their plan and for the Council to express concerns about it.

A councilor concluded that it seems that the committee was okay with the changes overall, but
two parts needed to be put back in: the language about the comprehensive plan serving as a
guide to the city ordinances; ordinances that conflict with the comprehensive plan are deemed
to have been an amendment to the comprehensive plan; changes to the comprehensive plan
are explicitly to apply prospectively; and the City Council may originate amendments to the
comprehensive plan.
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A councilor asked why the Planning Board was now added to the charter by the Charter
Commission. A councilor answered that the Special Act the City adopted affirmatively creates

the Planning and Development Board, and the charter already referred to the powers of the
Planning Board.

Councilor Malakie motioned to hold this item. The committee agreed 7-0.
The committee adjourned at 9:33 p.m.
Respectfully Submitted,

Josh Krintzman, Chair



