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GLOUCESTER CITY COUNCIL MEETING
Tuesday, March 22, 2022
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Summary of Discussion: The CAO, Jill Cahill, made a few remarks on behalf of Mayor Verga. She stated
that Mayor Verga had conveyed to her that private road repair/public ways was the number one topic that the
Mayor had heard from residents while canvassing the City last fall. She added that the Mayor is committed to
exploring options to make improvements with the intention of creating a working group for the issue. The
CAO suggested that each councilor visit the MMA website and read an article written by Geoff Beckwith on
Ch. 90 and the effects of inflation as related to state aid regarding roads.

The Assistant General Counsel, Krisna Basu, provided a brief overview of the City
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Questions from Councilors:

Q1. (Grow): Asked if there was anything in the ordinances where the City could compel property owners to
repair a private road.

Al. (Hale): Stated Sec. 21-80 (2)e references that constructed private ways must be maintained so that there
are no defects to impede the safe passage of emergency vehicles. He then stated he was unsure how to take
legal action against the abutters.

Al. (Basu): Stated she was unsure what type of legal action, but that she would research that issue.

Al. (Gilman): Stated that as councilors they could look at what roads were in the queue for public transfer.
She reminded everyone that when transferring a road from private to public it lessened the money available for
public road repair.

Q2. (Memhard): Stated it was unfair to place the burden of certain private road repairs on abutters when the
majority of the documented traffic that used certain roads was not resident traffic. Asked the Public Works
Director to speak to this.

A2. (Hale): Stated there was no distinguishing between a statutory private way and any other private way. He
stated that just because a road was open to the public the City was not required to provide any relief to the
abutters for repair. He said he was sympathetic to the issue, but that state law only gave the City so much
flexibility. He explained that the City could not add additional flexibility to the local ordinance without it being
supported by state law.

Q3. (Worthley): Stated he believed that that there was a point in time where the City maintained every road
within the City. Asked how and why that changed.
A3. (Hale): Stated that there was a nuance to the word



City Council March 22, 2022 Page 4 of 30

Q9. (Worthley): Asked if there was a definition that could be created locally that if there was a dedicated
public use on a private way could the City then create an opportunity to put public money towards a private
road with a public use.

A9. (Mayor Verga): Stated the City was limited by law and funding. Stated that a working group would be
the next step to figure out what could be done in support of this matter.

Councilor Gilman stated that information regarding Private Road Repair could be found on the Public Works
Department website. The Members of the City Council thanked both the Public Works Director and
Attorney Basu for their work on this matter.

CONFIRMATION OF NEW APPOINTMENTS:

Mayor Verga stated that there were seven new appointments and thanked each appointment for their
willingness to serve the City.

Archives Committee Dani Hodge Stotzer TTE 2/15/25

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: On a motion by Councilor O
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Summary of Discussion: Mrs. Verga stated that she has worked as a nurse for the last thirty years at Addison
Gilbert and Beverly Hospital and had been on multiple committees to improve those facilities. She stated that
she loved the beauty of City Hall and stated that it was a precious commodity that needed to be preserved.

MOTION: On a motion by Councilor Nolan, seconded by Councilor O
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COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: On a motion by Councilor O
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MOTION: On a motion by Councilor Worthley, seconded by Councilor Gross, the City Council voted by
ROLL CALL 9 in favor, 0 opposed, to approve Supplemental Appropriation 2022-SA-16 in the amount
of $6,700 (Six Thousand Seven Hundred Dollars) from Waterways Enterprise Fund, Undesignated Fund
Balance-Retained Earnings (
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of $3,000 (Three Thousand Dollars) from Waterways Enterprise Fund, Undesignated Fund Balance-
Retained Earnings (
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Wages Temporary, Account #700051-512000, for the purpose of funding temporary wages and pay
increases.

#2022-SA-23:

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: On a motion by Councilor Memhard, seconded by Councilor Gross,
the Budget & Finance Committee voted by ROLL CALL 3 in favor, 0 opposed, to recommend to the City
Council to approve Supplemental Appropriation 2022-SA-23 in the amount of $2,500 (Two Thousand Five
Hundred Dollars) from Waterways Enterprise Fund, Undesignated Fund Balance-Retained Earnings (
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2. Memorandum from the Harbormaster requesting acceptance of an annual Clean Vessel Act Grant in the
amount of $14,500

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: On a motion by Councilor Memhard, seconded by Councilor
Worthley, the Budget & Finance Committee voted by ROLL CALL 3 in favor, 0 opposed, to recommend to the
City Council to accept under MGL c. 44,
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Norma Silva $20.00
Barbara Buswell $40.00
Dorothy Taliadoros $20.00
Charles J. Steiner $250.00
SeniorCare, Inc. $100.00
Jebediah Foundation $5,000.00
Marilynn Grant $10.00
Richard Semple $100.00
Margaret Coronel $200.00
Athena Mclnnis $25.00
Georgia Montouris, MD $25.00
Gail P. Gerring $25.00
Vincie Woodhams/Grace Simpson $25.00
Postage/Desk Sales $170.00

Total: $6,145.00.

MOTION: On a motion by Councilor Worthley, seconded by Councilor Gross, the City Council voted by
ROLL CALL 9 in favor, 0 opposed, to accept cash donations, under MGL c. 44,
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Elder Affairs through SeniorCare, Inc., for a Title 111-B Older Americans Act Grant for $9,841.00 for FY2022.
Funds are to be used to supplement the hours and part-time salary for an Outreach Coordinator Worker at the
Rose Baker Senior Center. The grant period is from October 1, 2021 through September 30, 2022, and there is
a minimum 10% local match for this grant.

MOTION: On a motion by Councilor Worthley, seconded by Councilor Gross, the City Council voted by
ROLL CALL 9 in favor, 0 opposed, to accept under MGL c. 44,
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City Council, pursuant to City Charter Sec. 2-7 (a) concerning the election of the City Auditor, to elect Kenny
Costa as the City Auditor for a term of April 2022 to April 2024.

MOTION: On a motion by Councilor Worthley, seconded by Councilor Gross, the City Council voted by
ROLL CALL 9 in favor, 0 opposed, pursuant to City Charter Sec. 2-7 (a) concerning the election of the
City Auditor, to elect Kenny Costa as the City Auditor for a term of April 2022 to April 2024.


mailto:mbtafeedback@gloucester-ma.gov
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Councilor Gilman read the above bullet from the draft letter. She stated that the goal was to get a consensus
from all councilors regarding the content of the letter to submit to the DHCD. Councilors Memhard and
Worthley stated they were comfortable with the language. Councilor Grow suggested taking out the words
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Councilor Gilman read the next bullet. Councilor Grow stated that it was his understanding that zero units
resulted from the amnesty program. Councilor Gross reminded Councilor Grow that the City was
submitting general comments and not just local comments. There was discussion about whether this whole
bullet should be included or not, or just certain lines. Councilor Gilman suggested striking the whole
paragraph. Councilor O
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Councilor Gilman read the above bullet. Councilor Grow stated that he thought the language
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the City Council AMEND Ch. 25
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per Sec. 2-11(c) of the City Charter or voting each of the amendments up or down. Councilor Gilman
explained the Public Hearing process.

The Public Hearing opened at 8:44 p.m.

Mayor Verga thanked everyone who has been involved in this process. He asked everyone to keep in mind
that the amendments were stand-alone amendments and were about equity and providing housing opportunity.

Those speaking in favor: The Interim Community Development Director/Planning Director shared his
screen.

Mr. Cademartori gave a brief outline of tonight
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Mr. Cademartori explained the timeline of the proposed amendments.

Mr. Cademartori gave a brief overview of the proposed amendments in front of the City Council tonight.

Mr. Cademartori explained Motion #1. He stated that the special permit requirement would be removed for
two-family conversions with exterior modification, thereby treating new two-family construction and
conversions the same from a permitting perspective.  He stated that this proposed change was to provide
consistency in the permitting process for two-family homes and would treat both a conversion, as well as new

construction, the same.
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Mr. Cademartori explained that the above slide was an example of a new two-family development that was
built on a virgin lot which required just a building permit.

Mr. Cademartori explained that the above slide was an example of a teardown/rebuild of a two-family. He
explained that the owner did not wish to pursue the modification of the current home via special permit, so he
tore the structure down and rebuilt a new two-family home with just a building permit as of right.
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Mr. Cademartori stated the above two slides were examples of a two-family conversion that went through the
special permit process because the exterior of the home was altered.

Mr. Cademartori explained that the RC-40 was depicted in teal in the above slide. He stated that currently
most of the City
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Mr. Cademartori explained that Motion #3 would treat the larger lot districts (R-80, R-40, RC-40 and R-30)
the same as R-20, R-10 and R-5. He explained that if a lot met the minimum requirements for the creation of a
lot in a district, then one could pursue either a single-family or two-family home (with all other dimensional

requirements and jurisdictions still applying).

Mr. Cademartori explained Motion #4. He stated that currently the lot width requirement was greater than the
lot frontage requirement in all districts besides R-5 (vase-shaped lots). He stated the proposed change would
create equality of lot frontage and width with straighter lot lines. He pointed out that the setback requirement

would still need to be met.
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Mr. Cademartori explained the above slides. He stated that the blue line was approximately 100 feet. He
explained that the two dwellings with the red lines were pushed to the back of the lot, closer to the wetlands.
He stated that those two structures could have been sited closer to the roadway if they were only required to use
the 100-foot dimension. He reiterated that setback requirements would still need to be met for front yard, side

yard and rear yard.

Mr. Cademartori explained that Motion #6 was a footnote clarification to the Dimensional Table for the one,
two and three family. He explained that this action was more of a cleanup to make it clear that three families do
follow the dimensional requirements in Sec. 3.2.1 and that for anything with four or more units in a multifamily
there was a separate table of dimensional requirements.

Those speaking in opposition:

Lisa Rigsby, address not learned

Ms. Rigsby stated that she was a Ward 2 resident who has lived in the City for approximately twenty years.
She stated that she was here tonight to ask the City Council to either continue or vote down these motions and
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stated that the process by which these amendments had been presented to the public was disappointing,
disrespectful and discouraging. She stated that the public had been discredited by the refusal of P&D
representatives along the public journey to acknowledge any affiliation between the development of the
proposed zoning amendments and the TOD and stated that the two were not mutually exclusive. She asked that
the City Council do not rush when considering the proposed zoning amendments.

Patti Amaral, 14 Myrtle Square
Ms. Amaral stated that she was opposed to the amendments that relaxed the City
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Stated he previously served on the Planning Board for six years and also served on the City Council. He stated
he was President of the City Council when the Housing Production Plan was created and the working group was
appointed and that the City needed a Housing Production Plan to advance the City
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modification. Stated the DPW Director had provided a memo that the City was well within the capacity for
both water and sewer infrastructure.

Olivia Perez-O
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Tom Robinson-Cox, 5 Haskell Court

Stated he was in opposition due to unintended consequences. Stated that his main concern was that by making
two family by-right, the door opened to rampant development. He gave examples of two properties that were
originally one-family homes that were turned into luxury condominiums by developers. He read the opening
line of the zoning ordinance that stated the purpose of the zoning ordinances was to promote and enhance the
health, safety, convenience, quality of life and welfare of the inhabitants of the City. He stated that the
proposed amendments lessened the intent of the zoning ordinance and were in direct contradiction to the
purpose.

Ed Shoucair, 717 Washington Street

Stated that he was in favor of more affordable housing, but did not believe the amendments would bring that
about. Stated he was particularly in opposition to the proposed amendments that allowed single-family homes
to become two-family homes without going through the special permit process, as well as the amendment to
allow current building heights to be increased to 35 feet as of right. He stated that an erroneous reason had been
given for removing the special permit requirement for two-family conversions and that the City
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Stated none of the zoning amendments would result in affordable housing and that it would have the opposite
effect. Asked the City Council to re-review the amendments.

Unsure of position on amendments:
Jane Fox-Dobson, 14 Becker Circle

Stated that she was on the fence regarding the zoning amendments. Suggested that stipulations be placed on
new or two-family conversions where the owner needed to live in the property or could only rent to family.
Stated meetings on this topic should be held in person and not remotely.

Diana Clark, 279 Concord Street

Stated she was not for or against the amendments as she was unsure of some of the details of the amendments.
Stated the public needed to be more informed and that language needed to be used so everyone could
understand the details of the amendments. Asked the City Council to hold off on voting until everyone
understands the amendments.

Councilor Gilman explained that it was 11:00 p.m. and the City Council, per the Rules of Procedure, needed to

vote to continue on with the meeting. Councilor Grow offered a motion, seconded by Councilor Memhard,
to continue with the meeting until 11:30 p.m.

Summary of Discussion: Councilor O
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Olimpia Louise Palazzola, 57 Western Avenue
Stated the City could not stop developers from purchasing property and suggested adding stipulations to the
amendments so that developers were prohibited from being able to purchase and redevelop.

Peter Coakley, 20 Eastern Point Boulevard

Stated he was in opposition to the proposed amendments, particularly RC-40, and asked the City Council to
vote no. Regarding RC-40, he stated that the residents of Eastern Point were upset that an environmental plan
was not done. He added that 85% of the homes on Eastern Point were on septic tanks and 100% of roads were
below the plain. He stated that the quality of life in the City would decline if the zoning amendment changes
are passed.

Robin Hosking, 20 Forest Lane
Stated the housing crisis wouldn





