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GLOUCESTER CITY COUNCIL MEETING
Tuesday, March 22, 2022 – 6:00 p.m.
REMOTE MEETING
-MinutesPresent: Council President, Councilor Val Gilman; Council Vice President, Councilor Sean Nolan;
Councilor Tony Gross; Councilor Jason Grow; Councilor Frank Margiotta; Councilor Scott Memhard;
Councilor Jamie O’Hara; Councilor Tracy O’Neil; Councilor Jeff Worthley
Also Present: Mayor Greg Verga; City Clerk, Joanne Senos; CAO, Jill Cahill; Assistant General
Counsel, Krisna Basu; Public Works Director, Mike Hale; Auditor, Kenny Costa; CFO, John Dunn
This meeting was conducted remotely through Zoom
All votes were ROLL CALL votes
Meeting called to order at 6:02 p.m.
Councilor Gilman announced in the interest of government transparency with regards to deliberations and
decisions made by the City Council and according to open meeting law, since this meeting was posted as a
Zoom meeting, this meeting is recorded by video and audio and will be conducted by remote participation.
Additionally, all votes taken by the City Council during this and future remote meetings will be by roll call
vote. If you are calling in on a phone, you can press Star 9 (*9) to request to speak. If you are watching on a
computer or device, there is a “raised hand” button that you can tap or press to request to speak. Please use
either of these options during oral communications and the public hearing to be recognized to speak.
Councilor Gilman introduced the City Council members and City staff in attendance.
Matters were taken out of order. The minutes reflect the order in which matters were taken.
MOMENT OF SILENCE: Councilor Gilman offered a moment of silence in honor of Mike Linquata and
his wife, Lillian, who both recently passed away. She stated Mr. Linquata fought in World War II and did many
wonderful things for the City. Councilor Nolan listed three words to describe Mr. Linquata, family, patriotism
and community, and stated that the community lost two heroes.
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS:
Jess Semeraro, 1 Mansfield Court
Suggested a crosswalk be placed at Gloucester Crossing, across the highway from Halyard to the Blackburn
Industrial Park as pedestrians cross there and stated that it was a matter of time before someone got hurt. Also
stated that the Tavern on Stacy Boulevard was for sale and that the advertisement stated that the beach in front
of the Tavern was private property. She stated that she believed that that property was granted to the City by
George Stacy.
Mike Frenette, 16 Myrtle Square
Stated he had a concern about the crosswalks on Railroad Avenue and Whistlestop. Stated he has had
numerous encounters where vehicles were not aware of pedestrians crossing in these crosswalks.
PRESENTATIONS/COMMENDATIONS:
Mike Hale, DPW Director re: Private road repair and the process of accepting private roads as public ways
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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’s ordinance and state law.
She explained that there were three types of ways in Massachusetts including public ways (ways in which the
public has the right to pass and municipalities have a responsibility of repairing), true private ways (privately
owned and used where the public has no right to access or pass) and statutory private ways (ways that are open
to the public but the City does not have a duty to maintain or repair).
Attorney Basu stated that the City was limited in what types of repairs could be performed by the City on
private ways and that according to MGL it was up to cities and town to make a by-law or an ordinance as to
what type of repairs could be made on private ways. She added that state law allowed cities to have an
ordinance that shall determine the type and extent of repairs, including if drainage was included, if repairs
needed to be required by public necessity, the number of abutters than could petition for repairs, if a betterment
should be assessed, liability limits, if the ways needed to be used for a certain number of years, and if a cash
deposit should be required for repairs. She stated that the City had adopted an ordinance under this state law
that said that temporary repairs can be performed in certain situations including a determination by the DPW
Director that the condition of a way adversely affected the safety of the inhabitants and that a repair of a
permanent nature was unnecessary to cure the condition. She also explained that the ordinance stated that upon
a determination by the DPW Director that the condition of the way constituted an emergency which required
immediate repair in order to protect the health and safety of the inhabitants of the City. She stated that the
City’s ordinance also spoke to temporary repairs including the filling of potholes and repairs to surface
materials. She stated under the ordinance the City was not allowed to perform significant excavation,
regrading, drainage work or resurfacing. She stated that any permanent-type repair just listed needed to go
through a specific process that was outlined in Sec. 21-83 to Sec. 21-85 that was subject to the availability of
funding, a recommendation by the Mayor, and a 2/3 vote of the City Council, and that the process would start
with a petition signed by at least 75% of the abutters. She stated that the City could make repairs to the private
ways in these instances, but that the repairs needed to be paid for by the abutters.
The Public Works Director, Mike Hale, stated that the City had approximately 90 miles of accepted ways and
a combination of approximately 50 miles of unaccepted ways and dedicated private ways. He stated in 2013 the
City did a pavement management project where it was determined that $17 million was needed in repairs to
public roads. He explained that the Ch. 90 formula allotted the City about $640,000 to $680,000 annually in
road repair money and stated that only accepted roads and certain activities were eligible under Ch. 90 funds.
He stated he currently represented Essex County on the Mass Highway Association and stated that he advocated
tirelessly for additional aid for road repair. He added that in his time with the DPW he could only recall two
instances were loan orders were put forth for road paving projects (other than the private road betterment
projects) and added that the City primarily funded road repairs with Ch. 90 funding. He reiterated, as Attorney
Basu stated, that the City had adopted enabling legislation to allow the City to enter into private way road
resurfacing projects and for snow removal, which allowed the City to spend public dollars to remove snow and
ice from private ways.
The Public Works Director stated that the City was responsible and liable to maintain public ways but that
there was a shortfall in annual money and stated that the City spent every dollar it received in funding for road
repair. He stated that there were a number of small programs that the City had taken advantage of to help
bridge the funding gap but stated that the City was approximately $1 million short each year with public road
repair.
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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.
A1. (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.
A1. (Basu): Stated she was unsure what type of legal action, but that she would research that issue.
A1. (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 “maintenance.” Posed the question of if the City
maintained private roads or did the City provide temporary repair to private roads. Stated the caveat in the
ordinance was “if funding allows.” He added that he did not believe the City provided maintenance to private
roads at any time, but that the City provided temporary repair when funding was available.
Q4. (Gross): Asked what qualifications were required for a road to be public. Asked if there were any
dimensional requirements.
A4. (Hale): Stated there was a host of qualifications. Stated new roads needed a dimensional requirement of
40 feet but that some vintage roads were exempt from this criterion.
Q5. (Gross): Asked if the City was at a legal risk if certain private roads were paved with City funds and
others were not.
A5. (Hale): Stated he did not know what mechanism could be used to invest public funds free of charge to a
private way.
A5. (Basu): Stated the City did have a legal responsibility to maintain public ways and the City was also
responsible for any injury or property damage on a public way.
Q6. (Margiotta): Asked what would happen if a private way was deemed impassable.
A6. (Hale): Stated the abutters were responsible for keeping the private way in good condition.
Q7. (Grow): Asked for clarification between the distinction of a statutory private way and dedicated private
way. Asked if property owners could keep the public from using private ways.
A7. (Basu): Stated that there are public ways which are open to the public and maintained by the City; private
ways that are privately owned and privately used; and then there are statutory private ways which are privately
owned, but are open to the public.
Q8. (Grow): Asked how many dedicated private ways were in the City.
A8. (Hale): Stated it was a lower number than statutory private ways.
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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’Hara, seconded by Councilor Margiotta,
the Ordinances & Administration Committee voted by ROLL CALL 3 in favor, 0 opposed, to recommend to the
City Council to appoint Dani Hodge Stotzer to the Archives Committee, TTE 02/15/25.
Summary of Discussion: Ms. Stotzer stated that she had a true love of the City. She attended college as a
history major and received her Master’s. She stated that she taught history and was now semi-retired and was
volunteering for the Gloucester 400 celebration and had been volunteering in the Archives Department for the
past year.
MOTION: On a motion by Councilor Nolan, seconded by Councilor O’Hara, the City Council voted by
ROLL CALL 9 in favor, 0 opposed, to appoint Dani Hodge Stotzer to the Archives Committee, TTE
02/15/25.
Capital Improvements Advisory Board

Kelly Brancaleone

TTE 2/14/25

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: On a motion by Councilor O’Hara, seconded by Councilor Margiotta,
the Ordinances & Administration Committee voted by ROLL CALL 3 in favor, 0 opposed, to recommend to the
City Council to appoint Kelly Brancaleone to the Capital Improvements Advisory Board, TTE 02/14/25.
Summary of Discussion: Ms. Brancaleone stated that she was a practicing civil engineer and had experience
working on large scale capital projects.
MOTION: On a motion by Councilor Nolan, seconded by Councilor O’Hara, the City Council voted by
ROLL CALL 9 in favor, 0 opposed, to appoint Kelly Brancaleone to the Capital Improvements Advisory
Board, TTE 02/14/25.
City Hall Restoration Commission

Kellie Verga

TTE 2/14/25

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: On a motion by Councilor O’Hara, seconded by Councilor Margiotta,
the Ordinances & Administration Committee voted by ROLL CALL 3 in favor, 0 opposed, to recommend to the
City Council to appoint Kellie Verga to the City Hall Restoration Committee, TTE 02/14/25.
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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’Hara, the City Council voted by
ROLL CALL 9 in favor, 0 opposed, to appoint Kellie Verga to the City Hall Restoration Committee, TTE
02/14/25.
Fisheries Commission

Tessa Browne

TTE 2/14/25

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: On a motion by Councilor O’Hara, seconded by Councilor Margiotta,
the Ordinances & Administration Committee voted by ROLL CALL 3 in favor, 0 opposed, to recommend to the
City Council to appoint Tessa Browne to the Fisheries Commission, TTE 02/14/25.
Summary of Discussion: Ms. Browne stated that she was a shore side lobster dealer and currently was
involved with a large majority of the fishing fleet within the City on a daily basis. Councilor Margiotta stated
that he would be supporting Ms. Browne’s appointment.
MOTION: On a motion by Councilor Nolan, seconded by Councilor O’Hara, the City Council voted by
ROLL CALL 9 in favor, 0 opposed, to appoint Tessa Browne to the Fisheries Commission, TTE 02/14/25.
Fisheries Commission

Maria Carpenter

TTE 2/14/25

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: On a motion by Councilor O’Hara, seconded by Councilor Margiotta,
the Ordinances & Administration Committee voted by ROLL CALL 3 in favor, 0 opposed, to recommend to the
City Council to appoint Maria Carpenter to the Fisheries Commission, TTE 02/14/25.
Summary of Discussion: Ms. Carpenter stated that she worked for Fishing Partnership Support Services and
was the daughter of a fisherman. She stated that she was also a recovery coach and worked daily with local
fishermen.
MOTION: On a motion by Councilor Nolan, seconded by Councilor O’Hara, the City Council voted by
ROLL CALL 9 in favor, 0 opposed, to appoint Maria Carpenter to the Fisheries Commission, TTE
02/14/25.
Gloucester Cultural Council

Tricia O’Neill (fulfilling unexpired term)

TTE 2/14/24

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: On a motion by Councilor Nolan, seconded by Councilor Margiotta,
the Ordinances & Administration Committee voted by ROLL CALL 3 in favor, 0 opposed, to recommend to the
City Council to appoint Tricia O’Neill (fulfilling unexpired term) to the Gloucester Cultural Council, TTE
02/14/24.
Summary of Discussion: Ms. O’Neill stated that she was an artist and stated she was happy to volunteer for
the Gloucester Cultural Council.
MOTION: On a motion by Councilor Nolan, seconded by Councilor O’Hara, the City Council voted by
ROLL CALL 9 in favor, 0 opposed, to appoint Tricia O’Neill (fulfilling unexpired term) to the
Gloucester Cultural Council, TTE 02/14/24.
Council on Aging

Elizabeth “Betty” Munroe

TTE 2/14/25
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COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: On a motion by Councilor O’Hara, seconded by Councilor Margiotta,
the Ordinances & Administration Committee voted by ROLL CALL 3 in favor, 0 opposed, to recommend to the
City Council to appoint Elizabeth “Betty” Munroe to the Council on Aging, TTE 02/14/25.
Summary of Discussion: Ms. Munroe stated that she was a retired nurse and had been volunteering at the
Open Door. She stated she enjoys working with seniors and was looking forward to serving on the Council on
Aging.
Councilor Gilman commented that she was the ex officio council member of the COA Board. She stated that
she was excited that Ms. Munroe was joining the Council on Aging.
MOTION: On a motion by Councilor Nolan, seconded by Councilor O’Hara, the City Council voted by
ROLL CALL 9 in favor, 0 opposed, to appoint Elizabeth “Betty” Munroe to the Council on Aging, TTE
02/14/25.
CONSENT AGENDA:
● CONFIRMATION OF REAPPOINTMENTS
1. Magnolia Pier Advisory Committee
Noreen Gillis
TTE 2/14/25
● MAYOR’S REPORT
1. Appointments & Reappointments
New Appointments
Board of Registrars
Craig Anderson
TTE 2/14/25
(Refer O&A)
Community Preservation Committee
Harry Hoglander (fulfilling unexpired term)
TTE 2/14/24
(Refer O&A)
Reappointments
Magnolia Pier Advisory Committee
Stephen Doe
TTE 2/14/25
(Refer O&A)
2. Memorandum from Veterans Services Director requesting acceptance of donations in the amount of $350
(Refer B&F)
3. Memorandum from Fire Chief requesting acceptance of updated award amounts to the FY22 School-Based and
Senior SAFE Grants
(Refer B&F)
4. Memorandum from Interim Community Development Director requesting acceptance of a 2021 Green Communities
Competitive Grant in the amount of $92,807
(Refer B&F)
5. Memorandum from Shellfish Constable requesting acceptance of a Fishing for Energy grant from the National Fish &
Wildlife Foundation in the amount of $10,000
(Refer B&F)
6. Memorandum from DPW Director requesting acceptance of a 2022 SHRAB Veteran’s Heritage Grant in the amount
of $15,000
(Refer B&F)
7. Memorandum from CFO requesting acceptance of the ARPA Coronavirus State & Local Fiscal Recovery Funds
(Refer B&F)
8. Mayor’s response to the March 8, 2022 City Council meeting oral communications
(Info Only)
● COMMUNICATIONS/INVITATIONS
● INFORMATION ONLY
● APPLICATIONS/PETITIONS
1. Renewal of Special Permit pursuant to MGL Ch. 148, §56 and GCO Ch. 22 “Traffic and Motor Vehicles,” Sec. 22-153
“Privately owned open-air space” re: Minuteman Cinemas Inc. d/b/a Gloucester Cinema Outdoor Parking Permit at
Essex Avenue #74
(Refer P&D)
2. Special Event Application: Request for street closures re: Community Safety Day on September 17, 2022
(Refer P&D)
3. Special Event Application: Request for street closures re: Lone Gull 10K Road Race on September 25, 2022
(Refer P&D)
● COUNCILLORS ORDERS
1. CC#2022-011 (O’Neil): Amend GCO Ch. 22 “Traffic and Motor Vehicles” Sec. 22-270 “Parking Prohibited at all times”
and Sec. 22-291 “Tow-away zones” by ADDING Webster Street #27
(Refer O&A &TC)
● APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM PREVIOUS COUNCIL AND STANDING COMMITTEE MEETINGS
1. City Council Meeting: 3/8/2022
(Approve/File)
2. Joint City Council & Planning Board Meeting: 3/9/2022
(Approve/File)
3. Standing Committee Meetings: B&F 3/17/2022 (under separate cover), O&A 3/14/2022, P&D 3/16/2022
(Approve/File)

ITEMS TO BE ADDED/REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT AGENDA: None.
MOTION: On a motion by Councilor Memhard, seconded by Councilor Worthley, the City Council
voted by ROLL CALL 9 in favor, 0 opposed, to accept the Consent Agenda.
COMMITTEE REPORTS
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• Budget & Finance – March 17, 2022
ITEMS TO BE ADDED/REMOVED FROM THE BUDGET AND FINANCE UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGENDA: None.
Councilor Gilman removed “CC#2022-010 (Memhard): Election of the City Auditor pursuant to City
Charter Sec. 2-7(a).” She stated that the City Council was excited for the reappointment of the Kenny Costa
as the City Auditor. Councilor Nolan stated that Mr. Costa’s work was appreciated and that he was thrilled
with Mr. Costa’s reappointment. Councilor Gilman placed this matter back on the B&F Unanimous Consent
Agenda.
Summary of Discussion: Councilor Memhard stated that there were eleven items regarding the retained
earnings of the Harbormaster including an $83,732 transfer to the Waterways Stabilization Fund. He stated that
there was a transfer of funds for the City Clerk’s office for the purchase of a heavy duty shredder. He added
that there were donations totaling $6,145 in support of Elder Affairs, as well as a Title III-B grant. He stated
that there was a $50,000 transfer for tree care from the DPW, as well as a request for acceptance of a grant from
the Public Health Director in the amount of $16,200.
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 the Budget and Finance Unanimous Consent Agenda.
1. Memorandum and Supplemental Appropriations-Budgetary Requests (#2022-SA-15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20,
21, 22, 23, 24, 25) from the Harbormaster requesting approval to use Retained Earnings (free cash) from
the Waterways Enterprise funds for Harbormaster Department repairs and equipment, totaling $65,700
#2022-SA-15:
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-15 in the amount of $22,000 (Twenty Two Thousand
Dollars) from Waterways Enterprise Fund, Undesignated Fund Balance-Retained Earnings (“Free Cash”),
Account #7000-359000 to Waterways Enterprise Fund, Purchase of Services, Account #700052-520000 for the
purpose of engine and hull repairs to the Launch Boat.
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-15 in the amount
of $22,000 (Twenty Two Thousand Dollars) from Waterways Enterprise Fund, Undesignated Fund
Balance-Retained Earnings (“Free Cash”), Account #7000-359000 to Waterways Enterprise Fund,
Purchase of Services, Account #700052-520000 for the purpose of engine and hull repairs to the Launch
Boat.
#2022-SA-16:
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-16 in the amount of $6,700 (Six Thousand Seven
Hundred Dollars) from Waterways Enterprise Fund, Undesignated Fund Balance-Retained Earnings (“Free
Cash”), Account #7000-359000 to Waterways Enterprise Fund, Repairs and Maintenance (R&M) – Boat and
Marine Maintenance, Account #700052-524037 for the purpose of purchasing replacement mooring balls and
no-wake buoys.
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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 (“Free Cash”), Account #7000-359000 to Waterways Enterprise Fund,
Repairs and Maintenance (R&M) – Boat and Marine Maintenance, Account #700052-524037 for the
purpose of purchasing replacement mooring balls and no-wake buoys.
#2022-SA-17:
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-17 in the amount of $10,000 (Ten Thousand Dollars)
from Waterways Enterprise Fund, Undesignated Fund Balance-Retained Earnings (“Free Cash”), Account
#7000-359000 to Waterways Enterprise Fund, Purchase of Services, Account #700052-520000 for the purpose
of purchasing new mooring and chain installation for transient moorings off Niles Beach.
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-17 in the amount
of $10,000 (Ten Thousand Dollars) from Waterways Enterprise Fund, Undesignated Fund BalanceRetained Earnings (“Free Cash”), Account #7000-359000 to Waterways Enterprise Fund, Purchase of
Services, Account #700052-520000 for the purpose of purchasing new mooring and chain installation for
transient moorings off Niles Beach.
#2022-SA-18:
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-18 in the amount of $3,000 (Three Thousand Dollars)
from Waterways Enterprise Fund, Undesignated Fund Balance-Retained Earnings (“Free Cash”), Account
#7000-359000 to Waterways Enterprise Fund, Motor Gas and Oil, Account #700052-548001, for the purpose of
supplementing the Waterways Motor Gas and Oil account due to the increase of gas prices.
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-18 in the amount
of $3,000 (Three Thousand Dollars) from Waterways Enterprise Fund, Undesignated Fund BalanceRetained Earnings (“Free Cash”), Account #7000-359000 to Waterways Enterprise Fund, Motor Gas and
Oil, Account #700052-548001, for the purpose of supplementing the Waterways Motor Gas and Oil
account due to the increase of gas prices.
#2022-SA-19:
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-19 in the amount of $3,000 (Three Thousand Dollars)
from Waterways Enterprise Fund, Undesignated Fund Balance-Retained Earnings (“Free Cash”), Account
#7000-359000 to Waterways Enterprise Fund, Purchase of Services, Account #700052-520000, for the purpose
of replacing funds taken from the Purchase of Services account to backfill property liability insurance as the
premium increased for FY22.
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-19 in the amount
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of $3,000 (Three Thousand Dollars) from Waterways Enterprise Fund, Undesignated Fund BalanceRetained Earnings (“Free Cash”), Account #7000-359000 to Waterways Enterprise Fund, Purchase of
Services, Account #700052-520000, for the purpose of replacing funds taken from the Purchase of
Services account to backfill property liability insurance as the premium increased for FY22.
#2022-SA-20:
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-20 in the amount of $2,500 (Two Thousand Five
Hundred Dollars) from Waterways Enterprise Fund, Undesignated Fund Balance-Retained Earnings (“Free
Cash”), Account #7000-359000 to Waterways Enterprise Fund, Purchase of Services, Account #700052520000, for the purpose of repairing the steering pump for the 25-foot Parker patrol boat.
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-20 in the amount
of $2,500 (Two Thousand Five Hundred Dollars) from Waterways Enterprise Fund, Undesignated Fund
Balance-Retained Earnings (“Free Cash”), Account #7000-359000 to Waterways Enterprise Fund,
Purchase of Services, Account #700052-520000, for the purpose of repairing the steering pump for the 25foot Parker patrol boat.
#2022-SA-21:
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-21 in the amount of $5,000 (Five Thousand Dollars)
from Waterways Enterprise Fund, Undesignated Fund Balance-Retained Earnings (“Free Cash”), Account
#7000-359000 to Waterways Enterprise Fund, Purchase of Services, Account #700052-520000, for the purpose
of installing a new power pedestal at Solomon Jacobs Dock for the new SAFE boat.
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-21 in the amount
of $5,000 (Five Thousand Dollars) from Waterways Enterprise Fund, Undesignated Fund BalanceRetained Earnings (“Free Cash”), Account #7000-359000 to Waterways Enterprise Fund, Purchase of
Services, Account #700052-520000, for the purpose of installing a new power pedestal at Solomon Jacobs
Dock for the new SAFE boat.
#2022-SA-22:
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-22 in the amount of $6,000 (Six Thousand Dollars)
from Waterways Enterprise Fund, Undesignated Fund Balance-Retained Earnings (“Free Cash”), Account
#7000-359000 to Waterways Enterprise Fund, Salary & Wages Temporary, Account #700051-512000, for the
purpose of funding temporary wages and pay increases.
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-22 in the amount
of $6,000 (Six Thousand Dollars) from Waterways Enterprise Fund, Undesignated Fund BalanceRetained Earnings (“Free Cash”), Account #7000-359000 to Waterways Enterprise Fund, Salary &
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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 (“Free
Cash”), Account #7000-359000 to Waterways Enterprise Fund, Uniforms, Account #700052-558006, for the
purpose of replacing float coats and PFDs for boat operators.
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-23 in the amount
of $2,500 (Two Thousand Five Hundred Dollars) from Waterways Enterprise Fund, Undesignated Fund
Balance-Retained Earnings (“Free Cash”), Account #7000-359000 to Waterways Enterprise Fund,
Uniforms, Account #700052-558006, for the purpose of replacing float coats and PFDs for boat operators.
#2022-SA-24:
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-24 in the amount of $5,000 (Five Thousand Dollars)
from Waterways Enterprise Fund, Undesignated Fund Balance-Retained Earnings (“Free Cash”), Account
#7000-359000 to Waterways Enterprise Fund, Repairs and Maintenance (R&M) - Buildings and Grounds,
Account #700052-524001, for the purpose of purchasing a Conex for storage of gear and maintenance
equipment.
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-24 in the amount
of $5,000 (Five Thousand Dollars) from Waterways Enterprise Fund, Undesignated Fund BalanceRetained Earnings (“Free Cash”), Account #7000-359000 to Waterways Enterprise Fund, Repairs and
Maintenance (R&M) - Buildings and Grounds, Account #700052-524001, for the purpose of purchasing a
Conex for storage of gear and maintenance equipment.
#2022-SA-25:
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-25 in the amount of $83,732 (Eighty Three Thousand
Seven Hundred Thirty Two Dollars) from Waterways Enterprise Fund, Undesignated Fund Balance-Retained
Earnings (“Free Cash”), Account #7000-359000 to Waterways General Stabilization Fund, Account #71504497005, for the purpose of transferring the remaining retained earnings to the Waterways General Stabilization
account.
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-25 in the amount
of $83,732 (Eighty Three Thousand Seven Hundred Thirty Two Dollars) from Waterways Enterprise
Fund, Undesignated Fund Balance-Retained Earnings (“Free Cash”), Account #7000-359000 to
Waterways General Stabilization Fund, Account #71504-497005, for the purpose of transferring the
remaining retained earnings to the Waterways General Stabilization account.
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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, §53A a federal Clean Vessel Act Pump-out Boat Grant for $14,500
from the U.S. Department of the Interior passed through Massachusetts Division of Marine Fisheries for the
purpose of servicing resident and transient boaters of the City for the disposal of sewage from vessel holding
tanks, portable toilets and shore side pump-out facility. The grant period is from February 24, 2022 through
December 31, 2022 and there is an in-kind match of payroll expenses.
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, §53A a federal Clean Vessel Act Pumpout Boat Grant for $14,500 from the U.S. Department of the Interior passed through Massachusetts
Division of Marine Fisheries for the purpose of servicing resident and transient boaters of the City for the
disposal of sewage from vessel holding tanks, portable toilets and shore side pump-out facility. The grant
period is from February 24, 2022 through December 31, 2022 and there is an in-kind match of payroll
expenses.
3. Supplemental Appropriation-Budgetary Request (#2022-SA-26) from the City Clerk in the amount of
$1,538.90
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 approve Supplemental Appropriation 2022-SA-26 in the amount of $1,538.90 (One Thousand
Five Hundred Thirty Eight Dollars and Ninety Cents) from the City Clerk Dog License Receipts Reserved for
Appropriation Fund, Transfers to the General Fund, Account #32145-596001 to City Clerk, Office Equipment,
Account #0116158-585010, for the purpose of purchasing a new heavy duty shredder.
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-26 in the amount
of $1,538.90 (One Thousand Five Hundred Thirty Eight Dollars and Ninety Cents) from the City Clerk
Dog License Receipts Reserved for Appropriation Fund, Transfers to the General Fund, Account #32145596001 to City Clerk, Office Equipment, Account #0116158-585010, for the purpose of purchasing a new
heavy duty shredder.
4. Memorandum from Director of Elder Affairs requesting acceptance of donations in the amount of
$6,145
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 cash donations, under MGL c. 44, §53A, to support the Council on Aging in the amount
of $6,145 from the following members and business partners within our community:
Sandra Smith
Marion Haselgard
Margaret Coronel
Phyllis Reardon
William, Cheryl Doucette
Marilynn Grant

$25.00
$25.00
$20.00
$25.00
$30.00
$10.00
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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 McInnis
$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, §53A, to support the
Council on Aging in the amount of $6,145 from the following members and business partners within our
community:
Sandra Smith
$25.00
Marion Haselgard
$25.00
Margaret Coronel
$20.00
Phyllis Reardon
$25.00
William, Cheryl Doucette
$30.00
Marilynn Grant
$10.00
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 McInnis
$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.
5. Memorandum from Director of Elder Affairs requesting acceptance of a FY22 Title III-B Older
American Services Provider Grant in the amount of $9,841.08
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, §53A, a federal grant passed through the Mass. Executive Office of
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Elder Affairs through SeniorCare, Inc., for a Title III-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, §53A, a federal grant passed through the
Mass. Executive Office of Elder Affairs through SeniorCare, Inc., for a Title III-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.
6. Supplemental Appropriation-Budgetary Request (#2022-SA-27) from the DPW in the amount of $50,000
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 approve Supplemental Appropriation 2022-SA-27 in the amount of $50,000 (Fifty Thousand
Dollars) from DPW - Highway Force Receipts Reserved for Appropriation Fund, Transfers to the General
Fund, Account #32085-596001 to the DPW – Public Services, Care of Trees, Account #0147052-529005 for the
purpose of hazardous tree removal among various roadways.
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-27 in the amount
of $50,000 (Fifty Thousand Dollars) from DPW - Highway Force Receipts Reserved for Appropriation
Fund, Transfers to the General Fund, Account #32085-596001 to the DPW – Public Services, Care of
Trees, Account #0147052-529005 for the purpose of hazardous tree removal among various roadways.
7. Memorandum from the Public Health Director requesting acceptance of a 2022 BH/AGH Community
Collaborative Grant in the amount of $16,200
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, §53A, a private grant from the Beth Israel-Lahey Health, Beverly &
Addison Gilbert Hospitals for the FY22 Community Collaborative Grant in the amount of $16,200 for the
purpose of developing a new online survey instrument to assess and gather more detailed information on
priority risks and health behaviors and experiences of Gloucester and Rockport School Students in grades 6-12.
The grant period is from March 1, 2022 through September 30, 2022 and there’s no 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, §53A, a private grant from the Beth
Israel-Lahey Health, Beverly & Addison Gilbert Hospitals for the FY22 Community Collaborative Grant
in the amount of $16,200 for the purpose of developing a new online survey instrument to assess and
gather more detailed information on priority risks and health behaviors and experiences of Gloucester
and Rockport School Students in grades 6-12. The grant period is from March 1, 2022 through
September 30, 2022 and there’s no local match for this grant.
8. CC#2022-010 (Memhard): Election of the City Auditor pursuant to City Charter Sec. 2-7(a)
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
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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.
 Ordinances & Administration – March 14, 2022
1. CC#2022-003 (O’Hara): Amend GCO Ch. 21 “Streets, Sidewalks and Other Public Places,” Sec. 21-19
“Removal of snow from sidewalks” and Sec. 21-20 “Removal or covering of ice from sidewalks” by
ADDING “Homeowners above the age of 60 years old shall be exempt.”
Summary of Discussion: Councilor Nolan explained that the Council Order was amended to remove the
entire ordinance and would be advertised for Public Hearing. The City Clerk stated that this matter would be
advertised for Public Hearing for the April 12, 2022, City Council meeting.
 Planning & Development – March 16, 2022 (no items under this heading)
FOR COUNCIL VOTE:
1. Decision to Adopt: SCP2022-001: Beacon Street #32, Map 16, Lot 53, GZO Secs. 2.3.1(7) “Conversion
to or new
multi-family or apartment dwelling, four to six dwelling units” and 3.1.6(b) “Building
heights in excess of 35 feet” in the R-5 High Density Residential District
Summary of Discussion: Councilor Grow explained that the full City Council needed to adopt the decision
for SCP2022-001.
MOTION: On a motion by Councilor Grow, seconded by Councilor Nolan, the City Council voted by
ROLL CALL 9 in favor, 0 opposed, to adopt SCP2022-001: Beacon Street #32.
2. City Council Response to the MBTA Community Guidelines
Summary of Discussion: Councilor Gilman explained that members of the public had been encouraged to
submit comments regarding the draft MBTA Community Guidelines to the Mayor via
mbtafeedback@gloucester-ma.gov by March 21st. She further explained that the Department of Housing and
Community Development (DHCD) has asked for feedback from the City to be submitted by March 31, 2022.
She stated that all city councilors were encouraged to submit feedback to her by noon on March 21st and that
she and Councilor Gross reviewed a draft letter for the City Council. Councilor Gilman asked the City
Clerk, Joanne Senos, to share her screen to display the draft letter to submit to the DHCD on behalf of the
City Council in response to the draft MBTA Community Guidelines.
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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
“worse” and “as condos” in the fourth line. The Members of the City Council agreed.

Councilor Gilman read the next bullet. There weren’t any suggested edits by any councilors.

Councilor Gilman read the next bullet. There weren’t any suggested edits by any councilors.

Councilor Gilman read the next bullet. Councilor Grow stated he did not think this bullet was applicable as
the MBTA guidelines would not change where students would be attending school and that the City will be
consolidating students together at the new elementary school. Councilor Gross stated he disagreed with
Councilor Grow as the bullet was applicable throughout the State. He stated that this issue was being ignored
and that it was a disservice to not address this issue. It was determined to leave this bullet in the letter.

Councilor Gilman read the next bullet. Councilor Memhard stated that it was a very important point and
was well-stated. He stated to have the senior housing discounted under the draft MBTA guidelines did not
make sense. Councilor O’Neil stated she appreciated this bullet.

Councilor Gilman read the next bullet. Councilor Grow stated that it was his recollection that the City was
already in compliance with the 15 units per acre requirement. Councilor Gross stated that he felt that the
guidelines were vague in this regard. Councilor O’Neil stated she felt comfortable with this language. It was
determined to take out the line that started with, “Many of the parcels…”.
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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’Neil suggested only taking out the last line of the paragraph. It was determined to
delete starting at “Adding in the…” through the end of the paragraph.

Councilor Gilman read the next bullet. Councilors Grow and Memhard both stated they agreed with the
entire paragraph. Councilor Gross stated that he had received input from the Mass Municipal Association’s
attorney before writing the draft letter.

Councilor Gilman read the above bullet. Councilor Grow stated that there was no indication that open space
would be impacted by anything to do with the draft MBTA Guidelines. He further stated that the City’s fire
and safety vehicles currently were able to navigate the City’s streets and he described the statement within the
paragraph regarding response times for fire and safety vehicles as alarmist. Councilor O’Neil stated that fire
trucks currently had an issue on her street, Friend Street. Councilor O’Hara stated he liked the paragraph as
written. He stated green space was being lost everywhere throughout the state and further stated that he felt
that by adding more vehicles to the roads it would slow down response times for fire and safety vehicles.
Councilor Memhard agreed with the sentiments of Councilor O’Hara. Councilor Gross stated he
understood Councilor Grow’s point regarding open space, but stated that he believed that there was a fire and
safety vehicle issue.
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Councilor Gilman read the above bullet. Councilor Grow stated that he thought the language “immoral for
centuries” and “equally repugnant” was strong language. He stated that he appreciated the hard work put into
this draft letter.
Councilor Gilman reminded all councilors that if any councilor wished to send a personal letter to the DHCD
regarding the guidelines that they were welcome to do so. Members of the City Council thanked Councilor
Gilman and Councilor Gross for their work on this letter.
MOTION: On a motion by Councilor Gilman, seconded by Councilor Nolan, the City Council voted by
ROLL CALL 9 in favor, 0 opposed, to support the letter to the Department of Housing and Community
Development as amended.
MOTION: On a motion by Councilor Gilman, seconded by Councilor Memhard, the City Council voted
by ROLL CALL 9 in favor, 0 opposed, to take a five-minute recess.
The City Council reconvened at 8:25 p.m.
SCHEDULED PUBLIC HEARINGS
1. PH2022-007: Amend GCO Ch. 25 “Vehicles for Hire” Div. 4 “Taxicab Fares,” Secs. 25-75(a)(1) and
(1)(4) “Prescribed” re: taxi fares
The Public Hearing opened at 8:26 p.m.
Those speaking in favor: Diana Tuomivirta, Vice President of Gloucester Taxi & Livery Service, stated
costs were increasing including gas, repairs and oil. Jeffrey Young, President of Gloucester Taxi and Livery
Service, stated that there had not been a fare increase in over ten years.
Those speaking in opposition: None.
Written communications: The City Clerk, Joanne Senos, stated that there were no written communications.
Questions from Councilors: None.
The Public Hearing closed at 8:30 p.m.
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: On a motion by Councilor O’Hara, seconded by Councilor Margiotta,
the Ordinances & Administration Committee voted by ROLL CALL 3 in favor, 0 opposed, to recommend that
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the City Council AMEND Ch. 25 “Vehicles for Hire,” Division 4. - “Taxicab Fares,” Sec. 25-75 (a)(1)
“Prescribed” and Sec. 25-75 (a)(4) “Prescribed” as follows:
(1) For the first "flag-drop" the rate is $3.50 $4.50, and for each additional one-seventh-mile or
fraction thereof the rate is $0.45 $0.50. The waiting rate shall be $18.75 $30.00 per hour. Fares
shall be based upon a combination of mileage and time.
(4) Fares for all persons 60 years of age and older, disabled veterans and handicapped persons may
be reduced or discounted up to 30 10 percent. When reduced or discounted rates are offered,
they must be offered to all persons regardless of the point of origin or destination of ride. Any
company who offers such discounts shall display a sign conspicuously posted in each taxi
vehicle, informing all passengers of the discount. All such discounts shall be given upon
reasonable proof of identification.
Summary of Discussion: Councilor Nolan stated that the taxi business has been challenged over the past few
years with increasing costs and services such as Uber. He voiced his support on this matter.
MOTION: On a motion by Councilor Nolan, seconded by Councilor O’Hara, the City Council voted by
ROLL CALL 9 in favor, 0 opposed, to amend Ch. 25 “Vehicles for Hire,” Division 4. - “Taxicab Fares,”
Sec. 25-75 (a)(1) “Prescribed” and Sec. 25-75 (a)(4) “Prescribed” as follows:
(1) For the first "flag-drop" the rate is $3.50 $4.50, and for each additional one-seventh-mile
or fraction thereof the rate is $0.45 $0.50. The waiting rate shall be $18.75 $30.00 per hour.
Fares shall be based upon a combination of mileage and time.
(4) Fares for all persons 60 years of age and older, disabled veterans and handicapped persons
may be reduced or discounted up to 30 10 percent. When reduced or discounted rates are
offered, they must be offered to all persons regardless of the point of origin or destination
of ride. Any company who offers such discounts shall display a sign conspicuously posted
in each taxi vehicle, informing all passengers of the discount. All such discounts shall be
given upon reasonable proof of identification.
2. PH2021-032: RZ2021-003: In accordance with GZO Sec. 1.11.2(a), amend GZO Secs. 2.3.1
“Residential Uses”; 3.2 “Dimensional Table”; 3.2.2 “Dimensional Requirements for Multi-family
Dwellings and Their Accessory Uses (other than signs)”; and 3.1.6(b) “Building Heights in Excess of 35
Feet”
Councilor Worthley offered a motion, seconded by Councilor Gross, to continue the Public Hearing for the
zoning amendments indefinitely. Councilor Gilman stated that it was the responsibility of the City Council to
move forward with the scheduled Public Hearing. She explained that the City Council could continue the
Public Hearing if needed. Councilor Grow called a Point of Order at 8:36 p.m. and stated that it was his
understanding that a Public Hearing could not be indefinitely postponed and that Councilor Worthley’s motion
was not a valid motion. The City Clerk explained that a Public Hearing on zoning amendments could not be
continued indefinitely. She further explained that there were three actions the City Council could make on this
matter, including continuing with the Public Hearing, voting after the public hearing was closed, or postponing
the vote to a date certain after the public hearing was closed. On Councilor Grow’s point of order, Councilor
Gilman stated that it has been her understanding, after discussions with the City Clerk’s office, that the City
Council needed to move forward with the Public Hearing. She explained that this zoning amendment public
hearing was first noticed in December 2021 and had been continued on a number of occasions until tonight.
She stated at the end of the Public Hearing there were actions that could be taken, including postponing the vote
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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’s presentation.
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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’s residential districts allowed two-family by-right or special permit and that currently RC-40
did not. He explained that the proposed amendment was to allow for two-family homes in RC-40 by special
permit. He explained that all other dimensional requirements were required and all other jurisdictions still
applied, as with all the proposed amendments.

Mr. Cademartori explained that Motion #2 was for the allowance of three-family homes in the R-30 district
(peach-colored area on the map). He explained that a City Council special permit was currently required for a
three-family in the R-30 district and that this proposed amendment would change the granting authority to the
Zoning Board of Appeals.
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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’s current zoning laws. She
stated that she was concerned with the by-right clause as it would not allow input from neighbors. She stated
that in her neighborhood there was already limited open space. She stated that the R-5 zoning area seemed to
be most affected by the proposed zoning amendments. Councilor Gilman called a Point of Order at 9:13
p.m. and reminded Ms. Amaral that tonight’s six amendments that were in front of the City Council this
evening did not include the R-5 district. Ms. Amaral asked that the City Council vote down any changes to the
current zoning laws.
Sylvie Corey, 28 Pine Street
Ms. Corey stated that she was opposed to the proposed zoning changes and asked the City Council to postpone
the vote as, she stated, the residents of the City were not adequately informed about the amendments. She
stated that she was concerned regarding the growing density in downtown for reasons including water, sewer,
fire truck safety and parking. She stated that the zoning changes put the infrastructure in the downtown area at
risk and that a proper study on infrastructure needed to be done. She stated she would like to see a definitive
plan on how the increased population would fit into the City’s current infrastructure. Ms. Corey stated property
values could be affected when neighbors started changing the character of neighborhoods. She asked the City
Council to vote no on all of the proposed amendments.
Proponent’s Rebuttal:
Mr. Cademartori stated that a lot of what the opponents just spoke of were not in front of the City Council this
evening. Regarding infrastructure, Mr. Cademartori stated that the Public Works Director had previously
submitted a memorandum about the capacity of water and sewer. Regarding process, he referenced the Housing
Production Plan and timeline that started in 2017. He stated that he appreciated everyone that has been engaged
in the process and stated that if these changes were enacted, or not enacted, they were not going to be the
ultimate solution for the housing need in the community. He explained that everyone who has worked on the
amendments were members of the community trying to address the community’s needs.
Opponent’s Rebuttal:
Ms. Corey asked again that the City Council take time before making any decisions regarding the proposed
amendments.
Ms. Rigsby stated that the motions presented an opportunity for the City Council to take a deeper dive into the
current ordinances and by-right considerations and that there was an opportunity to create a master plan for the
vision of the City moving forward.
Ms. Amaral stated she was unsure if the City’s infrastructure could handle additional density. She questioned
if the City’s water treatment plant could handle additional volume. She stated additional traffic would also be
an issue. She referenced a mural at City Hall from the City’s founding fathers that reads: “Build not for today
alone, but for tomorrow as well.”
Councilor Gilman opened up the Public Hearing to additional speakers, for and against.
Additional people speaking in favor:
Paul Lundberg, 5 Bridgewater Street
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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’s compliance with 40B and
also with the community goals and needs regarding housing. He stated the proposed zoning amendments were
the foundation of how the City is going to get more affordable housing. He stated that the City Council had the
authority to change zoning if unbridled development occurred. He also suggested that the City Council could
institute a review process by, for instance, having the Building Inspector and Planner come before the Council
every six months to give an update on what’s happening in terms of zoning and by-right applications.
Sunny Robinson, 20 Harvard Street
Stated the proposed zoning amendments opened doors and increased opportunities and potential to start to meet
some of the City’s housing needs. Stated that she did not believe that a large number of people would choose to
convert a single-family home to a two-family home. Urged the City Council, Planning Board, Affordable
Housing Trust and Community Preservation Committee to develop incentives so that the City actually moves
towards the needed housing for residents who wish to remain in the City.
Melissa Dimond, 6 Burns Way
Stated that she was the President and Executive Director of Wellspring House. Stated that over the past year
she has worked with approximately fifty families within the City, all of whom were confronted with the
possibility of moving out of the City due to housing issues. Stated she supported the amendments as they
offered incremental change.
Jen Holmgren, 385 Magnolia Avenue
Stated that she had been appointed to the Housing Production Plan Working Group as a City Council member
and added that she supported all of the proposed amendments. Further stated that there were residents,
including seniors and parents, within the City that were over-housed who would benefit from expanding their
single family homes to two or three units.
Amanda Chiancola, 249 Magnolia Avenue
Stated she was a city planner by trade with a specialty in housing policy. Expressed her full support for all nine
proposed zoning amendments as, she stated, they offered a practical approach in meeting the City’s housing
needs. Stated that two-family homes should be allowed by-right in all residential zoning districts. She stated
that she supported growth as the City’s fixed costs increased each year and new growth would add to the City’s
tax base.
Joel Favazza, 28 Middle Street
Stated he would prefer to toss the whole zoning ordinance and start from scratch, but expressed his support for
the amendments as, he stated, they made sense and would improve conditions within the City. Stated the
amendments should not be controversial, nor should they be complicated. He relayed personal stories of
growing up and living in two-family homes which allowed his family and parents to stay in the City. He also
stated that there was no legitimate risk for unintended consequences and that the amendments would add new
growth tax revenue.
Shawn Henry, 14 Pleasant Street
Expressed full support for the proposed amendments. Stated he had reviewed the packet and many letters
regarding the proposed amendments and stated that the letters were not specific to the amendments. Stated he
agreed with the comments of Mr. Favazza in that the amendments were not complicated. Stated he disagreed
with the caller that stated the City was in compliance with zoning uniformity. Explained that MGL 40A, Sec. 4
stated that all uses should be treated the same in the same zoning district, but the City allowed new and twofamily conversion by-right with interior modification and that the City singled out conversion with exterior
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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’Dess, Director of Community Relations at the Greater Cape Ann Chamber of Commerce
Stated she was speaking on behalf of the Chamber’s Board of Directors and the Governor’s Affairs Council.
Expressed full support of the proposed amendments and asked for the City Council’s approval of the
amendments. Stated that through a survey provided to Chamber of Commerce members on current staffing
shortage issues, it was identified that the lack of housing availability was one of the leading factors for staff
shortages.
Robert Gillis, 31 Sayward Street
Stated he had been part of the Housing Production Plan Working Group and stated the public process on this
matter has been outstanding. Expressed full support of the amendments and stated that there was no perfect
solution for the housing crisis. Stated the amendments offered incremental change and that he did not believe
the amendments would change the character of the City.
Peggy Hegarty-Steck, Director of Action, Inc., 180 Main Street
Stated she was speaking in support of the zoning amendments. Stated, at Action, she sees an overwhelming
need for housing on a daily basis and that 42% of homeowners were housing-cost burdened and 49% of renters
were housing-cost burdened. Stated the proposed amendments were a critical part of the housing stock solution
to create more diverse housing options.
Teresa Mark, 309 Essex Avenue
Stated the multifamily by-right would help someone in her situation, who has her mother and adult children
living with her, and that she knows of a few people who would consider exercising this option. Stated the City
needs housing options and that she supported the amendments. Suggested adding incentives.
Ruth Pino, 82 Wheeler Street
Stated that she was in favor of the amendments. Providing housing at all income levels was the goal of the
amendments, she stated, and would help to ease the housing crisis.
Chris McCarthy, 166 Bray Street
Stated that he was a builder/developer who has built almost 150 homes within the City and that since 2000 he
has only built one two-family home. Stated he was in favor of two of the amendments and stated there were
two that he felt needed more discussion [did not specify which amendments he was referring to]. Stated that
allowing two-family by-right was important.
Additional people speaking in opposition:
Robert Culbert, 90 Eastern Point Boulevard
Stated that he was in opposition to proposed amendment #1A and amendment #3 which affected RC-40 zoning.
He stated that he was a member of the board of the Association of Eastern Point Residents and stated that the
board unanimously opposed any changes to the RC-40 zoning. He stated that 90% of the roads within Eastern
Point were private and that constantly the board was using residents’ fees to pay for road maintenance and
repairs. He stated that Eastern Point also had 50 acres of Mass Audubon property and that Eastern Point area
was tapped out from a resource perspective.
Marcia Hart, 2 Fremont Street
Stated she agreed with the goals of the amendments, but disagreed with the amendments themselves as she
thinks they lack additional needed protections. Stated she wanted zoning that increased housing but that also
stated protections that residents valued to avoid unintended consequences.
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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’s current zoning
was in 100% compliance with the zoning uniformity principle.
Michael Slezak, 10 Brace Cove
Stated that there was also an environmental crisis, as well as a housing crisis, and that building leaves a large
carbon footprint. Asked that the amendments be tabled until other aspects of environmental concern are
studied. Stated that there would be many unintended consequences due to the amendments.
Richard Fisher 1212 Washington Street
Asked the City Council to vote no on all amendments. Read an excerpt from Community Development Plan
from 2001, page 121, Sec. 7b “Implementation Actions” that stated that, “...the City should encourage members
of the community to participate in all stages of the planning process…to ensure that the City Council and
Administration are acting in accordance with the will of the people..”. He stated that the will and best interests
of the citizens were unknown in relation to the zoning matters and that meetings should be held in-person.
Stated that there has not been a comprehensive study and analysis of the impact of the amendments.
Robert Gordon, 91 Eastern Point Boulevard
Stated he was incredulous at how little thought and commentary there had been about climate change and sea
level rise. Stated he had listened to the Harbor Development Plan meeting two weeks ago and questioned why
this Plan was not connected with the zoning amendments. Stated the roads in and out of RC-40 were in
FEMA-designated flood zones. Asked that the information that came out of the Harbor Development Plan be
applied to the zoning amendments. Stated he was opposed to the proposed amendments.
Valerie Nelson, 7 Sunset Point Road
Stated she did not see any compelling reason for the City Council to vote on the amendments tonight. Stated
the amendments should be folded into a comprehensive plan.
Dennis McGurk, address not learned
Stated that adding housing without a plan without regard for the neighborhood or environment would not be
solving any issues.
Leslie Beaulieu, 10 Emily Lane
Stated that she was opposed to the amendments based primarily on transparency, stress on infrastructure and
access off of Cape Ann.
James “Gully” Hand, 36 Rocky Neck Avenue
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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’Hara stated that he was not in favor continuing the meeting.
Councilor Grow stated that there were four people with their hands up still waiting to speak and he wished to
continue. Councilor Gross stated he was in favor of continuing the meeting. Councilor O’Neil stated that she
was not in favor of continuing the meeting.
MOTION: On a motion by Councilor Grow, seconded by Councilor Memhard, the City Council voted
by ROLL CALL 6 in favor, 3 (O’Hara, O’Neil, Worthley) opposed, to continue with the meeting until
11:30 p.m.
The motion to continue the meeting passed.
Additional people speaking in favor (continued):
Linda Brayton, 527 Washington Street
Stated that she was worked on the Community Development Plan in 2001. Stated that everyone needed to work
together to come to a solution.
Additional people speaking in opposition (continued):
John Haley, 5 Aileen Terrace
Stated he was against the zoning amendments. Stated that converting Eastern Point, RC-40, would not create
affordable housing. Stated 85% of the residents of Eastern Point were on septic and Eastern Point roads were
mostly private ways. Stated that there would be a negative environmental impact from the zoning amendments
in Eastern Point.
Kelly Secrest, 9 White’s Mountain Road
Stated that she did not agree with the amendments and that the City should take time and create a master plan,
as well as update the Housing Production Plan. Stated that the proposed zoning amendments would bring in
investors and developers. Asked that the City Council vote no on the amendments.
Mary Ann Albert Boucher, 93 Mt. Pleasant Avenue
Stated that she attended all the ward meetings. Stated that a balance needs to be found in terms of the zoning
amendments as she believed that the City was pushing out the middle class. Stated that these amendments did
not guarantee affordable housing and stated that she felt it was ward versus ward.
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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’t be solved by overcrowding an island. Voiced concerns about traffic and
quality of life. Asked the City Council to vote against the amendments.
Julianne McKinney, 1097A Washington Street
Stated that she was opposed to the zoning amendments and asked the City Council to vote no for the future of
the City.
Councilor Gilman explained that it was now 11:30 p.m. and per the Rules of Procedure the Members of the
City Council needed to vote unanimously to extend the meeting by another half hour. Councilor Memhard
offered a motion, seconded by Councilor Worthley, to continue the public hearing discussion to the next City
Council meeting. Councilor Grow supported the motion and stated that it was his understanding that the
Public Hearing will resume at the next City Council meeting at the same spot that tonight’s meeting ended.
Councilor Gilman agreed and explained that the Public Hearing would remain open and would continue at the
next City Council meeting starting with the written communications and then councilor questions.
MOTION: On a motion by Councilor Memhard, seconded by Councilor Worthley, the City Council
voted by ROLL CALL 9 in favor, 0 opposed, to continue the Public Hearing to the April 12, 2022, City
Council meeting.
MOTION: On a motion by Councilor Grow, seconded by Councilor Gross, the City Council voted by
ROLL CALL 9 in favor, 0 opposed, to adjourn the meeting at 11:37 p.m.
Submitted by: Sherry Karvelas, Clerk of Committees
Items submitted at the meeting: Presentation by Gregg Cademartori re: RZ2021-003

