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SPECIAL GLOUCESTER CITY COUNCIL MEETING
Tuesday, May 17, 2022 – 6:30 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
City Staff Present: City Clerk, Joanne Senos; Pam Tobey, Director of Communications and Constituent
Services
Also Present: Planning Board Chair, Rick Noonan; Planning Board members, Jane Remsen and Shawn
Henry; Affordable Housing Trust members, Deanna Fay and Chris McCarthy; Capital Improvements
Advisory Board member, Joel Favazza
This meeting was conducted remotely through Zoom
All votes were ROLL CALL votes
Meeting called to order at 6:30 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.
SCHEDULED PUBLIC HEARING:
1. PH2022-010: RZ2021-003: Amend GZO Sec. 2.3.1 “Residential Uses”; Sec. 3.2.1 “Dimensional
Requirements for Single, Two-Family and three-Family Dwellings”; Amend Sec. 3.2.2 maximum
building heights to 35’ in zoning districts R-30, R-20, R-10 and R-5; Amend the
maximum
building height to 45’ in zoning districts CCD and CB; Amend Sec. 3.2.2 “Dimensional Requirements
for Multifamily Dwellings and their Accessory Uses (other than signs)”; Amend Sec. 3.1.6 “Special
Permit for Building Heights in Excess of Section 3.2 Limits.” All amendments as reflected in the
draft proposal. (Cont. from 5/10/2022)
The Public Hearing was opened at 6:35 p.m.
Those speaking in favor: The Planning Director/Interim Community Development Director, Gregg
Cademartori shared his screen.
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He stated that his presentation would be regarding the balance of the amendments that were proposed by the
Planning Board relating to one, two and three-family and multifamily housing as part of the Housing Production
Plan (HPP).

Mr. Cademartori gave a brief overview of his presentation, as shown in the slide above.

Mr. Cademartori provided some general comments regarding the proposed amendments. He explained that
the proposed amendments were developed by the Planning Board with some technical support from Barrett
Consulting Group. He emphasized that the current proposals are completely independent of the MBTA
Communities Guidelines and that each proposal was not designed to solely create affordable housing and that
an HPP goal is to increase production across all markets. He further explained that the only way affordability is
protected is by deed restriction.
Councilor Worthley joined the meeting at 6:42 p.m.
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Mr. Cademartori explained that the proposed amendment #2B is to make a change to the use schedule for
three families in the R-5 district. He explained that this is currently allowed by special permit of the Zoning
Board of Appeals (ZBA). He explained that part of the analysis in providing the proposal from the Planning
Board was looking at where the potential capacity is for additional units for potential conversions or new three
families. He stated that this would only apply to lots/structures that comply with the district.

Mr. Cademartori explained that the dark orange in the slide above is the R-5 district, which is bounded by
Route 128 to the north and leads down to the Main Street area.

Mr. Cademartori stated that the above slide showed the potential change in development of two and three
family with the red bar as the current status and blue bar depicting potential units. He explained that in the R-5
district there are 548 lots that would potentially comply and reiterated that there were other possible constraints,
including how the structure is located on the lot, as well as potential utility constraints and wetland constraints.

Mr. Cademartori stated that the above slide showed the potential units from changes to the three-family
allowance.
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Mr. Cademartori explained that proposed amendment #5 would amend the maximum height to 35 feet for
three-family dwellings only in the R-30, R-20, R-10, R-5, CCD, CB and VB, and to amend the Dimensional
Table as necessary.

Mr. Cademartori shared examples of dwellings greater than 35 feet.

Mr. Cademartori explained that proposed amendment #7 dealt with the dimensional requirements for
multifamily dwellings of four or more units in R-30, R-20, R-10 and R-5. He stated that this amendment
proposed to increase the height to 35 feet for multifamily dwellings of four or more units in those districts.

Mr. Cademartori explained that proposed amendment #7B would amend the maximum building height byright to 45 feet in the CCD and CB zoning districts.
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He stated that the CCD district is in yellow and the CB district is in red.

Mr. Cademartori shared examples of building heights of approximately 45 feet (Harbor Village and 71 Middle
Street).

Mr. Cademartori stated that if height increases are permitted through the zoning amendment process there are
footnotes and other sections of the ordinance that have to be considered. He explained that proposed
amendment #8 would address footnote f. under Sec. 3.2.2. to make it reflective of a height of 45 feet (if the
proposed amendment regarding height passed).
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Mr. Cademartori explained that the language under Sec. 3.1.6 would need to be adjusted as well if the
associated proposed amendment passed.

Additional persons speaking in favor:
Peggy Hegarty-Steck, Direction of Action Inc., 180 Main Street
Stated that there has been a thorough vetting process to the proposed zoning amendments in order to help
support a more diverse range of housing opportunities. Stated 49% of renters and 47% for homeowners within
the City were cost-burdened. Stated that the City needed to be creative in finding opportunities that meet with
the character of the community and provide parity for residents within the zoning code.
Joel Favazza, 29 Middle Street
Stated the City of 2022 looks notably different than that of 1972, 1922 and so on, and that change was a natural
progression of the City’s history, as well as the future. Stated the proposed zoning amendments are a natural
continuation of the process that make sense. Stated that a lot of effort has been put into the zoning amendments
into making sure they work before they came before the City Council. Stated the same fearful scenarios with
documented complaints have been recycled over and over for centuries. Asked the City Council to vote in
favor of the amendments.
Deanna Fay, 3 Barberry Lane
Urged the City Council to vote in favor of all of the proposed amendments. Stated the City had a critical
housing shortage for moderate and low-income residents. Stated that zoning policy changes that support
diversity of housing types were needed.
Shawn Henry, 14 Pleasant Street, Planning Board member
Stated he lives downtown. Stated that the by-right uses are only allowed when the lot meets 100% of all
existing zoning requirements. Stated that empty buildings downtown will not be developed if they can’t be
developed as economically viable mixed-use multifamily residential units. Stated the City has had a Master
Plan for over two decades that it was not acted upon and also has a Plan 2001 which suggested these very same
amendments in generalities that the City failed to act on.
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Those speaking opposition:
Gordon P. Baird, Jr., 27 Fort Hill Avenue
Stated he believed most residents did not want the by-right aspect of the zoning amendments and that residents
wanted to be involved in the permitting process. Stated that he was also against the height amendment by-right.
Linda McCarriston, address not learned
Stated that her concern through the zoning amendment process is that the Purposes Clause of the zoning
amendments has not been discussed. Also stated that no one is entitled to a view.
Melody Phaneuf, 3 Centennial Avenue
Stated that she was against the increased height allowances. Stated adding 5 feet of height would diminish the
light to neighboring houses due to R-5’s density. Stated it was better for neighbors to interact; also stated that
she was in favor of the permitting process.
Steve Aiello, 22 Linden Road
Stated the current zoning permitting process does not to be amended as the process already works. Stated
adding height to already dense neighborhoods would impact safety as it was currently difficult to maneuver
snowplows and emergency apparatus on some streets within R-5. Stated the proposed amendments would make
it easier for contractors to develop and sell condominiums and create short-term rental units. Further stated that
the housing crunch is not specific to the City and that it is a nationwide issue in metropolitan and suburban areas
and added that housing should be built in rural areas. Offered a proposal that any homeowner who wants to
add units to their property under the current policy be reimbursed their permitting costs through the CPA money
or money from the Affordable Housing Trust Fund.
Nicole Sarofeen, 2 Hovey Street
Stated that she is opposed to the zoning ordinance changes. Stated that she has lived in the R-5 district for over
40 years and that the district is a congested area that is already dealing with many issues, including parking, due
to conversions of single-family homes to two families. Stated that the streets in parts of the City are narrow and
relayed a personal experience of a home on fire in her neighborhood where a fire truck could not fit down the
street to fight the fire. Stated increasing height would affect property values and would cast shadows in already
dense neighborhoods.
Beverly Palmacci, 8 Commonwealth Avenue
Stated she felt uncomfortable easing any of the zoning restrictions with the introduction of the MBTA Overlay
plan. Stated having the scrutiny of the ZBA is a plus. Stated the City should not open itself to
overdevelopment which is what she sees as the end result of the amendments. Would like to see more deedrestricted opportunities and/or rentals.
Marcia Hart, 2 Fremont Street
Stated that she is opposed to the by-right aspects of the amendments. Stated that she is concerned that the
amendments would create developer opportunities instead. Read an excerpt from an article from WGBH
concerning developers/investors and LLCs purchasing properties to flip or rent for great profit.
Valerie Nelson, 7 Sunset Point Road
Stated that in spite of the extending planning process, she thought the advocates of the proposed amendments
were incorrect in a number of important matters. Stated that other coastal communities do restrict the height
and do not allow a 35-foot height by-right and provided the following examples: Rockport – 30 feet; Orleans 30 feet; Wellfleet – 28 feet. Stated that the conclusion that was made in the Ward 4 meeting regarding the
zoning amendments was that Ward 4 residents do not believe that going to 35 feet by-right is appropriate.
Stated that zoning was not the appropriate solution to affordable housing questions.
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James “Gully” Hand, 36 Rocky Neck Avenue
Stated the height increase would make it difficult for people to buy single and two-family homes of compliant
dwellings even with the new proposal, as a developer or investment company could outbid a family homebuyer
on the strength that a developer could build a larger structure up to 35 feet. Stated the neighbors would lose any
ability to offer comment as the developer would simply need to go before the ZBA for a change of use permit.
Stated the change would drive up the prices of single and two-family homes. Asked the City Council to deny
the 35-feet by-right proposed zoning amendment.
Ron Garry, 209 Atlantic Road
Stated he did not see that the proposal was to the benefit of the citizenry that lives within the City. Asked what
the impact would be to the majority of the citizens who live within the City currently. Stated the proposed
changes would bring more cars, more traffic and more consumption of the City’s natural resources. Asked the
City Council to vote no on the proposed zoning amendments.
Olimpia Palazzola, 57 Western Avenue
Stated she had concerns regarding the proposed amendment regarding the height increase.
family dwelling could be built by-right to 45 feet in all of the zoning districts.

Asked if a three-

Julianne McKinney, 1097A Washington Street
Stated she was concerned that elected officials were in favor of changes that are unpopular with the majority of
the City’s residents.
Jane Fox-Dobson, 14 Becker Circle
Stated that VRBO (Vacation Rentals by Owner) currently has 167 rental units in the City, with only 24 rentals
being less than $200 per night, 77 rentals were $200 to $400 a night, 43 rentals were $400 to $600 a night, and
23 rentals were $600 to $1000 a night. Also stated that www.rent.com advertised 4 monthly rentals ranging
from $2,170 to $4,000 per month and www.zillow.com advertised 8 rentals ranging from $1,175 for a single
bedroom to $5,900 per month. Stated that changing the zoning would not solve the issue regarding the lack of
monthly year-round rental properties or affordable housing. Stated she has concerns with the City’s
infrastructure. Asked the City Council to vote no on the proposed zoning amendments.
John Healy, 5 Aileen Terrace
Stated that he believed that Mr. Cademartori’s presentation has understated the potential impact of the
changes on R-5 by over 650 units. Stated investors would maximize the potential, not minimize. Stated that the
ability to make these changes is not being opposed, but the by-right piece is the issue. Asked the City Council
to waive the ZBA fees. Mr. Cademartori explained that the accuracy that he presented was the best accuracy
that can be made; stated that one column in the referenced slide was representing what can happen right now
by-right in R-5 and then there was a column associated with potential units, and explained that his slide
represented the effect of the proposals is the difference between two.
Lisa Rigsby, address not learned
Stated public comment and communications has been overwhelmingly in opposition to the proposed zoning
amendments. Stated the City needed an overall Master Plan. Asked the City Council to vote no on the
proposed amendments.
Phil Corey, 28 Pine Street
Stated he opposed the amendments as he is not interested in losing the current level of control in the existing
process.
Tom Fava, 8 Moorland Road
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Stated that it makes sense to increase heights only in very specific areas, particularly downtown. Asked the
City Council to not approve the proposed amendments as written.
Margaret O’Malley, 56 Washington Street
Stated parking and traffic are issues and adding more vehicles would make things more difficult. Stated there
was significant air pollution downtown and that the City has high incidents of heart and lung disease.
Expressed concerns regarding public safety apparatus traversing down congested, narrow streets.
Written Communications: The City Clerk, Joanne Senos, stated that the deadline to submit public
comments via emails was end of business day on May 5, 2022, and stated that those communications are
included in the packet. She stated that there was 1 communication in favor and 10 in opposition. Regarding
petitions, there is a petition in favor from Housing for All Gloucester with 21 names; in opposition, there are
two petitions from Don’t Boston My Cape Ann with a total of 354 signatures. She stated that any
communications that came after May 5, 2022, have been forwarded to the City Council.
Questions from Councilors:
Q1. (Grow): Stated a resident previously stated that Harbor Village and the YMCA project on Middle Street
were products of how the existing rules of the current zoning have worked. Asked Mr. Cademartori to clarify
how the current zoning rules applied to those projects.
A1. (Cademartori): Stated those projects are great examples of great projects, but both were filed as 40B
applications (an affordable housing project that has at least 25% of the units that are going to be deed-restricted
as affordable). Stated these projects essentially had to seek and receive only one permit from the ZBA with a
lot of variance from the zoning ordinance, including height, density requirements, parking and other
dimensional requirements.
Q2. (Grow): Stated one of the common threads from public input is that affordable housing is supported.
Based on the type of properties available and zoning restrictions in place, asked how Mr. Cademartori sees
affordable housing being addressed. Also asked if he expected most affordable housing needs would be met by
more Harbor Village/YMCA 40B projects due to the existing regulations being so restrictive.
A2. (Cademartori): Stated there is a difference in process and if someone were to pursue a similar-type
project of that scale it would require potentially special permitting from the ZBA, variances from the ZBA, as
well as a City Council special permit, which could take as long as six months, which is why those types of
projects pursue the 40B route.
Councilor Worthley asked that before each amendment is voted that the number of votes needed for passage
be identified and an explanation as to why one amendment needed 6 votes versus 5 votes for some. Councilor
Gilman stated that Councilor Grow would explain before each vote.
Q3. (Gilman): Stated that the Building Inspector, Bill Sanborn, had previously stated to her that the costs
can range from $1500 to $2500 per case on the average for certified site plans, architectural drawings and, if an
attorney is needed, can average around $3000 to $3500, according to Joel Favazza, a local land-use attorney.
Asked Mr. Cademartori to confirm those figures.
A3. (Cademartori): Stated that the Building Inspector and the local attorney has a better understanding of
costs involved. Added that some of those costs are equivalent as a plan would still needed to be provided for an
addition or new construction regardless of whether or not the ZBA is involved.
A3. (Gross): Stated that the costs from the Building Inspector would be in place whether the amendments
passed or not and that whoever is doing the project would still have to pay for the site plans, surveys and
whatever else is necessary.
A3. (Cademartori): Agreed with Mr. Cademartori with the exception of the time involved and the potential
expense of representation.
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Q4. (Grow): Asked to confirm that all projects that come for a special permit by City Council or a ZBA permit
are also appealable through the Land Court, which would be a potential added cost to an applicant if the project
is denied.
A4. (Cademartori): Agreed with Councilor Grow.
The Public Hearing was closed at 8:34 p.m.
Proposed Amendment #2(B): Amend 2.3.1 Residential use #6 Conversion to or new multifamily or
apartment dwelling, three dwelling units:
Councilor Grow explained that the narrative is a factual summation of the P&D Committee minutes regarding
each matter. Councilor Grow read the following narrative: “On April 20th, 2022, Planning & Development
met to discuss the remaining proposed zoning amendments that had previously been tabled. Planning Director
and Interim Community Development Director, Gregg Cademartori once again offered his detailed
presentation as to what the amendments mean, the scope of their impacts and reiterated that they are products
of the Housing Production Plan and are designed to promote the development of a range of housing
opportunities across all categories, not just deed-restricted affordable housing.
The original Planning Board amendment #2 was previously separated by Planning & Development and made
into separate motions - the first of which was the change of the permit granting authority for three-family
construction in R-30, which was approved by the Council at the last meeting. The second part of that
amendment was for the creation and/or conversion to three-family by-right in the R-5 zoning district, and that’s
what we’re dealing with tonight.
Amendment #2B (to amend 2.3.1 Residential use #6 Conversion to or new multifamily or apartment dwelling,
three dwelling units: Mr. Cademartori explained that based solely on lot-size, frontage, wetland percentage
and land use code, there were 791 out of 2183 total lots in R-5 that could potentially convert to or build to three
units. Of the 791 total lots, 317 could be converted from a single-family to three-family, 226 could be converted
from a two-family to three-family and three lots could build a new three-family. What was not considered in this
count were lots that were non-conforming for other reasons: building siting/setbacks, Title V, parking, utility
restrictions or private deed restrictions or easements. This change would not apply to any non-conforming
property and those property owners would continue to have to seek relief from the ZBA.
There was much discussion over the definition of “multi-family” since in some cases it refers to three-family
properties and in others, it refers to four units or more, or mixed use. Gloucester Zoning Ordinance Use Table
2.3.1(6) specifically refers to three families. There was some discussion on density, parking and traffic
concerns. There was also discussion that nonconforming lots would still need approval through the ZBA
process and that the proposed amendment was consistent with the conclusions of the Housing Production Plan
that had previously been unanimously approved by the City Council in 2017. This amendment requires 5 votes.
The reason that it requires 5 votes is that it is for the creation of multifamily, three units or larger, which is a
State change that has lessened the burden for a zoning change that creates multifamily properties and units, so
this would pass with 5 votes.
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: On a motion by Councilor Gilman, seconded by Councilor Grow, the
Planning & Development Committee voted by ROLL CALL 2 in favor, 1 (O’Neil) opposed, to recommend that
the City Council amend the Zoning Ordinance Sec. 2.3.1 “Residential Uses”, use #6 Conversion to or new
multifamily or apartment dwelling, three dwelling units, by allowing such use by-right in the R-5 Zoning
District. Subject to new information and/or debate that results from the public hearing, this Zoning Amendment
is deemed to be in harmony with the intent and purpose of the zoning ordinance.
Summary of Discussion: Councilor Grow stated that the important aspect of the whole process has been that
the Housing Production Plan and, by extension, the Planning Board has worked to try to find ways to effectively
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“bleed” some of the pressure off of the “pressure cooker” that is the City’s housing crisis. He stated that by
modifying some of the zoning requirements to allow the creation of what is a relatively few units in any given
situation will ease some of the pressure off and provide some opportunity for housing creation, especially in-fill
housing. He stated the current zoning is clearly not working because the City’s process is creating a situation
where there is less availability of housing, especially mid-range housing. He reiterated that there were
relatively few potential lots that can be developed within the R-5 district that would allow the City the
opportunity to create some in-fill housing and that relatively few would be acted on. He stated this would allow
for a gradual increase in development and density at a rate that can be accommodated by the local community.
Councilor Gross stated that it was noted in the Housing Production Plan that residents of the City required cars
to do errands. He stated that point was never addressed and should have been. He stated that parking is an
issue downtown. He also stated that affordable housing cannot be created without accepting your own
responsibility in your own neighborhoods to make some room as there was a housing crisis that needed to be
dealt with. He asked for flexibility from residents in the City in addressing these issues. Councilor O’Neil
stated that she did not believe that passing these amendments would make housing more affordable. She stated
that she will vote based on the comments of her constituents. Councilor Memhard stated that the City needs to
work with municipal professionals that guide the City with input and guidance on these issues, including the
City’s planning professionals and the Planning Board.
Councilor Gilman stated that she took note of the comments by Peggy Hegarty-Steck of Action, Inc. regarding
49% of the City’s renters are house-burdened and 47% of homeowners are house-burdened. She also stated that
14 out of 21 people in the Ward 4 meeting had concerns regarding height by-right. She stated that the City
needs to take a small step forward in terms of accommodating some type of progress. She stated that the
opportunities of a three-family dwelling by-right in R-5 could potentially have further restrictions where the
owners would have to seek relief from ZBA, which would not be by-right.
Councilor Worthley stated that he struggles with the concept of “maybe/possibly” creating some affordable
units. He stated that this amendment would eliminate the opportunity for neighbor input on projects. He stated
that he cannot support anything that denies neighbors the right to speak. Councilor Grow wished to clarify that
there are examples of property owners that can build by-right, right now, on their properties in a variety of
circumstances because the lot complies with all the requirements, including the proper setbacks, proper
frontage, proper engineering for the sewer or septic system and added that by-right exists all over the City
currently. He explained that this amendment was simply saying that on the occasion where a property owner
has everything that is required of a conforming lot then the property owner can do a by-right construction
without discussing anything with the neighbors.
The Rules of Procedure were suspended without objection to ask a question of the Planning Director.
Councilor Grow asked if the parking requirement in the R-5 district is 1 space per unit and 1-1/2 spaces in all
other districts. Mr. Cademartori agreed.
Councilor Worthley stated that he had a difference of opinion from Councilor Grow. He stated that when he
was Chair of the Planning & Development Committee he had attorneys thanking the Committee for allowing
the neighborhood to make the project just a little bit better and mitigate the risk of litigation by accepting
neighbor input.
MOTION: On a motion by Councilor Grow, seconded by Councilor Gilman, the City Council voted by
ROLL CALL 3 in favor, 6 (Margiotta, Nolan, O’Hara, O’Neil, Worthley, Gross) opposed, to amend the
Zoning Ordinance Sec. 2.3.1 “Residential Uses”, use #6 Conversion to or new multifamily or apartment
dwelling, three dwelling units, by allowing such use by-right in the R-5 Zoning District. Subject to new
information and/or debate that results from the public hearing, this Zoning Amendment is deemed to be
in harmony with the intent and purpose of the zoning ordinance.
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The motion fails.
Proposed Amendment #5: Amend GZO Sec. 3.2.1 Dimensional requirements for single, two- and threefamily dwellings:
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: On a motion by Councilor Grow, seconded by Councilor Gilman, the
Planning & Development Committee voted by ROLL CALL 2 in favor, 1 (O’Neil) opposed, to recommend that
the City Council amend the Zoning Ordinance Sec. 3.2.1 “Dimensional Requirements for Single, Two-Family
and Three-Family Dwellings”, by amending the maximum building height (ft) to 35 feet for three-family
dwellings in the following zoning districts: R-30, R-20, R-10, R-5, CCD, CB, and VB, and to amend the
Dimensional Table as necessary. Subject to new information and/or debate that results from the public hearing,
this Zoning Amendment is deemed to be in harmony with the intent and purpose of the zoning ordinance.
Summary of Discussion: Councilor Grow read the following narrative: This amendment as proposed by the
Planning Board would allow for the as-of-right height for residential structures to be 35’ in all residential
districts, as well as CCD – the Civic Center District, and CB – Central Business.
There was discussion regarding whether it should apply to all residential units and there was consensus with
two councilors that if the intention of the height change was to increase the potential for added housing in
alignment with the Housing Production Plan, then the 35’ limit was appropriate for three-family construction
as it added necessary room for appropriate design. There was some confusion about whether VB was originally
intended to be included in the 35’ amendment or the 45’ proposed amendment. A motion was made to amend
the proposed amendment to remove one and two-family structures, as well as R-80, R-40 and RC-40, since
those districts do not allow three-family construction, and include Village Business – VB, as it was in fact part
of the original proposal, and further to add “and to amend the Dimensional Tables as necessary” and that was
passed 2-1 in favor leaving us with the Committee Recommendation as read. Should this motion succeed, it
would allow 35’ by-right only for new or conversion to three-family construction. Any relief above 35’ would
require City Council approval in accordance with existing ordinances and there will be no change to the
current ordinance that the Zoning Board of Appeals remains the granting authority for anything above 30’ to
35’ for one and two-family construction. This amendment requires 5 votes. He stated that it required 5 votes for
the same reason as noted above.
Councilor Grow stated that he believed that P&D’s action of eliminating one and two families as options on
this amendment was the correct action as those did not commit to the concept of what the HPP intended, which
was to create new housing and more housing in those structures. He stated that there is a desire for new
construction to fit in with the neighborhood and to fit in with the existing structures which, at 30 feet, a threefamily house would have to be a flat-roof structure and very boxy construction. He further explained that the
districts that do not have any multifamily constructions were eliminated as well. He stated that this was a
nominal step in the direction to help increase housing capacity within the City.
The Rules of Procedure were suspended, without objection, to ask Mr. Cademartori a question. Councilor
Gilman asked Mr. Cademartori to physically describe why 35 feet by right for a three-family dwelling is
more aesthetically pleasing for neighborhood character which differentiates a flat roof from a pointed,
traditional roof, and how that relates to the height of the different floors. Mr. Cademartori stated that to
construct a three-family home to have a good-sized living space and to allow for an additional egress, as well as
fit in with neighborhood character, the 35-foot height was needed. Councilor Gilman asked if the Planning
Board would consider looking at a zoning ordinance that Marblehead has where 35-feet is allowed by-right
except in five shoreline districts where the maximum height of all buildings should be 30 feet. Mr.
Cademartori stated that he did not think the Planning Board is going to entertain height again for a while.
Councilor Gilman relayed to Mr. Cademartori that she truly appreciates the work of the Planning Board.
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Councilor Gilman stated that she was conflicted on this issue, as she had voted in favor of this amendment at
P&D. She stated that eliminating the maximum height to 35 feet in one and two families by-right was fair, but
she still looks at a three-family dwelling as necessitating a little bit more height.
MOTION: On a motion by Councilor Grow, seconded by Councilor Worthley, the City Council voted by
ROLL CALL 3 in favor, 6 (Margiotta, Nolan, O’Hara, O’Neil, Worthley, Gross) opposed, to amend the
Zoning Ordinance Sec. 3.2.1 “Dimensional Requirements for Single, Two-Family and Three-Family
Dwellings”, by amending the maximum building height (ft) to 35 feet for three-family dwellings in the
following zoning districts: R-30, R-20, R-10, R-5, CCD, CB, and VB, and to amend the Dimensional
Table as necessary. Subject to new information and/or debate that results from the public hearing, this
Zoning Amendment is deemed to be in harmony with the intent and purpose of the zoning ordinance.
The motion failed.
Proposed Amendment #7A: Amend GZO Sec. 3.2.2 Dimensional Requirements for Multi Family
Dwelling and their Accessory uses other than signs.
Councilor Grow stated that he wished to clarify that Sec. 3.2.2 deals with multiuse dwellings of four units or
more.
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: On a motion by Councilor Gilman, seconded by Councilor O’Neil, the
Planning & Development Committee voted by ROLL CALL 1 in favor, 2 (Gilman, O’Neil) opposed, to
recommend that the City Council amend the Zoning Ordinance Sec. 3.2.2, “Dimensional Requirements for
Multifamily Dwellings and Their Accessory Uses (other than signs)”, by amending the maximum building
height to 35 feet in the following zoning districts: R-30, R-20, R-10 and R-5. Subject to new information and/or
debate that results from the public hearing, this Zoning Amendment is deemed to be in harmony with the intent
and purpose of the zoning ordinance.
Summary of Discussion: Councilor Grow read the following narrative: “This amendment as proposed by the
Planning Board would increase the by-right height allowance for multi-family dwellings in the Civic Center
District and the Central Business District to 45’. This proposal deals with multi-families of four units or more
OR multifamilies as defined as residential dwellings above commercial/retail space.
Mr. Cademartori explained the rationale behind this amendment that these districts are already home to
buildings in the 45’ height range and that by allowing it by-right would encourage redevelopment of buildings
that are currently underutilized and that could support the creation of housing units above the ground floor. He
further added that there are recently constructed and proposed projects in the 45’ range including the
completed Cameron’s project on Main St. as well as the proposed YMCA conversion on Middle Street.
Councilor O’Neil questioned the absence of Village Business in the amendment to which Mr. Cademartori
responded that most of the buildings in Village Business typically were not more than 35’. A motion was made
to include Village Business in this amendment which failed 1-2. It was then decided by a unanimous vote to
separate the treatment of 35’ and 45’ as separate motions. In discussion, Councilor Gilman cited various
communities and their height restrictions of between 28 to 35 feet, some with limits on the number of stories
allowed. The final motion failed 1-2 (Gilman/O’Neil). This amendment requires 5 votes.”
Councilor Grow reread the Committee Recommendation in order to clarify that this is only applying to
residential multifamily dwellings in residential districts. He explained that the Civic Center District and the
Central Business District have been separated which will be voted on in the next amendment dealing with 45feet heights.
Councilor Grow stated that this amendment (and the next amendment) are extensions of facilitating and
encouraging the development of multifamilies, especially in areas where they are working as multifamilies
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above neighborhood businesses or other kinds of construction. He stated that this would allow for the creation
of opportunities that allow for the creation of multifamilies in these districts. He stated that it was important to
remember that this is only a height change and that it does not change the requirement for a project like this to
come before either the ZBA or the City Council for a special permit, which would allow for full neighborhood
input.
Councilor Gross asked where the Committee Recommendation addressed ‘multiuse.’ Councilor Grow stated
that the original discussion was about that the fact that in Village Business you could have residential above
commercial/retail usage. He stated that this would specifically be with residential only. Mr. Cademartori
agreed.
MOTION: On a motion by Councilor Grow, seconded by Councilor Worthley, the City Council voted by
ROLL CALL 2 in favor, 7 (Margiotta, Nolan, O’Hara, O’Neil, Worthley, Gilman, Gross) opposed, to
recommend that the City Council amend the Zoning Ordinance Sec. 3.2.2, “Dimensional Requirements
for Multifamily Dwellings and Their Accessory Uses (other than signs)”, by amending the maximum
building height to 35 feet in the following zoning districts: R-30, R-20, R-10 and R-5. Subject to new
information and/or debate that results from the public hearing, this Zoning Amendment is deemed to be
in harmony with the intent and purpose of the zoning ordinance.
The motions fails.
Proposed Amendment #7B:
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: On a motion by Councilor Gilman, seconded by Councilor O’Neil, the
Planning & Development Committee voted by ROLL CALL 2 in favor, 1 (O’Neil) opposed, to recommend that
the City Council amend the Zoning Ordinance Sec. 3.2.2, “Dimensional Requirements for Multifamily
Dwellings and Their Accessory Uses (other than signs)” by amending the maximum building height to 45 feet
in the following zoning districts: CCD and CB. Subject to new information and/or debate that results from the
public hearing, this Zoning Amendment is deemed to be in harmony with the intent and purpose of the zoning
ordinance.
Summary of Discussion:
Councilor Grow read the following narrative: “This is the amendment that would allow for the creation of up
to 45’ by-right in design by not by-right in terms of building. You would still to have to come before the City
Council for a City Council Special Permit for structures up to 45’ in the Central Civic District and the Central
Business District. Shawn Henry from the Planning Board pointed out that the way that we are going to
revitalize downtown is to increase the potential for added residential units above existing retail spaces. That
kind of development will encourage the creation and the economic engine to promote more retail and
commercial use of those properties. We currently have a number of underused or unused properties that are
sitting fallow. The thinking is, and I agree with it, that if we create a more vital downtown district, especially in
the Central Business area - this is not the marine side of Rogers Street, it’s the landward side of Rogers Street
and Main Street and around City Hall – you are going to create an opportunity for greater concentrations of
people that, you know, hopefully because of the fact that there is already parking issues that most of the parking
spaces would be accommodated in municipal lots or down on Rogers Street, but you are going to create more
people downtown and that is going to be a net positive for the City. This amendment also needs five votes.”
Councilor Grow stated that he was obviously supporting this matter. Councilor Grow stated that continuing
to vote down each of the amendments sends the message that the City Council is not really interested in seeing
any change that is going to help alleviate what is a clearly evident housing crisis. He added that the City
Council was setting the table for dramatic change as opposed to thoughtful, incremental change. He reminded
all councilors that if any of the amendments passed, and it was determined in the future that it was causing a
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negative impact on the City, then the Council could amend it. Councilor Gross stated that conversely the City
Council could revisit these matters again in two years.
The Rules of Procedure were suspended without objection to ask Mr. Cademartori a question. Councilor
Gilman asked Mr. Cademartori to explain the two-year requirement if a zoning ordinance is not passed. Mr.
Cademartori stated that the Planning Board did not have the two-year restriction and that the Planning Board
has the ability to initiate amendments within the two-year period. He stated that two-year requirement was
more for special permits and also a landowner petition. Councilor Gross added that the City Council could
initiate the process and could bring the matter back in two years.
Councilor Gilman stated that she would be voting as she did in P&D as, she stated, most of Main Street could
not become 45-feet maximum height in mixed-used areas because most of the lots are not sized to include
sufficient needs for off-street parking. She stated that this would make it easier for owners to create multifamily
whether they be three or four dwellings along Main Street where they could be allowed and already exist and
are part of the neighborhood character. She stated that she would be supporting this matter.
MOTION: On a motion by Councilor Grow, seconded by Councilor Worthley, the City Council voted by
ROLL CALL 4 in favor, 5 (Margiotta, O’Hara, O’Neil, Worthley, Gross) opposed, to amend the Zoning
Ordinance Sec. 3.2.2, “Dimensional Requirements for Multifamily Dwellings and Their Accessory Uses
(other than signs)” by amending the maximum building height to 45 feet in the following zoning districts:
CCD and CB. Subject to new information and/or debate that results from the public hearing, this
Zoning Amendment is deemed to be in harmony with the intent and purpose of the zoning ordinance.
Proposed Amendment #8: Amend GZO Sec. 3.2.2 Dimensional Requirements for Multifamily Dwellings
by amending footnote f. to read “increase by one-half foot for each foot by which the building height
exceeds 35 or 45 feet respectively.”
Councilor Grow stated that amendment #8 and amendment #9 both deal with modifying the Use Tables and
the Definitions that were applied to them. Because the City Council has voted not to change the height of either
the residential or the City Center District, the 35 or 45 feet, there is no need to amend the various Dimensional
Tables. He stated that the heights are still governed by the ZBA and that the ZBA has the authority to give
relief from 30 to 35 feet and the City Council has the authority to give relief over 35 feet, as each of those
matters would require a change in the setback requirement, for instance, but those are all existing ordinances
that do not need to be amended.
Councilor Grow thanked Mr. Cademartori, Rick Noonan, Shawn Henry and the rest of the Members of the
Planning Board who put in many years of work. He stated that the City needs a Planning Board who is
engaged and who is resourceful in their efforts, as the current members have been, and he stated that he
believed by voting down the amendments a message was sent to the Planning Board that they need to be
cautious about how much effort they put into future plans. Councilor Gilman echoed the sentiments of
Councilor Grow. She thanked her fellow councilors for all their hard work during the process, as well as Mr.
Cademartori and the Planning Board. Councilor Gross also thanked Mr. Cademartori for his work on this
matter. He further stated that the Planning Board has accomplished a lot over the last few years including
Inclusionary Housing and ADUs. Councilor Gross stated that there is a major crisis within the City and that he
has made no secret of the fact that he felt that these proposed amendments did not address the housing crisis and
affordable housing. He asked that everyone be in partnership in moving forward for real change. Councilor
Gilman also thanked Councilor Grow and Councilor O’Neil for their hard work in P&D. Councilor O’Hara
thanked Mr. Cademartori, the Planning Board, as well as Councilor Grow, Councilor O’Neil and Councilor
Gilman for their efforts. He stated that the City had unique issues with roads that had been developed for horse
and buggies and that the question surrounding public safety is a real issue. Councilor O’Neil wished to thank
the City Clerk’s office for all of the help they provide and also thanked the Planning Board for their help in
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understanding the matters. Councilor Nolan agreed with the sentiments of his fellow councilors and also
thanked the citizens for high participation with online presence, emails and phone calls on how they feel on
these matters. He stated that he was proud of the amount of time and that was spent on these matters as a
Council, as well as Administration and City staff. Councilor Margiotta also thanked everyone, as well as
Councilor Grow who, he stated, has been very professional and also great in explaining each issue. Councilor
Grow stated that he appreciated the kind words of his fellow councilors.
Councilor Grow explained he was just informed that the City Council cannot leave these amendments hanging
and that the City Council needed to vote them down:
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: On a motion by Councilor Grow, seconded by Councilor O’Neil, the
Planning & Development Committee voted by ROLL CALL 3 in favor, 0 opposed, to recommend that the City
Council amend the Zoning Ordinance Sec. 3.2.2 “Dimensional Requirements for Multifamily Dwellings and
Their Accessory Uses (other than signs)”, by amending footnote f. to read “Increase the setback by one-half
foot for each foot by which the building exceeds the maximum allowed height.” Subject to new information
and/or debate that results from the public hearing, this Zoning Amendment is deemed to be in harmony with the
intent and purpose of the zoning ordinance.
MOTION: On a motion by Councilor Grow, seconded by Councilor Worthley, the City Council voted by
ROLL CALL 0 in favor, 9 opposed, to amend the Zoning Ordinance Sec. 3.2.2 “Dimensional
Requirements for Multifamily Dwellings and Their Accessory Uses (other than signs)”, by amending
footnote f. to read “Increase the setback by one-half foot for each foot by which the building exceeds the
maximum allowed height.” Subject to new information and/or debate that results from the public
hearing, this Zoning Amendment is deemed to be in harmony with the intent and purpose of the zoning
ordinance.
The motion fails.
Proposed Amendment #9:
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: On a motion by Councilor Grow, seconded by Councilor O’Neil, the
Planning & Development Committee voted by ROLL CALL 2 in favor, 1 (O’Neil) opposed, to recommend that
the City Council amend the Zoning Ordinance Sec. 3.1.6 “Special Permit for Building Heights in Excess of
Section 3.2 Limits”, by amending Sec. 3.1.6 (b) by retitling the section and amending the first sentence to read
“(b) Building Heights in Excess of 35 Feet or greater: Building heights in excess of height requirements of 35
feet or 45 feet, respectively, may be authorized by special permit issued by City Council.”, as reflected in the
drafted proposal. Subject to new information and/or debate that results from the public hearing, this Zoning
Amendment is deemed to be in harmony with the intent and purpose of the zoning ordinance.
Summary of Discussion:

There was no further discussion on this matter.

MOTION: On a motion by Councilor Grow, seconded by Councilor Worthley, the City Council voted by
ROLL CALL 0 in favor, 9 opposed, to amend the Zoning Ordinance Sec. 3.1.6 “Special Permit for
Building Heights in Excess of Section 3.2 Limits”, by amending Sec. 3.1.6 (b) by retitling the section and
amending the first sentence to read “(b) Building Heights in Excess of 35 Feet or greater: Building
heights in excess of height requirements of 35 feet or 45 feet, respectively, may be authorized by special
permit issued by City Council.”, as reflected in the drafted proposal. Subject to new information and/or
debate that results from the public hearing, this Zoning Amendment is deemed to be in harmony with the
intent and purpose of the zoning ordinance.
Councilor Gilman announced that on Wednesday, May 18, 2022, there would be a B&F meeting of the smaller
departments that starts at 9:00 a.m. until approximately 4:00 p.m. via Zoom. She stated that this meeting is also
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posted as a Committee of the Whole. She stated that there is a City Council meeting on May 24, 2022, at 7:00
p.m. in which just the councilors would be in person on the top floor of the Sawyer Free Library to determine if
the venue would be sufficient to have both the public in the meeting or hybrid technology via Zoom.
MOTION: On a motion by Councilor Grow, seconded by Councilor Margiotta, the City Council voted
by ROLL CALL 9 in favor, 0 opposed, to adjourn the meeting at 9:51 p.m.
Submitted by: Sherry Karvelas, Clerk of Committees
Items submitted at the meeting: None.

