GLOUCESTER CITY COUNCIL MEETING
Tuesday, July 20, 2010
7:00 p.m.
Kyrouz Auditorium – City Hall
Council Meeting 2010-17
Present: Council President, Jacqueline Hardy; Vice President, Councilor Sefatia Theken;
Councilor Joseph Ciolino; Councilor Robert Whynott; Councilor Paul McGeary; Councilor Steven
Curcuru; Councilor Greg Verga; Councilor Ann Mulcahey
Absent: Councilor Tobey
Also Present: Linda T. Lowe; Kenny Costa; Attorney Robert Coakley; Anne Ziergiebel; Robert
Ryan; John McNiff, Jr.; Donald Swimm; Suzanne Egan; Anthony and Faye Passanisi
The meeting was called to order at 7:03 p.m.
Flag Salute and Moment of Silence
Oral Communications: None.
Councilors’ Requests to the Mayor: All Councilor requests have been received in writing and
forwarded to the office of the Mayor.
Confirmation of Appointments:
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Verga, seconded by Councilor Mulcahey, the Ordinances &
Administration Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council the
reappointment of Henry McCarl to the Planning Board, TTE 02/14/2015.
Discussion:
Councilor Theken stated that the O&A Committee has an open discussion regarding each candidate for
reappointment and appointment. Mr. McCarl received very good reviews from the community and noted
comments of how well he handles himself on the Planning Board and highly recommended his
reappointment giving her thanks for his continuing commitment to the community.
Councilor McGeary noted Mr. McCarl is one of his constituents and was a thoughtful and intelligent
gentleman who has the best interests of the City at heart and wholeheartedly endorsed his reappointment.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Theken, seconded by Councilor Ciolino, the City Council
voted 8 in favor, 0 opposed to reappoint Henry McCarl to the Planning Board, TTE 02/14/2015.
Consent Agenda:
•
MAYOR’S REPORT
1. Report and recommendation from the Gloucester Poet Laureate Selection Panel re: appointment of Ruthanne
(Rufus) Collinson as the next Gloucester Poet Laureate pursuant to Sec. 2-514 of the GCO
(Refer O&A)
2. Memo and Grant Application/Checklist from Police Chief re: “Secure Our Schools” Grant
(Refer B&F)
3. Memorandum from Harbormaster re: $9,500 grant from Clean Vessel Act Pumpout Act Program
(Refer B&F)
4. Memorandum from Fire Chief re: permission to pay invoice from FY2010 with FY2011 funds
(Refer B&F)
5. Special Budgetary TRANSFER Request (#1-11) from Department of Public Works
(Refer B&F)
6. Update from Community Development Director
(Info Only)
(Info Only)
7. Memorandum regarding Get Fit Gloucester 1st Year Report and Proposed Community Action Plan
•
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
1. City Council Meeting 06/30/2010
(Approve/File)
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2. Special City Council Meeting 06/30/2010
(Approve/File)
3. Standing Committee Meetings: O&A 07/12/2010, Special P&D and Planning Board 07/15/2010 (under
separate cover), B&F (under separate cover)
(Approve/File)
•
COMMUNICATIONS
1. COM2010-035: Request from Magnolia Road Race Committee re: September 2, 2010 Magnolia Road Race
(Refer P&D)
•
ORDERS
1. CC2010-049(Verga)Amend GCO Sec. 22-287 “Disabled veteran, handicapped parking re: Lexington Ave.(Refer O&A & TC)
2. CC2010-050(Hardy/Tobey) Status Report from Capital Improvement Advisory Board pursuant to Sec.
5-1(d) of City Charter
(FCV 08/03/10)
3. CC2010-051 (Verga/Tobey/Hardy) re: Public hearing on location of City campus
(FCV 08/03/10)
4. CC2010-052 (Mulcahey) Amend GZO Sec. 22-284 “Service or Loading Zones” re: 6 Elm Street
(Refer O&A & TC)

ITEMS TO BE ADDED/REMOVED FROM CONSENT AGENDA:
Councilor Hardy asked that Councilor Whynott’s name be recorded in the June 30, 2010 meeting of the
City Council showing him as present or absent. She asked that his name be recorded appropriately. She
further noted City Clerk, Linda Lowe had received a communication from the Harbormaster that Item #3
of the Mayor’s Report showing a grant amount of $9,000.00 as incorrect. The correct grant total was
$9,500.00 and asked that the Agenda be amended to reflect that fact.
By unanimous consent, the City Council accepted the consent agenda as amended.
FOR COUNCIL VOTE:
1. Amend June 15, 2010 Special City Council Minutes
Councilor Curcuru stated the Assistant Auditor noted some typographical errors of the June 15, 2010
Special City Council Budget Adoption minutes discovered during data input of the FY11 budget. They
checked the documents that were actually voted and found the amounts were voted upon properly; but
there were typographical errors made during the transcription of the minutes. Therefore, the following
motions are housecleaning measures to correct the errors made during transcription.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Whynott, the City Council
voted 8 in favor, 0 opposed to amend page 2 of the minutes of the Special City Council Meeting of
June 15, 2010 by deleting $84,057,510.00 and inserting $85,057,510.00.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Theken, the City Council
voted 8 in favor, 0 opposed to amend page 3 of the minutes of the of the Special City Council
Meeting of June 15, 2010 by deleting $84,457,510.00 and inserting in the emboldened motion and as
listed “General Fund Revenue” by inserting $85,457,510.00.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary, the City Council
voted 8 in favor, 0 opposed to amend page 18 of the minutes of the of the Special City Council
Meeting of June 15, 2010 by deleting $6,204,022.00 in the emboldened motion by inserting
$6,204,922.00.
Councilor Theken noted for the record that she was absent from the July 6, 2010 City Council meeting
when the Council held the three public hearings (see below) for the Special Council Permit Decisions on
tonight’s agenda, so she would vote present on each of the three decisions.
2. Vote to Adopt Decision: SCP2010-004 re: Cape Ann Brewing Company, 9-11 Rogers Street
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MOTION: On motion by Councilor Theken, seconded by Councilor McGeary, the City Council
voted BY ROLL CALL 7 in favor, 0 opposed, 1 (Theken) present, to adopt SCP2010-004 decision
for the Cape Ann Brewing Company, 9-11 Rogers Street, pursuant to Section 2.3.4(8) and (9) for
restaurant, Section 1.8.3 and Section 5.18 of the Gloucester Zoning Ordinance.
3. Vote to Adopt Decision: SCP2010-005 re: Gloucester Marine Terminal, LLC (a/k/a
Cruiseport), 6 Rowe Square
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Ciolino, seconded by Councilor Verga, the City Council voted
BY ROLL CALL 7 in favor, 0 opposed, 1 (present) Theken, to adopt SCP2010-005 decision to
amend the existing Special Council Permit for Gloucester Marine Terminal, LLC 6 Rowe Square
(a/k/a Cruiseport), pursuant to Section 2.3.4(8) and (9) for restaurant, Section 1.8.3 of the
Gloucester Zoning Ordinance.
4. Vote to Adopt Decision: SCP2010-006 re: Faye Passanisi/Anthony Passanisi, 5-7 Bass Avenue,
Section 2.3.1(7) to allow Petitioner to maintain continued use of existing 6-unit multi-family
dwelling structure
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Verga, seconded by Councilor Whynott, the City Council
voted BY ROLL CALL 7 in favor, 0 opposed, 1 (Theken) present, to adopt SCP2010-006 decision
for 5-7 Bass Avenue, pursuant to Section 2.3.1(7) of the Gloucester Zoning Ordinance.
Scheduled Public Hearings:
Councilor McGeary suggested that the Public Hearing #1 should be opened and closed; and he will have
to refile for the St. Anthony’s Lane resurfacing and paving petition, as there was a preparation a step on
his part in preparing the package for Council. The missed step was to have a public meeting of abutte4rs
with notice to all abutters on the matter prior to coming to the Council for a public hearing. The abutters
are in favor of this, and that they will proceed with deliberate speed to correct the matter in order to bring
it back to the Council pending a future application.
1. PH2010-064: Petition for Road Repairs, St. Anthony’s Lane
This public hearing is open.
Councilor Hardy stated based on the information presented by Councilor McGeary on the matter of the
Petition for Road Repairs, St. Anthony’s Lane; she therefore would close the public hearing.
This public hearing is closed.
2. PH2010-054: Amend GCO Sec. 22-269 entitled “Stop Intersections” by adding Leonard Street
from its intersection with Rogers Lane
This public hearing is now open.
Those speaking in favor:
Robert Ryan, Traffic Commission Chairman, 3 Blake Court stated at the Traffic Committee meeting
of June 10, 2010 approved this order and highly recommended a stop sign being placed at the intersection
of Rogers Lane and Leonard Street and also Bridgewater Street. Citing a letter from the president of the
Annisquam Village Hall Association, Patsy Whitlock, he read, “This is a four way intersection where
Leonard Street comes together with Rogers Lane and Bridgewater Street. It is up on a crest where a
house obstructs the vision of anyone coming out of Rogers Lane; so this will not only stop the traffic on
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Leonard Street but it will enhance the visibility and make it a much safer intersection.” He reiterated the
Commission’s support of this order [Documentation read into the minutes on file.].
Those speaking in opposition: None.
Communications: None submitted.
Questions: None.
This public hearing is closed.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Mulcahey, seconded by Councilor Curcuru, the Ordinances &
Administration Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to amend GCO
Sec. 22-269 “Stop Intersections” by ADDING Leonard Street from its intersection with Rogers Lane.
Discussion:
Councilor Hardy spoke in support of the matter which came before her six to eight months prior, noting
the dangerous intersection. Line of sight is interrupted by a home that sits right on the corner on Leonard;
and you look directly across the way where the road naturally continues and don’t realize that another car
could be coming down because it isn’t visible. She thanked the Traffic Commission for doing all the
work for this order. There will also be a request to paint a wide white stop line to be painted on the
roadway at this intersection to the DPW.

MOTION: On motion by Councilor Theken, seconded by Councilor Ciolino, the City Council
voted 8 in favor, 0 opposed to amend GCO Sec. 22-269 “Stop Intersections” by ADDING Leonard
Street from its intersection with Rogers Lane.
3. PH2010-055: Amend GCO Sec. 22-270 entitled “No Parking at All Times” by adding Dennison
Street on the southerly (water) side for a distance of 200 feet in an easterly direction from its
intersection with Washington Street (to pole #1412)
4. PH2010-056: Amend GCO 22-291 entitled “Tow Away Zone” by adding Dennison Street on the
southerly (water) side for a distance of 200 feet in an easterly direction from its intersection
with Washington Street (to pole #1412)
Councilor Hardy opened PH2010-055 and PH2010-056 simultaneously.
Those speaking to the matter:
Mr. Ryan, Traffic Commission, stated this came to the Traffic Commission’s attention that there was a
great deal of congestion at Dennison and Washington Street; pick up and drop off for school; people
launching kayaks, boats. This is the southerly (water side) of Goose Cove. There is a great deal of traffic
including people coming down the back side of Holly Street; residents of Dennison Street can’t make the
turn onto Dennison off of Washington Street. At their meeting of June 10th, the Traffic Commission
unanimously supported this order. He had met with the neighbors, noting several were present. The
Commission felt prohibiting parking on one side of Dennison Street will help to solve the problem there.
It will accommodate the residents who live on the northerly side of Dennison. When they have guests,
people will be able to park on Dennison Street; but that it prohibits any parking on Dennison right up to
pole #1412 which is a few hundred feet (from the intersection) which they believed to be adequate.
Merrill Savage, 5 Young’s Road spoke in favor of the matter. She has seen a tremendous increase in
traffic at the intersection where Dennison Street meets Washington Street. It has become increasingly
tight given that are more houses, more people at the bus stops, and seasonal water activities. She felt this
was very dangerous and that an emergency vehicle could be hard pressed to get through. She expressed
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surprise that there hadn’t already been a major incident there; thanking Councilor Hardy for her
assistance. She encouraged passage of the orders to avoid problems in the future.
Allen Young, 62 Bennett Street spoke regarding parking on Dennison Street and found the biggest
problems to be when school was in session citing the potential for collision during drop off and pick up.
He noted haphazard parking habits and leaving car doors open with frequent parking in the crosswalk. He
asked Mr. Ryan how far down Dennison Street the stop sign would be placed; would it be on the crest just
after coming out of Young’s Road.
Mr. Ryan responded he wasn’t sure of the name of the resident, but that there was a garage there; and it
would be right across from the garage there, the pole.
Mr. Young noted that would be the residence of Chris Young; about a couple hundred feet from the
intersection. It was “OK” with him.
Jeffrey Pope, 2 Dennison Street spoke in favor of the proposal as written. He would be against stopping
any parking on the north side of the street, however.
Communications:
Questions:
Councilor Hardy stated during the Traffic Commission meeting and site visit there was a discussion
about the possibility of erecting another sign that isn’t required by ordinance but would be a great help to
people trying to get around the corner, which would be a “No Parking Here to the Corner” sign 20’ from
the intersection” on the northerly side.
Mr. Ryan stated the Traffic Commission highly recommended a sign be placed 20 feet from the
intersection on the northerly side which was in their minutes of their June 10, 2010 meeting.
Councilor Hardy asked that a request be made to the DPW for the sign.
These public hearings are closed.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Mulcahey, seconded by Councilor Curcuru, the Ordinances &
Administration Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to amend GCO
Sec. 22-270 “Parking Prohibited at all Times” by adding Dennison Street on the southerly (water) side for
a distance of 200 feet in an easterly direction from its intersection with Washington Street (to pole
#1412).
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Theken, seconded by Councilor Ciolino, the City Council
voted 8 in favor, 0 opposed to amend GCO Sec. 22-270 “Parking Prohibited at all Times” by adding
Dennison Street on the southerly (water) side for a distance of 200 feet in an easterly direction from
its intersection with Washington Street (to pole #1412).
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Mulcahey, seconded by Councilor Curcuru, the Ordinances &
Administration Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to amend GCO
Sec. 22-291 “Tow Away Zone” by ADDING Dennison Street on the southerly (water) side of for a
distance of 200 feet in an easterly direction from its intersection with Washington Street (to pole #1412).
Discussion:
Councilor Theken stated there were many in attendance at the O&A meeting when the matter was taken
up with neighbors from the area giving their input; with a review of the Traffic Commission minutes; and
there was a thorough discussion on the matter by the Committee.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Theken, seconded by Councilor Ciolino, the City Council
voted 8 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to amend GCO Sec. 22-291 “Tow
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Away Zone” by ADDING Dennison Street on the southerly (water) side of for a distance of 200 feet
in an easterly direction from its intersection with Washington Street (to pole #1412).
5. PH2010-057: Amend GCO Sec. 22-270 entitled “No Parking at All Times” by adding Leverett
Street easterly side for its entire length
This public hearing is now open.
Those speaking in favor:
Mr. Ryan, Traffic Commission stated at the June 10, 2010 meeting of the Commission unanimously
supported the Council Order 2010-035 prohibiting parking at all times on Leverett Street on its easterly
side from its intersection with Washington Street in a southerly direction, its entire length. Again, this
was an offshoot of the last couple of meetings to clean up some of the safety features in that area, with
respect to people going to the quarries and the narrow road having cars parked on both sides. Mr. Mike
O’Dea was at that meeting, a homeowner on the westerly side of the road, noting the City encroaches a
little bit onto his property. The Commission only went with prohibited parking on one side, the easterly
side its entire length to keep it open enough for emergency vehicles. That was supported by the neighbors
on Leverett Street. They also recommended that a sign be put on the westerly side within 20’ from the
intersection stating “No Parking Here to the Corner.”
Those speaking in opposition: None.
Communications: None.
Questions: None.
This public hearing is closed.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Mulcahey, seconded by Councilor Curcuru, the Ordinances &
Administration Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to amend GCO
Sec. 22-270 “Parking Prohibited at all times” by ADDING Leverett Street easterly side for its entire
length.
Discussion:
Councilor Theken stated this matter was taken up at O&A and that the Committee and the neighbors had
an opportunity to provide their input.
Councilor Hardy asked that a request be made to the DPW for the No Parking Here to Corner” to be
erected on the westerly side of the street 20’ from the intersection of Washington and Leverett Street. She
noted that some residents of the neighborhood recalled a sign having once been there like this but during
the North Gloucester project, some signs were not put back up.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Theken, seconded by Councilor Ciolino, the City Council
voted 8 in favor, 0 opposed to amend GCO Sec. 22-270 “Parking Prohibited at all times” by
ADDING Leverett Street easterly side for its entire length.
6. PH2010-058: SCP2010-006 re: 474 Washington Street, GZO Sec. 5.5.4 Lowlands
This public hearing is now open.
Councilor Hardy reiterated that with the new Open Meeting Law, that anyone making an oral
presentation that has documentation at a meeting, that documentation must be submitted to become part
of the record of the meeting. They will be asking all speakers with documentation to submit that
documentation to the Clerk of Committees, Dana Jorgensson after their completed statement.
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Those speaking in favor:
Anne Ziergiebel, 474 Washington Street spoke of the project “Ziergiebel Family Pier Project”, a pier
with a seasonal ramp and float extending into the Mill River. The float will not constrict the river at mean
low water. The float will remain 30 ft. from the “thread” of the Mill River. On June 8th the Conservation
Commission approved their plan. The Order of Conditions has been filed with the Registry of Deeds. On
June 16th, the P&D Committee approved the Lowlands Permit, Sec. 5.5.4; and July 20th, the Army Corps
of Engineers, New England Division, sent their approval which she read into the record highlights of that
letter as follows: “…based on the information you have provided, we have determined the that the
proposed activity will have only minimal individual or cumulative environmental impacts on waters of
the United States, including wetlands. Therefore, this work is authorized as a Category 1 activity under
the attached Federal permit known as the Massachusetts General Permit (GP)…The Corps of Engineers
has consulted with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) regarding the effects of your project on
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) as designated under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act. The NMFS has not provided EFH conservation recommendations…Your project is
located within, or may affect resources within the coastal zone. The Massachusetts Office of Coastal
Zone Management (CZM) has already determined that no further Federal Consistency Review is
required.” She asked for Council approval of the project [Documentation read into the minutes on file.].
Those speaking in opposition: None.
Communications: None.
Questions: None.
This public hearing is closed.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Verga, seconded by Councilor Whynott, the Planning and
Development Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to grant the
application of Ann M. Ziergiebel for a Special Council Permit 2010-006, Lowlands Permit under
Gloucester Zoning Ordinance Sec. 5.5.4, at 474 Washington Street, Assessors Map 110, Lot 16, zoning
district R-10, for a pier, ramp, and float on Mill River. The application meets the six (6) factors of Sec.
1.8.3(e) of the zoning ordinance especially as regards to the natural environment since Conservation
Commission approval (05/19/2010) has been obtained, and meets neighborhood character as other nearby
Mill River properties have similar structures; further the requirements of Sec. 5.5.4 are met as the
requirements of M.G.L. Chapter 131, Sec. 40 are satisfied; and the project will not pose a hazard to health
or safety and will be executed so as to conserve the shellfish and other wildlife resources of the City.
Approval is based on the plans submitted to the Conservation Commission, included in this application,
dated 04/21/2010.
Discussion:
Councilor Ciolino stated the Planning and Development Committee found that in accordance with
Gloucester Zoning Ordinances, section 5.5.4 for lowlands special permit are met; the project has been
designed to satisfy the requirements of the Hatch Act as there are no hazards to health and safety, and
the project will be executed as to conserve shellfish and other wildlife resources of the City. In addition,
the application met the six factors of Sec. 1.8.3(e) of the zoning ordinance especially in regard to the
natural environment as the Conservation Commission had given its previous approval. For those reasons,
the Planning & Development Committee endorses this Special Council Permit.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Ciolino, seconded by Councilor Whynott, the City Council
voted by ROLL CALL 8 in favor, 0 opposed, 1 (Tobey) absent, to grant the application of Ann M.
Ziergiebel for a Special Council Permit 2010-006, Lowlands Permit under Gloucester Zoning
Ordinance Sec. 5.5.4, at 474 Washington Street, Assessors Map 110, Lot 16, zoning district R-10,
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for a pier, ramp, and float on Mill River. The application meets the six (6) factors of Sec. 1.8.3(e) of
the zoning ordinance especially as regards to the natural environment since Conservation
Commission approval (05/19/2010) has been obtained, and meets neighborhood character as other
nearby Mill River properties have similar structures; further the requirements of Sec. 5.5.4 are met
as the requirements of M.G.L. Chapter 131, Sec. 40 are satisfied; and the project will not pose a
hazard to health or safety and will be executed so as to conserve the shellfish and other wildlife
resources of the City. Approval is based on the plans submitted to the Conservation Commission,
included in this application, dated 04/21/2010.
7. PH2010-059: SCP2010-007 re: 168 Eastern Avenue, GZO Sec. 2.2 and Sec. 5.19
This public hearing is now open.
Councilor Curcuru recused himself from the matter in front of the Council declaring a conflict of
interest and left the dais at 7:44 p.m.
Those speaking in favor:
Attorney Robert Coakley, 64 Middle Street, spoke on behalf of the applicant, Abbie Morgan, LLC, with
John McNiff, one of the managers of the LLC; and Donald Swimm, owner and operator of Meineke
Muffler who has the property under agreement for purchase to relocate his business from Bass Avenue to
that location from his client, are also present. [Documentation presented at meeting on file.] He oriented
the Council to the site by describing an enlarged aerial photograph, stating the property used to house the
CATA bus barn. His clients purchased the property immediately after CATA vacated the property. The
property is located in the EB district, described as one of the most generous districts in the City.
However, vehicle services are not allowed in any district in the City without a Special Council Permit.
He noted the surrounding businesses such as a monument manufacturing facility; an auto body shop;
Gloucester Dispatch, a Montagnino property; Speedway Welding; storage, tow and hold facility for
Tally’s; a Sprint Communications retail facility; and they do abut one apartment building consisting of
two apartments. They have been in discussions with both of those owners. Across the street from the
property is the Calvary Cemetery. Enhancing this location, the property is bounded by two public ways.
The other abutting businesses do not have access out onto Old County Road due to topography, where the
grading is different behind their properties. He then presented a site map to the Council stating they went
before Planning & Development in June and two days later to the Planning Board and submitted the same
plan to both. P&D made some constructive suggestions as did the Planning Board. They took those
suggestions and incorporated them into their plan which they filed July 16th with the City Council to
show how the plan improved. That plan was dated 7/8/10. They then filed color copies to go in the
Council packets for this meeting. When they got the color copies from their engineer, it had a date on the
color copy of 7/10/10, but it was the same plan. 7/8/10 and 7/10/10 are the same plan except for the large
sized copies which have color locus. The most significant change from the June plan was from a
suggestion from Councilor Ciolino, that if you are coming from Pond Road, the right turn was too
dramatic; and to make it a rolling turn for a smoother right hand turn for entry to the property and for
traffic flow. That same radius was incorporated into the affirmative endorsement they received from the
Planning Board. They also suggested that the loading dock be relocated away from the overhead doors.
Proper signage/stop signs and a “No Turn” were discussed. While they can access Old County Road from
Eastern Avenue, to go further down Old County Road, which on paper cuts through just before Pond
Road, back out onto Eastern Avenue even though it is physically blocked; they (P&D) proposed a “No
Right Turn”. They didn’t want to direct any cars that may exit onto Old County Road as opposed to
Eastern Avenue, keeping drivers away from the residential area. This included a stop sign and stop bar at
Eastern Avenue. When they were at the Planning Board, the Board spoke of a line of sight issue. The
Board thought the line of sight should be improved on the applicant’s property and beyond. But the
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applicant can only control and improve the line of sight (re: vegetation) up to the property line. They
have an agreement with the abutters that they can trim back vegetation to improve the line of sight. They
are connecting, as required because you can’t allow rain run off to spill onto a public road, a collection
basin which he pointed to on the July 10 plan noting they are still working on the mechanics with the
City’s Engineering Department. The Planning Board recognized that fact and said that as long as those
details are worked out prior to the issuance of a building permit they “were fine”. The July 10 plan shows
a catch basin going into the drain line. The Planning Board endorsed that as well. They’re reopening a
local curb cut on Eastern Avenue that was in existence when CATA occupied the property although
CATA chose not to use it. They have an approved curb cut from the Engineering Department. Eastern
Avenue changed from local control to State control. They are abandoning the curb cut that doesn’t have a
good line of site. The only change from the June plan that P&D and the Planning Board saw, was that it
showed five display places for automobiles sales in the front. For the new automobile service to go in, the
old drainage system will be replaced with a new one to trap any potential oil or gasoline spills. It will go
out through a series of sand trap filters, filtered properly and monitored closely with access to clean the
system, all approved by the Plumbing Inspector. The only place to locate that sand trap filtering system,
due to ledge, was noted to the Council on the site plan, where there had been a tree, and showed the area
where Mr. Swimm wanted spaces on the property for automotive sales. He felt that coming over to the
commercial area, there are less display spaces shown than Mr. Swimm is currently using at the Bass
Avenue location. Automobile sales are an allowed use in this district. The additional permitting process
would be to apply for an independent permit from the City Clerk’s office to allow the sale of vehicles on
the property, subject to the Building Inspector’s approval and a couple of other criteria being met. He
noted the six special permit criteria under Zoning Ordinance, Sec. 1.8.3. Motor vehicle services have
their own section in the zoning ordinances; Sec. 5.19; with four specific usage criteria for motor vehicle
services. They meet all of those criteria and do not impact them; the generic categories for the special
permit under the use category, motor vehicle service, fueling, and repair. They are not proposing fueling.
Some of the tanks that were there from CATA’s and Verizon’s usage are being taken out by his client
overseen by their LSP (licensed site professional), and double checked by Mr. Swimm’s LSP to make
sure they’re code compliant. They are not going to put them back in. That aspect which was a condition,
they agreed to with P&D. They are not going to have fuel tanks on site.
Councilor Hardy asked Attorney Coakley to address the six criteria specifically under Sec. 1.8.3.
Attorney Coakley stated with regards to the social and economic aspect, this would provide a convenient
opportunity for this type of business being designed to be on a major thoroughfare. The business
provides employment, and the facility is expanding to better serve his customers. The business is
relocating in a generally commercial area which was seen as a benefit. The traffic flow and safety has
been addressed with Planning & Development; and in the site plan review process with the Planning
Board, traffic flow being one of their primary mandates. This was why they have the lining, striping,
directional arrows, and stop signs. They have two means of access; Old County Road and Eastern
Avenue. The property has existing sewer and water available. They are taking some of the rainfall
drainage and incorporating that in the City storm sewer. They’re in a mixed use area; there is a residential
component between their property and going down towards Pond Road. One of the criteria under Section
5.19 is that it is not located too close to residential district and is a lineal distance set forth with which
they comply. The use of this area is light industry, transportation services and the like. They propose to
“flip” the vegetation because they’re putting in the automotive display area as well as well as their sand
trap filtering system out of the front. As a buffer zone between the sidewalk and the car sales location;
they are proposing low vegetation be placed so as not to interfere with any line of site. There is additional
vegetation where the old state curb is because they are taking out pavement and replacing it likewise with
loam and seed and low cutting. The potential fiscal impact is that this building will no longer be vacant.
This is a good use; a double benefit for the East Gloucester community – they’re relocating something
from a residential neighborhood into a business district. The expansion of one, perhaps two lifts will
create more employment opportunities.
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Faye Passanisi, Old County Road stated she was unaware of this project and is not opposed to it but had
concerns. She goes by this area and expressed concern on safety issues. She asked if they are going to be
using Old County Road to enter or exit the property and wanted to be sure proper screening of the
property would be in place.
Anthony Passanisi, Old County Road stated his concern regarding exiting onto Old County Road noting
the poor shape of the roadway which raised his concern with more traffic. He personally fills the potholes
with gravel and has asked the City for help in this.
Marcy Pregent, 8 Macomber Road, Property Manager and representative of the Montagnino property at
146 and 148 Eastern Avenue (JaJo Realty, P.O. Box 206, Gloucester) spoke in favor stating this was
[commercially] zoned properly; and the more people expanding businesses, the better.
Robert Ryan, 3 Blake Court, speaking in has capacity as President and General Manager of Cape Ann
Transportation Operating Company (CATOC), wanted to see the property developed which is in disrepair
at present. It would create jobs; increase the tax base, all pluses for the City. He vouched for the sewer
system as CATA put it in ten years prior. He supported the application for the Special Permit.
Those speaking in opposition: None.
Councilor Hardy called for rebuttal, asking that the applicant address the questions raised by the
neighbors of the property, and asked if Old County Road was a public or private way.
John McNiff, Jr., a manager of Abbie Morgan, LLC (owner of the property and building) stated as far as
they knew Old County Road was a public way. One of the representations they made in front of the
Planning Board and P&D was an especially bad spot where Tally’s Service Station stores towed vehicles
on top of a hill. It is very badly potholed, which naturally gets worse in winter. They will take that out
and replace it with new paving. This spring the City cleaned out the catch basins on many properties and
the drainage has been much better. Prior to that there was a lot of sheet drainage by-passing the catch
basins. That was causing ice issues all the way out to Eastern Avenue. It was now better. In addressing
the neighbor’s concern, they will repave the worst part of Old County Road and will do additional paving
on the property to install the curb cut.
Faye Passanisi asked about the screening.
Mr. McNiff was not aware of any screenings per se stating he was willing to address the neighbors
concerns. There is significant green screening along Old County Road in the warm months and was
willing to listen to suggestions.
Attorney Coakley stated currently on their northerly boundary line that there are substantial evergreen
trees that almost totally separate the full length of the common boundary of the residential boundary to
the north. All that vegetation is being maintained. They are putting in low vegetation on Eastern Avenue
so that line of sight is maintained for people entering and exiting on Eastern Avenue. They can’t screen
the facility because of the line of sight on both points of access. They will be maintaining the vegetation
as it exists now; some of it being tall and mature, 12-16 feet or taller on the northerly side.
Communications: None.
Questions:
Councilor Ciolino noted where the Meineke business is now located (Bass Avenue), the dumpsters are
hidden in the back and there is also a back alley there. The current Meineke property is a clean property.
But he saw nothing in the plans to screen off the old mufflers and tailpipes, and other debris and the
dumpster; and asked what their plan was.
Attorney Coakley responded after conferring with Mr. Swimm that the best way to screen the dumpster
would be to put a fence around it feeling it was a good suggestion.
Councilor Ciolino stated that the dumpster will be the biggest eyesore and that it would be best to screen
it off and suggested it should be put in the conditions of the Special Council Permit.
Councilor Mulcahey asked what hours the facility will be in operation.
Attorney Coakley responded that the current business hours are 7:30 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. six days a week
which allows people to drop off and to pick up their vehicles after servicing.
Councilor Whynott stated that one of the concerns he had in P&D was when you come down Old
County Road going onto Eastern Avenue he felt it was an unsafe intersection, and wanted to see a “No
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Left Turn” sign erected by the applicant there, noting he didn’t have a problem with the entrance and exit
on the Eastern Avenue side; but there was no way to put one in because it is City owned land. He asked if
the City erected a “No Left Turn” sign in that location would it be a “deal breaker”.
Attorney Coakley stated no; they still have their access out there. Since both roads are public, that
matter would have to go to the Traffic Commission to have a report on it.
Councilor Hardy asked Councilor Whynott if it would necessitate a public hearing in and of itself since
it was a public road.
Councilor Whynott stated yes; and it probably was separate from this; but wanted to know if they had a
big problem with that in case the City wanted to do that in the future. He would wait to see if this
intersection became a problem before initiating any action.
Councilor Hardy reiterated what Councilor Ciolino said about the dumpster and screening stating she
was a great advocate of screening dumpsters with vegetation or with fences. She would be offering that
as a condition.
Attorney Coakley also reiterated that was an acceptable condition.
Councilor Hardy expressed her concern regarding the multiple of sets of plans; who reviewed what and
approved what pointing out she had in front of her two plans, one dated July 8th, the other July 10th. She
believed the plans dated July 8th were the ones reviewed by Planning & Development in June. She asked
if that was correct.
Attorney Coakley responded no it was not. The plan originally filed had a June date. The plan that
P&D looked at had a June date on it as did the Planning Board. The two bodies already voted a June plan
with the understanding that changes would be made.
Councilor Hardy stated she was looking at a plan that had Bob Griffin’s (Engineer) signature on it dated
July 8th. Attorney Coakley reiterated all of what he went over with the Council was based on the July 8
and July 10 plans of which there was no perceptible difference except that the July 10th plan had a locus in
color; July 8th’s was in black and white. That was the only distinction or material difference.
Councilor Hardy stated there was a material difference that he introduced as he was explaining it to the
Council.
Attorney Coakley stated all the material differences he went over by narrative that evening were on the
July 8th and July 10th plan.
Councilor Hardy asked how that could be a material difference if it’s already on the plan.
Attorney Coakley noted they went to P&D on the 16th of June and Planning Board on the 18th of June.
Suggestions made at those two bodies were subsequently incorporated in an updated plan filed in the City
Clerk’s office, and July 8 and 10, one black and white, and one color.
Councilor Hardy asked what was used at the site review meeting.
Attorney Coakley stated the July Plan was brought to Greg Cademartori to show him what was
incorporated; and Mr. McNiff described the differences to that plan to be worked out prior to
construction; the vegetation issue they had; and the softening of the radius going into the property, so that
everything they wanted done has been done. Mr. Cademartori approved them.
It was at this juncture, noting the confusion over dates and which map represented the true site plan with
the correct date, there was a discussion between the Attorney Coakley, Mr. McNiff, the Council, and City
Clerk, Linda Lowe regarding the plans and which version was to be signed and incorporated into the
record should the Council agree to grant the Special Council Permit.
Councilor Hardy stated she was comfortable with the map/plan now in front of them (dated July 10th).
Councilor McGeary stated that Old County Road was a public way.
Councilor Hardy declared this public hearing is closed.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Whynott, seconded by Councilor Verga, the Planning &
Development Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to grant Special
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Council Permit 2010-007 for 168 Eastern Avenue, Assessors Map 160, Lot 6, zoning classification EB
District, applicant/owner Abbie Morgan, LLC, under Gloucester Zoning Ordinance Sec. 1.5.3(b) and Sec.
1.8.3, Sec. 1.8.4(a), Sec. 2.2 and Sec. 5.19 to use the property for motor vehicle service, storage or repair.
The application demonstrates the applicant meets the six factors of Sec. 1.8.3 as noted in the application
and the four conditions of Sec. 5.19 and Sec. 1.8.4(a) for the location of motor vehicle service, storage or
repair. Approval of this Special Council Permit shall be based on the Site Development Study of 168
Eastern Avenue signed by the Planning & Development Committee with the following conditions:
1. There will be no filling station on the property;
2. That a stop sign be at the exit on Old County Road and Eastern Avenue.
[NOTE: During the reading of the motion from Planning & Development, Councilor Ciolino noted a
typographical error, with the word “fueling” being inserted between motor vehicle service and the word
storage, which he asked be removed to reflect the motion accurately reflected here in these minutes
above.]
Discussion:
Councilor Ciolino stated Mr. Swimm does a good job on his current property. The applicant addressed
the concerns on the traffic on Old County Road. He didn’t believe that there would be a high traffic
count. This was another piece of property that is not earning tax dollars and needed help. It would be the
best use for that property and recommended that his fellow Councilors vote in favor of special council
permit.
Councilor Hardy asked by friendly amendment that there be a third condition added to read: Dumpsters
be screened from view by fencing and that the fourth condition read: That the Planning Board conditions
made during their June 17, 2010 Site Plan Review as in accordance with Section 5.8 of the Gloucester
Zoning Ordinance become part of the conditions of this permit as follows:
a) that the curb line on the eastern side of the entrance to Eastern Avenue be round to no
greater than 25’ curb radius;
b) that the vegetation be cut back and controlled to the east of the site to improve visibility
of the entrance for traffic flow from the east;
c) that the applicant obtains approval from the Engineering Department to install a new
catch basin and connection to the Eastern Avenue drainage system prior to construction.
Councilor Ciolino assented to the friendly amendments as stated by Councilor Hardy.
Councilor McGeary queried whether a Request to the Mayor should be put in place to have a “No Left
Turn” sign on Old County Road.
Councilor Hardy stated that it was not a part of this process but could be done at a later time through a
separate process.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Ciolino, seconded by Councilor Verga, the City Council voted
by ROLL CALL 7 in favor, 0 opposed, 1 (Curcuru) recused, 1 (Tobey) absent, to grant Special
Council Permit 2010-007 for 168 Eastern Avenue, Assessors Map 160, Lot 6, zoning classification
EB District, applicant/owner Abbie Morgan, LLC, under Gloucester Zoning Ordinance Sec.
1.5.3(b) and Sec. 1.8.3, Sec. 1.8.4(a), Sec. 2.2 and Sec. 5.19 to use the property for motor vehicle
service, storage or repair. The application demonstrates the applicant meets the six factors of Sec.
1.8.3 as noted in the application and the four conditions of Sec. 5.19 and Sec. 1.8.4(a) for the
location of motor vehicle service, storage or repair. Approval of this Special Council Permit shall
be based on the Site Plans of Griffin Engineering Group, LLC plans for Abbie Morgan LLC 168
Eastern Avenue, Gloucester, dated 06/11/2010 and last revised 07/10/2010 signed by the Planning &
Development Committee and the City Council with the following conditions:
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There will be no filling station on the property;
That a stop sign be at the exit on Old County Road and Eastern Avenue;
That dumpsters be screened and maintained from view by either vegetation or fencing;
That the Planning Board conditions made during their June 17, 2010 Site Plan Review as in
accordance with Section 5.8 of the Gloucester Zoning Ordinance become part of the conditions
of this permit as follows:
a) that the curb line on the eastern side of the entrance to Eastern Avenue be round to no
greater than 25’ curb radius;
b) that the vegetation be cut back and controlled to the east of the site to improve visibility
of the entrance for traffic flow from the east;
c) that the applicant obtains approval from the Engineering Department to install a new
catch basin and connection to the Eastern Avenue drainage system prior to construction.

The Council recessed at 8:32 p.m. and reconvened at 8:40 p.m.
8. PH2010-060: Amend Chapter 17 “Police” Article II re: the non-civil service process of selecting
the Chief of Police
This public hearing is now open.
Those speaking in favor:
Suzanne Egan, City Solicitor stated the ordinance before them went before O&A. There were a number
of discussions about it. The amendments this ordinance reflect those discussions out of O&A. The
ordinance lays out the specificity of the selection process for the Police Chief. The ordinance sets out the
qualifications of the Police Chief; the education, training and background. It also discusses a selection
committee; the appointment of its members and qualifications of the members; the process of the
selection committee to review candidates (Section 17-18); the selection committee makes a
recommendation to the Mayor of at least three candidates. They Mayor can choose to accept or can reject
all three potential candidates and start the process over again. The length of the term of the employment
contract for the selected Police Chief would be no less than 3 years. The City Council reviews the
contract and any amendments to the contact have to be approved by the City Council. Section 17-19
discusses the here powers and duties of the Police Chief which was essentially contained in the Code of
Ordinances presently; but it was amended a bit because the Police Chief position is no longer covered by
the Civil Service laws. Section 17-20 also is an amendment to the existing Code of Ordinances to the
language deleting the language which discusses the Police Chief is covered by Civil Service which was
changed to reflect that the Chief is no longer covered by Civil Service law and that is the same as 17-21.
The other portion of the amendment is that the entire Article II has to be renumbered.
Those speaking in opposition: None.
Communications:
Councilor Bruce Tobey via email dated July 18, 2010:
“I regret that a long-scheduled obligation to speak at the annual Kentucky-Tennessee Water Professional
Conference in Nashville requires that I miss the July 20, 2010 City Council meeting. If I were present at
the meeting, I would vote enthusiastically for the proposed ordinance regarding the process for selecting a
police chief now that the voters of our City have chosen to remove that position for the provisions of the
Civil Service law. I urge each of my Council colleagues to support the proposed ordinance. It is modeled
on the example of the Somerville ordinance. That ordinance has been tested and proven in that City, and
the strengths it has offered there are exactly the strengths we need for Gloucester and our police
department – transparency and the opportunity for full access for all interested parties; the community a
new chief must serve, the bodies of city government with which a new chief must work, and the men and
women of the department a new chief must lead. It precludes no qualified candidate, either local or from
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over the bridge, and promises that professionalism and experience will be the3 benchmarks against which
each candidate will be assessed. Thank you.”
Councilor Hardy had a great deal of questions to ask Chief Lane who was unable to attend due to
illness, and David Bain, Personnel Director and her inclination was to continue the public hearing itself to
the August 17, 2010 meeting of the City Council with people who could be here to answer those
questions.
Councilor Ciolino asked if the questions could be asked this evening and then have them answered in
advance of that meeting.
Councilor Hardy stated she would like to ask them face to face and that the questions could be submitted
to the City Clerk to be forwarded prior to the continued hearing.
Councilor Theken stated they will continue the hearing and that there will be a chance to speak in favor
of and in opposition to the matter will be available to the public at that August meeting.
Councilor Hardy confirmed the Councilor’s statement.
It was moved, seconded and voted unanimously to continue the public hearing to amend Chapter
17 “Police” Article II re: the non-civil service process of selecting the Chief of Police to the August
17, 2010 City Council meeting.
Committee Reports:
Ordinances & Administration: 07/12/2010
There were no motions to come forward for action by the City Council.
Budget & Finance: 07/15/2010
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Hardy seconded by Councilor McGeary, the Budget & Finance
Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommended to the City Council to authorize the City
Auditor’s Department to create a new Department 472 within the Publics Works section and all the
personal services, ordinary services required to account for the transfer of the school custodial and
maintenance department facilities to the City side, formerly Department 368.
Discussion:
Councilor Curcuru explained this was a housekeeping matter related to the Council’s previously having
approving the merger of the School and City maintenance function to set up the department for the DPW
so they can transfer money into it.
Councilor Hardy stated during the budget review there were monies that were taken from the School
side of the budget to the City side of the budget. They were temporarily held in a DPW account. Now
that the budget has been entered into the computer system and it’s become part of the program, they need
a department to transfer out so that those monies can be identified clearly as having come originally from
the School Department so that they know what they are actually expending against the schools, in order to
maintain and support the schools. This way there will be a paper trail; everything coming out of this
department will be directly attributable to the School Department. She noted the Committee had thought
this had already been taken care of over a month ago. As it didn’t appear in the minutes, they are
correcting this matter now.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Curcuru seconded by Councilor McGeary, the City Council
voted 8 in favor, 0 opposed to authorize the City Auditor’s Department to create a new Department
472 within the Publics Works section and all the personal services, ordinary services required to
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account for the transfer of the school custodial and maintenance department facilities to the City
side, formerly Department 368.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary , the City Council
voted by ROLL CALL 0 in favor, 8 opposed to reconsider the vote to create a new Department 472
within the Public Works section under the City Charter, Section 2-11(e).
MOTION FAILS
Planning & Development: 07/15/2010
There were no motions to come forward for action by the City Council.
Councilors’ Request other than to the Mayor:
Councilor McGeary asked that a sign be placed for “No Left Turn” is placed on Old County Road onto
Eastern Avenue. There was a discussion as to whether this was an ordinance change which would
necessitate a public hearing and withdrew his request stating he would do some research and put it
through as a Council order at a later date.
Councilor Hardy asked to have Legal Counsel at July 27th Special City Council meeting in order to ask
her about the status of the pro bono representation related to DESE and Charter School. They’d like to
have some type of communication set up between the legal office and the pro bono attorneys’; how it will
be handled; will they be able to meet them. She wished to get that discussion going so there can be a
further identification as to what the status is, how they’[re going forward, what the suit is going to say,
since the Council is a party to the litigation.
Councilor Whynott spoke of Gloucester’s sister City, Tamano, Japan, and wanted to thank the
Gloucester Daily Times and those who stepped forward to help arrange housing for the students and their
chaperones while they are visiting Gloucester. He also thanked Angela Sanfilippo and Councilor Ciolino
for their assistance.
Councilor Verga noted a conversation of polling places at O&A. While he was not a member of that
Committee, this came from a Council order he and Councilor Whynott submitted in March and wanted
feedback from people about the concept of the reducing of the number of polling places (currently 10
polling places), to 3 or 5 polling places, potentially. He asked the public for their input by contacting
their Ward Councilor to let their thoughts be known, and thought there would be some sort of ward
meetings. He sent out an email to his ward on his list, and suggested they could talk about some joint
ward meetings to get the conversation going.
Councilor Curcuru stated on Wednesday, August 11th a Ward 3 meeting in Kyrouz Auditorium at City
Hall regarding revamping of Washington Street. There’ll be an article in the paper on it coming up in the
beginning of August and will appreciate constituents’ input.
Councilor McGeary noted there will be a Ward I meeting the following evening and one of the topics
may be the polling place consolidation and will follow up on St. Anthony’s Lane repaving project and
Swenson’s Field as well as a number of other ward issues at 7:00 p.m. in Kyrouz Auditorium as well.
Councilor Ciolino said goodnight to the citizens of Gloucester.
Councilor Mulcahey wished for her constituents to “keep praying”.
Councilor Theken thanked the Block Party and that it was a success. It was all done by volunteers and
noted you didn’t have to be a business owner to be a volunteer. She thanked Councilor Hardy for helping
to start it. It was an asset to Gloucester. She also noted people were having trouble using their
NeedyMeds card in conjunction with their insurance card. They’re going to correct that problem. For
people no longer on their extension on unemployment who lost their insurance who have applied for the
Connector, please see her or go any Northeast Health System facility to obtain help.
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A motion was made, seconded and voted unanimously to adjourn the meeting at 9:00 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Dana C. Jorgensson
Clerk of Committees
STATEMENTS/DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED AT MEETING:
Robert Ryan – via email, a letter from the Annisquam Village Hall Association
Ann Mechen Ziergiebel – Summary of Structure Sequence and Letter from the Department of the Army,
New England District, Corps of Engineers
John McNiff, Jr. – Summary of Relief Requested, 168 Eastern Avenue, Map 160, Lot 6
###

SPECIAL CITY COUNCIL MINUTES
07/27/10
UNDER SEPARATE COVER

CITY COUNCIL STANDING COMMITTEE
Ordinances & Administration
Monday, July 26, 2010 – 6:30 p.m.
1st Fl. Council Conference Rm. – City Hall
Present: Chair, Councilor Sefatia Theken; Vice Chair, Councilor Ann Mulcahey; Councilor Bruce
Tobey
Absent: None
Also Present: Councilor Hardy; Councilor Verga; Linda T. Lowe; Dale Brown; Ruthanne (Rufus)
Collinson
The meeting was called to order at 6:30 p.m. Items were taken out of order.
Councilor Theken declared a quorum of the City Council.
1. Continued Business
A) CC2010-024 (Hardy) Request from the Engineering Department of the DPW a copy of the City’s
Official ‘layout of the road’ at the intersection of Washington Street, Holly Street, Goose Cove
Lane and Vine Street
The matter was continued to September 20, 2010.
B) CC2010-034 (Hardy) Amend GCO Sec. 22-267 Sec. 22-267 “One way streets-Generally” by
deleting Washington Street from Andrews Street to Butman Avenue, and amend Sec. 22-270
“Parking prohibited at all times” by adding Washington Street from Andrews Street
This matter was continued to the August 23, 2010 meeting pending the Traffic Commission’s
recommendations.
C) CC2010-033 (Hardy) Amend GCO Sec. 22-292 “Fire Lanes” re: Andrews Street along Lanes
Cove Seawall
This matter was continued to the August 23, 2010 meeting pending the Traffic Commission’s
recommendations.

D) CC2010-041 (Hardy) Amend GCO Sec. 22-270 “Parking Prohibited at all times” re: Holly Street
This matter was continued to the August 23, 2010 meeting pending the Traffic Commission’s
recommendations.
E) CC2010-042 (Hardy) Amend GCO Sec. 22-291 “Tow Away Zones” re: Holly Street
This matter was continued to the August 23, 2010 meeting pending the Traffic Commission’s
recommendations.
F) CC2010-043 (Hardy) Set Speed Limit for Holly Street from its intersection with Dennison Street
This matter was continued to the August 23, 2010 meeting pending the Traffic Commission’s
recommendations.
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G) CC2010-023 (Tobey) Amend 22-289 re: Main Street Parking Meter Time Limits (Continued
from 07/12/2010)
Councilor Tobey felt there were a couple of categories of folks with whom he’d like to discuss the matter
further with the Committee. He would want to have the Administrative Assistant for the Mayor, Jim
Duggan, and Nancy Papows, Principal Assessor. He noted the City bought I4-C2 because it was it was an
investment that was going to grow the real estate values in that neighborhood and increase the real estate
tax revenue from that area. He suggested that the Committee think similarly on how they treat Main
Street. He also suggested that Sarah Garcia, Director of Community Development also attend to talk
about downtown initiative and how that might fit in. The other category would be the stakeholders, the
Downtown Development Commission, the Chamber of Commerce.
Councilor Mulcahey noted that the stakeholders had already been invited to a Committee meeting to
express their views, and had attended their last meeting.
Councilor Theken felt there was no need to rush the matter any longer, and that perhaps they could step
back on the shuffling. Noting that she and Councilor Ciolino stepped back on the shuffling issue as they
are Councilors-at-Large, here is a Ward Councilor involved; and there is the Traffic Commission as well.
There has been improvement with regards to parking on Main Street as the word has gotten out. It
appeared much of the shuffling has stopped for the time being; use of the loading zones as parking spaces
has stopped; the parking scene is quiet downtown now. She didn’t wish to imply this was a permanent
solution. But there was more time to spend on the issue now.
Councilor Tobey asked to review the data that Ms. Papows produced for the Committee (documentation
on file) a listing of all the properties on Main Street where there are meters and how much value there is
and how much real estate tax is generated. He noted while not minimizing their contribution, he felt
overall it wasn’t a lot of money; about $0.75 million. Some of those valuations were “shockingly” low.
Valuations are figured on the basis of the business being done in the building then you capitalize on it.
He asked what they could do to increase values by increasing business. Maybe a friendlier Main Street,
no meters, will bring more business. They’re thinking in terms of real estate valuation growth; and he
asked the Committee to do the same in preparation for the next time they take up this matter.
Councilor Theken stated at the last meeting Kathy Cuddyer, of the DDC, told the Committee that the
money from the meters funded their being able to do holiday lights on Main Street, put up hanging
baskets, and other seasonal decorations to beautify the downtown.
Councilor Tobey responded that money could be made in other ways that is less regressive.
Councilor Theken noted she would not be at the August 23, 2010 meeting of O&A and wanted to be in
attendance when the matter was again taken up. She asked that a friendly reminder be sent out to the
original representatives of the business groups and that the City department heads also is asked to attend.
She also asked that Ms. Lowe see that the ordinance is fully prepared by that time as well.
This matter was continued to September 20, 2010 meeting.
H) CC2010-011 (Hardy) Order that City Council review the current Rules of Procedure in order to
bring them up to date (Continued from 06/28/2010)
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Tobey, seconded by Councilor Mulcahey, the Ordinances &
Administration Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council the
adoption of changes to the Gloucester City Council Rules of Procedure as presented.
2. Report and recommendation from the Gloucester Poet Laureate Selection Panel re: appointment
of Ruthanne (Rufus) Collinson as the next Gloucester Poet Laureate pursuant to GCO Sec. 2514

Ordinances & Administration

07/26/2010

Page 3 of 4

Councilor Theken welcomed Dale Brown, Chair of the Selection Committee and the nominee for
Gloucester’s Poet Laureate, Ruthanne (Rufus) Collinson to the meeting.
Councilor Tobey introduced the Chair of the Selection Committee and was joined by Ruthanne
(Rufus) Collinson, the Selection Committee’s nominee for Poet Laureate.
Dale Brown stated his year they are pursuing the selection of Gloucester’s poet laureate under the
newly enacted ordinance. The Committee for the Arts solicited applications and established a selection
committee, Eric Schoonover and James Cook. There were four applications; and their Committee
unanimously endorsed Ms. Collinson who was strong in the qualities of accomplishment as a poet,
having works published, and also demonstrated her commitment and involvement in the community.
The Selection Committee believed she would continue the outreach work established by John Ronan.
Therefore, the Selection Committee recommended the confirmation of Ruthanne (Rufus) Collinson as
the next Gloucester Poet Laureate.
Councilor Tobey noted Ms. Collinson easily met both criteria and willingness to engage the
community. When he read some of the pieces she submitted, one in particular evoked so many
memories, “water on stones”, took him back to his childhood on Wonson’s Cove.
Councilor Theken stated they were thrilled as to how the process was handled. She wanted to see the
commitment continue with the community outreach and a continuation of the work begun by John
Ronan.
Ms. Collinson thanked the Committee for her nomination; and she explained her contact with Mr.
Ronan, that she will spend some time with him to hear of his impressions and accomplishments. She
lauded his time as the first Gloucester Poet Laureate. She informed the Committee that her first column
she writes will be in gratitude to him and his work.
Councilor Mulcahey asked about the four year term.
Ms. Collinson stated Mr. Ronan chose not to continue beyond two years.
Councilor Tobey stated this was the first time for this process to take place under the newly enacted
ordinance, feeling it was a nice collaboration with the Committee for the Arts. His sense was they
wanted to give someone a body of time to dig in and become established, hence the four year term.
Ms. Brown stated it was a conscious choice to take it to four years.
Councilor Theken told the Committee that Mr. Ronan felt four years was a good length of time also.
Ms. Collinson stated a plan to collect the works of neighborhoods in poetry, and other projects do take
some time.
Councilor Theken conferred with Ms. Collinson of some ideas during her upcoming term as
Gloucester’s Poet Laureate.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Tobey, seconded by Councilor Mulcahey, the Ordinances &
Administration Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council the
approval of the appointment of Ruthanne (Rufus) Collinson as Gloucester Poet Laureate, TTE
08/2014.
The Councilors all offered their congratulations to Ms. Collinson.
3. CC2010-049 (Verga) Amend GCO Sec. 22-287 “Disabled veteran, handicapped parking” re: Lexington Avenue
This matter was continued to the August 23, 2010 meeting pending the Traffic Commission’s
recommendations.
4. CC2010-052 (Mulcahey) Amend GZO Sec. 22-284 “Service or Loading Zones” re: 6 Elm Street
This matter was continued to the August 23, 2010 meeting pending the Traffic Commission’s
recommendations.
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Councilor Theken discussed with the Committee the matter of asking the Traffic Commission to
consider meeting twice monthly instead of once a month due to the increasing volume of traffic matters
before them. As O&A awaits their recommendations for ordinance changes to be made, it can extend the
time it takes to enact these changes, outwards of two months. It was her hope they would be able to see
their way clear to accommodate the Committee on this matter.
A motion was made, seconded and voted to adjourn the meeting at 6:52 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Dana C. Jorgensson
Clerk of Committees
DOCUMENTATION/ITEMS SUBMITTED DURING MEETING: None.

CITY COUNCIL STANDING COMMITTEE
Special Budget & Finance Committee Meeting
Tuesday, July 27, 2010 – 6:30 p.m.
Kyrouz Auditorium – City Hall
Present: Chair, Councilor Steven Curcuru; Vice Chair, Councilor Paul McGeary; Councilor
Jacqueline Hardy
Absent: None
Also Present: Kenny Costa; Jeffrey Towne
The meeting was called to order at 6:34 p.m.
1. Special Budgetary Transfer Request (#1-11) from Department of Public Works
Jeffrey Towne, CFO explained that the two transfer before them. When the Council voted the budget,
they parked the former school custodial maintenance accounts in their former account #368 which was
$2,921,893.00 within Mike Hale’s Public Works Dept. 470 because they had not created the subdepartment 472 categories. What they voted was $1,267,664.00 into wages and for personal services and
$1,654,229.00 in ordinary services. The first one addresses personal services. It takes it from Dept.
4751105100 for $1,267.664.00 and it puts in a dozen categories in Dept. 472. The second transfer takes
the ordinary account that they put into 472000 for $1,654,229.00 into 472 and puts it into approximately
20 different accounts. The numbers changed because the budget was reduced. This is what the DPW
Director will start with. It being new, he’ll be able to make transfers within their accounts, Dept. 472.
Councilor Hardy stated this had been working on for a while and now that Dept 472 was created, they
were able to complete the transfer.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Hardy, seconded by Councilor McGeary, the Budget &
Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council the transfer
(2011-SBT-1) of $1,267,664.00 from Pub Prop Maint. Sal/Wage-Perm Pos, Unifund Account
#101000.10.270.51100.0000.00.000.00.051 for the Department of Works Personal Services to the
following line item accounts:
PERSONAL SERVICES
Transfer To:
101000.10.472.51101.4200.00.000.00.051

Operations Manager

75,000

101000.10.472.51102.4100.00.100.00.051

Districtwide Custodial Sal

106,042

101000.10.472.51102.4100.20.174.00.051

Custodial Sal. - Beeman

51,733

101000.10.472.51102.4100.20.175.00.051

Custodial Sal. - E.G.

35,957

101000.10.472.51102.4100.20.176.00.051

Custodial Sal. - P.C.

53,487

101000.10.472.51102.4100.20.177.00.051

Custodial Sal. - Vets

35,957

101000.10.472.51102.4100.20.178.00.051

Custodial Sal. - W.P.

35,957

101000.10.472.51102.4100.30.172.00.051

Custodial Sal. - OMaley

152,323

101000.10.472.51102.4100.40.171.00.051

Custodial Sal. - GHS

243,553
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101000.10.472.51102.4200.10.100.00.051

License Maint Personnel Sal.

147,676

101000.10.472.51102.4200.20.100.00.051

Maintenance Personnel Sal.

209,979

101000.10.472.51302.4100.00.100.00.051

Custodial Subs/Overtime

65,975

101000.10.472.51302.4200.00.100.00.051

Maintenance Overtime

25,000

101000.10.472.51902.4100.00.100.00.051

Cust. Clothing Allowance

6,175

101000.10.472.51902.4200.00.100.00.051

Maintenance Clothing Allow.

2,600

101000.10.472.51990.4100.00.100.00.051

Facilities Energy Education Stipend

20,250

Personal Services Total:

1,267,664

MOTION: On motion by Councilor Hardy, seconded by Councilor McGeary, the Budget
& Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council the
transfer (2011-SBT-2) of $1,654,229.00 from Pub Prop Maint. Contractual Services,
Unifund Account #101000.10.470.52000.0000.00.000.00.052 for the Department of Public
Works Ordinary Services to the following line item accounts:

ORDINARY SERVICES
Transfer To:
101000.10.472.52101.4130.20.273.00.052

Electric - Fuller

31,217

101000.10.472.52101.4130.20.274.00.052

Electric - Beeman

31,855

101000.10.472.52101.4130.20.275.00.052

Electric - East Gloucester

17,801

101000.10.472.52101.4130.20.276.00.052

Electric - Plum Cove

29,044

101000.10.472.52101.4130.20.277.00.052

Electric - Veterans

18,738

101000.10.472.52101.4130.20.278.00.052

Electric - West Parish

19,675

101000.10.472.52101.4130.30.272.00.052

Electric - O'Maley

213,613

101000.10.472.52101.4130.40.271.00.052

Electric - GHS

209,125

101000.10.472.52102.4120.20.273.00.052

Heating - Fuller

77,575

101000.10.472.52102.4120.20.274.00.052

Heating - Beeman

23,410

101000.10.472.52102.4120.20.275.00.052

Heating - East Gloucester

27,085

101000.10.472.52102.4120.20.276.00.052

Heating - Plum Cove

13,031

101000.10.472.52102.4120.20.278.00.052
101000.10.472.52102.4120.30.272.00.052

Heating - West Parish
Heating - O''Maley

39,051
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124,098

101000.10.472.52102.4120.40.271.00.052

Heating - GHS

34,992

101000.10.472.52103.4111.00.200.00.052

Gas Costs

132,468

101000.10.472.52401.4100.00.200.00.052

Security & Fire Alarms

16,000

101000.10.472.52401.4230.00.200.00.052

Elevator Maintenance

4,400

101000.10.472.52411.4140.00.200.00.052

Telephone Maintenance

4,000

101000.10.472.53006.4100.00.200.00.052

Contractual Services

122,000

101000.10.472.53401.4140.00.200.00.052

Telephones

70,000

101000.10.472.53801.4220.00.200.00.052

Chemical/Pest Control

3,600

101000.10.472.54301.4230.00.200.00.054

Plumbing & Heating

95,000

101000.10.472.54302.4220.00.200.00.054

Electrical Repairs

20,000

101000.10.472.54303.4220.00.200.00.054

Glass Supplies

25,000

101000.10.472.54306.4100.00.200.00.054

Custodial Equip

25,000

101000.10.472.54307.4200.00.200.00.054

Workorder Account

92,451

101000.10.472.54307.4230.00.200.00.054

Emergency Repairs

50,000

101000.10.472.54500.4100.00.200.00.054

Central Supply

68,000

101000.10.472.54500.4220.00.200.00.054

Bldg Maint/Bulbs/Extinguishers

13,000

101000.10.472.57100.4100.00.200.00.057

Fac.Dir. Contractual Travel

3,000

Ordinary Services Total:

1,654,229

A motion was made, seconded and voted to adjourn the meeting at 6:40 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Dana C. Jorgensson
Clerk of Committees
DOCUMENTATION/ITEMS SUBMITTED AT MEETING: None.

CITY COUNCIL STANDING COMMITTEE
Planning & Development
Wednesday, July 28, 2010 – 6:30 p.m.
1st Fl. Council Conference Room – City Hall
Present: Chair, Councilor Joseph Ciolino; Vice Chair, Councilor Robert Whynott;
Councilor Greg Verga
Absent: None
Also Present: Councilor Hardy; Councilor McGeary; Mark Cole; Steve Winslow; Anthony
Giacalone, Aaron Burke; Nino Ciamartaro; Anthony Bertolino, J.D. McEachern; Judy
Masciarelli; Mary Lou Maraganis; Dan Morris; John McElhenny
The meeting was called to order at 6:30 p.m. Councilor Ciolino stated there was a quorum of
the City Council.
1. Unfinished Business
A) Petition of Residents re: 85-89 Bass Avenue: Report by Building Inspector (Continued
from 06/16/2010)
Anthony Giacalone, 8 Edgewood Road was before the Committee representing his father-in-law, Nino
Ciamartaro, owner of 85-89 Bass Avenue explained that after their last meeting on the matter, there was a
site visit with Anthony Bertolino, Councilor Hardy and Aaron Burk of Wolf Hill Nurseries. They had
agreed they would try to do around nine trees on the property. They are proposing that five trees now
which he felt made sense which has nothing to do financially. It is that given the size and growth pattern
of the proposed trees if they do more than five, they will be intertwining and cover all their signage (for
businesses on the property). They did a layout and will do a more detailed plan for City Council. They
will go with an evergreen tree so that leaves don’t drop during foliage season. This will create a year
round screen of the property.
Aaron Burke, Wolf Hill Nurseries suggested an eastern white pine, a Japanese black pine, something
along those lines. The five trees will go in with only a loss of five parking spaces. They will all be about
six feet in circumference going in from the ground up. They will gain screenage by truck tree
immediately. Foliage won’t be lost. There is a curb that comes down Bass Avenue. Two feet off that
curb they’ll cut a 4’ x 4’ hole framed in concrete and drop the trees in there. That way there is no cutting
of the parking lot. There was a concern with underground pipes.
Councilor Ciolino restated that it was Mr. Burke’s recommendation that five trees would be appropriate.
Mr. Burke stated yes, for growth and screening purposes. He believed nine trees would totally overgrow
the property and would not grow well.
Councilor Ciolino asked if there was a guarantee on the plantings.
Mr. Burke stated there is a 12 month guarantee from Wolf Hill after planting. Further, if they need to
work out a contract for immediate care, they will.
Councilor Verga thought it made sense, and asked for Mr. Bertolino’s thoughts on the matter.
Councilor Ciolino asked how tall the trees will be at installation and maturity.
Mr. Burke stated at maturity level the Eastern White Pine will grow to 16 to 18 feet. Within five years,
maturity level is 25-30 feet. He saw the issue being is the low lying homes across the street. The trees
will be higher than their living room windows in six or seven years. They will be looking at green
immediately; and going in the trees will be 8-10 feet.
Councilor Hardy stated that wasn’t what they talked about at the site visit and asked about the berm they
spoke of also going in.
Mr. Burke spoke of excavation underneath and around the root base; if they excavate underneath them,
they will be fine; with less interruption to parking.
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Councilor Hardy asked what would be the arrangement of the trees on the lot; where would they be.
Mr. Burke showed a hand-drawn map to the Councilors to show where the five trees would go in. Five
spaces would be lost.
Councilor Hardy disagreed feeling the plan as presented wasn’t a loss of spaces
Mr. Bertolino stated he wasn’t able to speak about the neighbors; things have changed. He didn’t think
what was presented was not the same thing they spoke about and about what Mr. Ciamartaro spoke to him
about the next day because he had changed his mind. Councilor Hardy was present at the meeting. He
stated he was overly biased. They had discussed in the beginning they had ivy. Then they recommended
three and two for trees which they were unhappy with. They had talked about no less than nine trees
across the front, very different from what was presented just now. They were going to go four or five feet
from the curbstone that’s on the Ciamartaro property side of the sidewalk. They were going to put in
another curbstone. They were going to have a dirt strip for approximately 100 feet; and they had agreed
to plant approximately nine trees. They labored intensely over what kind of trees they were supposed to
be so they would be everlasting. They deliberated over what kind of trees they were supposed to be
because they wanted something everlasting. As Councilor Hardy stated they were concerned about
square patches and heaving of the hot top. There was to be a drawn plan; he was supposed to get a copy
to be prepared for the meeting. He had not seen it before now. He felt it was entirely different from what
they had discussed because of the second curbstone. The following day he received a call from Mr.
Ciamartaro concerned about two signs being blocked by the number of trees which he understood. His
son-in-law related that he would move the two signs. They further discussed that a reduction from nine to
seven trees may very well adequately fill what they are trying to accomplish across that strip. He felt he
was concerned about the signs and understood Mr. Ciamartaro’s position. He discussed it with Mr.
Giacalone and said he would move them to the ends of the property. If they move the signs to the end of
the property, that would accomplish not having a problem with the signage. The earth strip between the
two curbstones was a major change. He didn’t know that would change. By moving the strip
approximately six feet into Mr. Ciamartaro’s property, they were going to extend the parking lines so that
no parking spaces were lost. The distance between the proposed new end of each parking line to the next
series of parking lines was so adequately lined that it was possible for cars to pull in and out without
having a problem. The only change was the concern about the signs and the amount of trees predicated
on the fact that the signs stayed where they were. Moving signage made that go away and left them with
seven trees. The real issue was what those trees would be. It was to be a hiding of the wall and that the
mature height would continue to screen the wall.
Mr. Giacalone didn’t disagree with Mr. Bertolino. He was at the meeting. He was willing to move the
signs. They did talk about a continuous curve. He just received the plan yesterday from Wolf Hill. He
was first proposed sugar maples, but they drop their leaves. That’s why they spoke about evergreens
which would be a ‘full-time’ screen. He wanted to do this right.
Mr. Burke stated they never discussed the sign movement.
Mr. Giacalone stated that the next day after the site visit, he and his father-in-law went to Mr. Bertolino
and had yet another site visit because he was concerned about the signs. That’s where they reached the
compromise that maybe the nine trees wouldn’t work with the signs. They did some compromising; that
the nine trees might not work; they could get by with five trees or seven trees. He wanted to get this
done. The Committee will make the right decision; and they will do what they have to do because they
want to move on and get it done.
Councilor Ciolino stated they have to make some decisions.
Mr. Bertolino replied the issue should be “blessed” but not decided here. They talked at length about
evergreen trees. That was a great idea because it was coverage year round. They’re back to another site
visit at least their ability to present one or two or three alternatives to be chosen. He felt they were no
where near there.
Councilor Ciolino discussed the number of trees. They’ve heard five, seven and nine. He asked Mr.
Burke for his recommendation.
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Mr. Burke stated if they’re moving signs, they can put in seven trees. If signs stay, then the trees in the
spaces five would work; and they use the larger eastern white pines. You don’t want to crowd them.
Councilor Ciolino stated they’ll stick with seven trees, that they’ll be evergreens. There will be curbing.
Mr. Burke stated they had discussed at the site meeting he was at as putting in a Cape Cod berm. It’s a
rolled soft curb put in parking lots. It helps to keep run off from going into the beds and helps with
plowing. They’re made of asphalt.
Councilor Hardy stated they talked about a raised bed so when the salt and sand is on the road and gets
kicked up it wouldn’t go over. It would lift the trees up higher and not have to excavate so deep for the
plantings. They shook hands on this at the site; and have now gone through two iterations since then. It
was less expensive to rip up that whole side than dig a hole and drop a tree. At the time it was said that
the roots would probably come up and get under it. She showed the Committee a picture she drew of
what it should be, as they agreed to at their meeting.
Mr. Giacalone didn’t dispute what the Councilor said and described. He could do what he was asked to
do.
Councilor Ciolino stated they have now agreed on seven trees. There will be a raised berm and the signs
go to the ends.
Mr. Bertolino agreed.
Mr. Giacalone also agreed.
Councilor Ciolino stated that it will be nice when completed which Councilor Hardy also concurred.
Mr. Giacalone cautioned they were moving towards the end of the planting season.
Mr. Burke stated he’d like to look at mid- to late September for the installation or early October. Mr.
Giacalone asked what the timeframe would be.
Councilor Hardy stated they’d be looking at the end of September; and they need the Council
permission on the modification for the plantings.
Councilor Ciolino stated that they submit all this.
Mr. Giacalone asked if they could submit a landscaping plan and if that would be satisfactory.
Councilors Ciolino and Hardy stated that would be all right.
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Ciolino, seconded by Councilor Verga, the Planning &
Development Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to
require the owners/developers of 85-89 Bass Ave to immediately submit a request for
modification of the City Council Special Permit issued January 5, 2005 for 85-89 Bass
Avenue under the Gloucester Zoning Ordinances, section 5.2, Earth, Fill, and Removal, and
to include with the request a written statement by the owners or their representatives of the
agreement reached with the neighbors/abutters (the petitioners) and with this Committee
concerning additional, new tree plantings and concerning the wall referenced in the 2005
Special Permit. The request for modification shall also include a revised, current plan
updating all previous plans submitted to the Council for the 2005 Special Permit and the
March 2006 rezoning, relating to the wall and landscaping.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Ciolino, seconded by Councilor Verga, the Planning &
Development Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to advertise for a public hearing for
Modification of Special Permit for 85-89 Bass Avenue concerning wall and landscaping,
trees, and plantings.
2. Creation of a Gloucester Dog Park Petition, pursuant to Sec. 9-1 “Free Petition” of City Charter
Steve Winslow, Project Manager-Community Development; Mark Cole, Operations ManagerDPW; Daniel Morris, Chair and John McElhenny – Open Space Committee; Judy Masciarelli and
Mary Lou Maraganis, Dog Park proponents were introduced by Councilor Ciolino.
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Councilor Ciolino stated they are starting the process for starting an ‘off-leash’ dog park. He’s been
working with them and a petition will come before the City Council. They’ll come before the City
Council to present their intentions. What the Committee’s intensions for this evening was to give this
matter to the Open Space Committee that they work with the Dog Park committee to try and come up
with some locations where the park could be placed. Mark Cole of the DPW was there because he was
the keeper of all the public properties, and felt there was a need for his involvement. There is a need to
change the Gloucester Zoning Ordinance because there is no mention of a Dog Park or a definition. You
can’t have any dogs running loose on any City property or in parks. That will need to be amended. There
are a lot of little things that need to change to make this happen. P&D will be referring the matter out to
the Open Space Committee for their suggestions. If they need more time, they should let the Committee
know how much more time they need.
Mary Lou Maraganis and Judy Masciarelli made a short presentation to the Committee on behalf the
Dog Park proponents (Documentation presented at meeting on file). She gave the group’s reasons for the
need for a fenced in, off -leash dog park: environmentally conscientious using green technology;
envisioning this as a community project in partnership with the City of Gloucester designed to help
satisfy the recreational needs of dog-guardians and non-dog guardians. It would also promote animal
welfare and rescue; and help promote tourism with 15% of visitors to the City bringing their dogs. She
reiterated the area would be fenced in. She noted there were 1,000 dog parks currently, in airports, parks.
Beverly, Swampscott and Newburyport are in the process of establishing dog parks. Salem is the closest
dog park. It is one big open space. There are no segments for different kinds of dogs. They wish to be
proactive to learn from other dog parks. They learned to have separate areas for small dogs, large dogs.
Salem Dog Park has a fee, $25.00 because they were having issues with people not having licensed dogs.
It is a yearly fee paid when you get your dog license. It is an option for Gloucester. There are pros and
cons to that. If anyone is to use public space for recreation, under Mass laws, whoever owns that property
is not liable for anything that happens on that property. Brookline utilizes all their open space and parks –
if the facility is not being used at certain times they’re allowing dogs and their guardians to use the areas.
It has caused complaints to drop against dog owners and about dog waste. They’re making good use of
all of their parks. Somerville has a similar program as are others. They form a task force with dog
owners, then a liaison for the City and create dog friendly areas in the City. When you go to membership,
there is a liability issue and then they have to sign a liability waiver. She noted that the Provincetown
Dog Park is rated one of the best dog parks in the country. They would like to see more of what they
installed created by artists for dog amenities. They define it as an area to exercise and socialize wellbehaved dogs in a safe, off-leash setting and supplement other leashed and off-leashed dog areas. They
cited the importance of socialization and exercise dogs in a friendly environment. The dog parks bring a
vast array of people together because of their dogs. They got over 1,000 signatures in three weeks for
their petition. They also want to educate people on picking up after their dog and on dog behavior. They
want it to be ADA accessible. Many elderly don’t get pets which this will give them a venue to possibly
give them an opportunity to exercise their pets. Many dog parks have benches outside for people who
don’t have dogs to observe them. They suggested sample layouts of a “well thought out” park,
components of a dog park such as shrubs, curved lines and different play areas. Dogs with similar play
styles play together. There has to be a section where they go in, lock the gate then release their dog into
the park off-leash and that it is repeated at the exit. They discussed sanitation, funding; lights, security;
buffer zones, parking. It was important to have crushed stone or decomposed granite. That needs no
water to manage. Some need proper drainage. They have to look at and address. It is supposed to be
devoid of all organic material to keep bacteria from taking hold. The soil would be underneath. They
didn’t know how far down the stone has to be but couldn’t say yet. Maintenance is annually around
$2,000 to $7,000 annually. It is self-policing. They hope for trash removal by the DPW. There would
need to be detailed dog park rules. There would need to be a minimum of an acre. They did find out that
you can’t use CPA money on existing owned public property. With the passage of bill 90, hopefully by
month end, it would eliminate that restriction. They hope if that does pass they would be able to apply
during the next application process in November. And they proposed possible sites. They can’t do it
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alone. The City collected around $42,000 for dog licenses and may be helpful to divert some of that
money towards maintenance of a dog park. They have received donations for design of the park, and
many others who have approached them to offer goods and services including the Boy Scouts. The
Chamber of Commerce, Bob Hastings that once they get the approval he could tap his membership to
help them establish the park. And they proposed possible sites. They pointed to two spots in Stage Fort
Park, which they felt was the ideal location behind the tennis courts up the hill towards the playground.
People on the Boulevard are trying to have people pick up after their dogs. It will be much more
encouraged to get debris off the Boulevard. Dog owners would prefer to run their dogs than walk them.
What’s nice about the area behind the tennis courts is the terrain, the landscaping and parking. The
second location is up by the basketball courts which have the same things going for it with more acreage.
They are underutilized areas of the park. Many cities and towns, when their developing their community
spaces, similar to Stage Fort Park, are now including dog parks. Fuller Field is also a fenced in area near
Gloucester Crossing. Green Street Playfield as a possible location but was not as ideal. Swinson Park
was a possibility to identify as a smaller neighborhood dog park as there are 10,000 dogs in Gloucester.
Mr. McEachern pointed out that behind the tennis courts at Stage Fort Park is used by the cross country
teams.
Mr. McElhenny asked what the main reason for the dog parks was.
Ms. Maraganis stated there is no fenced in area where dogs can run and play with other dogs. There’s
been talk for a long time but no driving force to get it in place. It is important for dogs to socialize and
exercise. It was tried seven years ago to start one, but it got no where.
Ms. Masciarelli noted that in summer months then they can’t go to the beaches. If they had another
place to go it would solve many issues.
Ms. Maraganis stated many dogs can’t be off leash because they run off. It is also for people. They love
going there. They form a close bond over their dogs.
Ms. Masciarelli noted that just walking dogs is not enough exercise. By having the right behavior in a
dog park carries outside of the dog parks; less issues of barking and aggression.
Councilor Ciolino stated they want to reclaim parts of Gloucester where there are problems with dogs and
dog owners. There is a need for a place for dogs and their owners to go. He would rather bring his dog to
a nice clean area. Wherever there is a community where there is a leash law there should be a dog park.
A few years ago there was an issue to get dogs off the beaches. So where do you run the dogs.
Mark Cole, DPW asked who’d be in charge of the dog park. If there is an issue who do they call; the
dog officer, the DPW?
Councilor Ciolino stated there is one in Salem, and they’ll have to find out how they operate. They’re
not reinventing the wheel and will find out how other communities do it.
Mr. Cole expressed his concern as to who deals with these issues.
Councilor Whynott felt it should be the dog officer.
Councilor McGeary stated this would have to be worked out in an ordinance with the consequences, etc.
Ms. Masciarelli stated they’re hoping to have enough volunteers who would have keys to the supply
cabinets and monitoring the park and dogs.
Mr. Cole stated if they have a dog park would they be banning dogs from the beaches.
Councilor Ciolino stated they’d be banned for the summer.
Mr. Cole responded they’re still on the beaches, regardless. It’s not going to solve the dogs on the
beaches.
Ms. Masciarelli stated if there was a regular place they could go dog owners/guardians would use it.
Perhaps neighborhood dog parks are a solution.
Councilor Whynott didn’t feel the dog park would solve the problem of using the beaches.
Mr. Cole asked if this would stop dog owners not picking up after their pets.
Ms. Maraganis stated the Dog Park would be a place of education and help let the public know about it.
Councilor Verga stated there is peer pressure in an enclosed area for owners to pick up after their dogs.
He felt Mr. McEachern, however, made an important point. They don’t want to displace anybody.
Councilor Ciolino stated they should look at many venues.

Planning & Development

07/28/2010

Page 6 of 9

Mr. Cole would be happy to help them look for appropriate spots in the City. He noted on the upper
levels at Magnolia Woods were playing fields was already burdened with regards to parking for all the
sports taking place there and was out of the way; and the possible usage of the Stage Fort Park.
Mr. Winslow noted the Open Space Committee was in the midst of an open space plan and they will see
it in their next packet from the Mayor. They did an informal survey at a health fair; walking their dog is a
big reason why people use recreational facilities. They did look at numbers from Virginia Beach, a
community of 50,000 having one dog park. He worked in Somerville and his colleagues there were
working on the creation of a dog park. Initially they fenced in 10,000 square ft. there. Somerville is very
dense, and it got overused very quickly. They eventually put in stone dust and were very successful.
Rice stone was the best surface. The DPW has to be involved. There are dog conflicts that the dog officer
has to be involved in. Some of these locations are good as they are away from residential areas.
Somerville’s latest dog park is full fledged which cost an enormous amount. They are in this process of
identifying priorities for Gloucester, and they’ll see when they get this plan that there’s a lot the City has:
70% is open space and not a lot of resources to cover that. The Committee needs to work this into the
other priorities. They are looking for public comment. Parks and playgrounds need resources; and the
City doesn’t have many of them. They have to deal with competing uses. It is something they have to
work on. He spoke of the financial collaboration in Somerville that helped get the dog park there off the
ground.
Councilor Ciolino asked if Mr. Winslow if he could get them information from Somerville; how they do
it there; their ordinances. Their next task will be to have a written ordinance.
Mr. Winslow stated he spoke to the Building Inspector about zoning and Gregg Cademartori, Planning
Director. If it’s on municipal land he didn’t think there was a need for any zoning changes. This would
be a recreational use. There’s a leash law which would have to be modified; and there is no definition.
Councilor Whynott stated the police don’t get involved unless a person is in danger; it’s in their
contract; they don’t’ have to respond to dog issues. So you have only one person, and that’s the Dog
Officer.
Councilor Ciolino asked if they could put a fee, perhaps an extra $1 on dog licenses.
Councilor Whynott stated the fee for a dog license is $22.50 now which was higher than most other area
municipalities. The City can raise could raise the price of dog licenses any time they want which could
help pay for it. You’d have to create a revolving account. It could be done.
Mr. Winslow and Mr. Cole reminded everyone as to who will have to maintain and take away debris.
Councilor Whynott stated every time they raise the
Councilor Verga asked who would check to see if there were dogs with licenses.
Mr. Cole asked if it was self-policing would you tell him he couldn’t bring his dog in.
Ms. Maraganis stated there would be signage to state that rule.
Mr. Cole stated what if they’re not.
Ms. Maraganis stated generally people in the park say something and don’t want to put themselves in
those kinds of situation.
Mr. Cole wanted the DPW doesn’t want to be the policing entity on the dog park.
Councilor Verga asked then who would be checking the license and wished to see what other
communities do.
Ms. Maraganis stated it was from self-policing and peer pressure and also the membership to the park
helps as well.
Mt. Cole was skeptical that someone would approach him to tell him he couldn’t take his dog into the
Dog Park because they didn’t see a tag. How would they stop him? He could ignore that person and just
go in anyway.
Ms. Maraganis stated there would be signage stating that only licensed dogs would be allowed at the
entrances and exits.
Councilor Ciolino understood the DPW position and didn’t want it to become a burden to their
department. This was a start. This will take some time just to get the legalities done.
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Councilor Ciolino again stated this was a beginning, their first formal meeting on the matter. There were
a lot of pieces that needed to come together. It may take a year before they get through it all. He asked
Mr. Cole to be part of the process. He asked if the Open Space Committee if they could do that.
Councilor Whynott stated in deference to Mr. Cole, some of the matters he brought up about the park
need to be addressed now. They didn’t want these things to happen the night they’re voting at City
Council.
Mr. Winslow stated that there was a Dog Owner Task Force in Somerville that ultimately dealt with their
dog park. They may be able come up with some aspects and possibly have a site recommendation. A
task force would need to be in place once a site was located and to have legal definition of what a dog
park is. He didn’t’ know if they’d be able to report back in 30 days. He suggested 45 days due to their
meeting schedule.
Councilor Ciolino believed that once a site was located, that a Task Force would be in place.
Mr. McElhenny asked if they would just like a site recommendation not whether the Committee feels
one way or another about the idea itself.
Councilor Ciolino asked that P&D would like both a site recommendation and the Open Space
Committee’s opinion on the matter.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Ciolino, seconded by Councilor Verga, the Planning &
Development Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to forward the matter of a proposed “offleash” dog park concept o the Open Space Committee in order that they and the proponents of the
Dog Park may come back in 45 days with a report and suggested sites for it.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Ciolino, seconded by Councilor Verga the Planning and
Development Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to receive language from General Counsel to
amend the Gloucester Zoning Ordinances for its definition, creation, location, upkeep of any other
necessary rules and regulations to govern the park itself.
The matter was continued to the September 22, 2010.
3. Request from National Grid re: Electric Easement Goose Cove Lane
Councilor Ciolino announced National Grid needs to demonstrate for their request for an easement on
Goose Cove Lane, a private way; verification of who owns the land in question and the agreement of the
abutters before it can grant the City Council permit per Gloucester Code of Ordinances Sec. 23-105. The
Committee also asked for a representation of the kind of pole to be erected, a photo. National Grid will be
appraised as soon as possible so that the matter can come back to the Committee upon presentation of the
documentation to move forward.
4. Request from Magnolia Road Race Committee re: September 2, 2010 Magnolia Road Race
Mr. McEachern, a member of the Magnolia Road Race Committee informed the Committee about the
34th running of the Magnolia Road Race which raises funds for the Magnolia Library. He stated they
have successfully run this race without incident for many years, and asked the Committee for their
permission under the new formalized process. There are some road closures from the Dunkin Donuts on
Lexington Avenue to the Blyman School. These are rolling closures. Everyone in Magnolia knows
what’s going on; they walk the route with handouts for the affected neighbors. It is a strictly a
community event. It is well known. If there is any inconvenience to their Magnolia neighbors, it is short
lived.
Councilor Verga asked how many runners they anticipated.
Mr. McEachern stated about 300 runners. They’d like more to make more money for the library.
Councilor Whynott noted that any well run event like this is a good thing for Gloucester.
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MOTION: On motion by Councilor Verga, seconded by Councilor Whynott, the Planning &
Development Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to grant
permission to the Magnolia Road Race Committee and the Magnolia Library Center in order to
run the 34th running of the Magnolia 5K Road Race, Thursday, September 2, 2010 with a start of
6:30 p.m. to start from the Magnolia Library, Magnolia Square, turning left onto Shore Road,
turning right onto Hesperus Avenue (through Stone Pillars unpaved street), left onto Norman
Avenue (pass library) through Magnolia Square, right onto Magnolia Avenue, U-turn at Blyman
School, straight onto Shore Road, left onto Hesperus Avenue, right onto Lexington Avenue and
finish at the Magnolia Library with the following conditions:
1) A memorandum from Lt. Joseph Aiello be on file with this approval in the City Clerk’s office
14 business days prior to the race delineating the role of the Gloucester Police
Department before, during and after the race;
2) A memorandum from Fire Chief Phil Dench be on file with this approval in the City Clerk’s
office 14 business days prior to the race delineating the role of the Gloucester Fire Department,
during and after the race;
3) Signs indicating “Runners in the Road” shall be placed at key locations along the race course
for safety purposes. They are to be posted the morning of September 2, 2010 and removed by
9:00 p.m. the same day;
4) A Certificate of Insurance naming the City of Gloucester as the Certificate Holder;
5) The road closures are to be only as follows:
• Lexington Avenue from Hesperus Avenue to Norman Avenue on September 2, 2010
from 4:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.
• Magnolia Avenue from Magnolia Square to Western Avenue from approximately 6:50
p.m. to 7:20 p.m.;
6) All memorandums of approval shall be obtained by the Magnolia Road Race Committee and
the Magnolia Library and delivered to the office of the City Clerk.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Verga, seconded by Councilor Whynott, the Planning &
Development Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to grant
permission to the Magnolia Road Race Committee and the Magnolia Library Center in order to
run the Magnolia Junior 1 Mile Fun Run, Thursday, September 2, 2010 with a start of 6:00 p.m. to
start from the Magnolia Library, Magnolia Square, turning left onto Shore Road, turning left onto
Cliff Road, right onto Lexington Avenue and finish at the Magnolia Library with the following
conditions:
1) A memorandum from Lt. Joseph Aiello be on file with this approval in the City Clerk’s office
14 business days prior to the race delineating the role of the Gloucester Police
Department before, during and after the race;
2) A memorandum from Fire Chief Phil Dench be on file with this approval in the City Clerk’s
office 14 business days prior to the race delineating the role of the Gloucester Fire Department,
during and after the race;
3) Signs indicating “Runners in the Road” shall be placed at key locations along the race course
for safety purposes. They are to be posted the morning of September 2, 2010 and removed by
9:00 p.m. the same day;
4) A Certificate of Insurance naming the City of Gloucester as the Certificate Holder;
5) The road closures are to be only as follows:
• Lexington Avenue from Hesperus Avenue to Norman Avenue on September 2, 2010
from 4:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.
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•

Magnolia Avenue from Magnolia Square to Western Avenue from approximately 6:50
p.m. to 7:20 p.m.;
6) All memorandums of approval shall be obtained by the Magnolia Road Race Committee and
the Magnolia Library and delivered to the office of the City Clerk.
Councilor Verga was invited to be the official starter.
Councilor Ciolino noted that he received a letter from the Horribles Parade Committee stating they had
discussed the potential modifications in the parade route which he read in the record. They wanted to
meet with the Committee in August to determine the route changes in the 2011 parade given the amount
of planning involved instead of returning in February.
Councilor Verga stated he didn’t mind them coming to P&D now; but he didn’t want them to come in
and tell them why it won’t work. This needs to be a discussion.
Councilor Whynott stated times change, things change; and that they’re looking for positive ways for
things to work.
Councilor Verga asked if the Chiefs had thought about an alternate route they offered up at the meeting
off the cuff. It would be good to get the players ahead of time to submit something.
Councilor Whynott asked they present suggestions to find another way to make it work.
Councilor Ciolino asked that a letter be sent to the Fishtown Horribles Parade asking they come to their
September 9th meeting.
A motion was made, seconded and voted to adjourn the meeting at 8:10 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Dana C. Jorgensson
Clerk of Committees
DOCUMENTATION/ITEMS SUBMITTED DURING MEETING:
•
•

Presentation by Judy Masciarelli, 23 Way Road on proposed Gloucester Dog Park, OffLeash recreational area;
Letter from Al Kipp, Chair, Fishtown Horribles Parade Committee dated July 21, 2010.

BUDGET AND FINANCE MINUTES
07/29/10
UNDER SEPARATE COVER

Commonwealth of Massachusetts

Massachusetts General Court
State House, Boston Massachusetts 02133-1053

Media Alert
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
DATE: July, 28, 2010

CONTACT: Bruce Tarr
PHONE: 617-722-1600

Governor Patrick Poised to Sign “Jackson’s
Law”
Boston- Senate Assistant Minority Leader Bruce Tarr (R-Gloucester) said this afternoon
that Governor Patrick is preparing to sign multi-faceted legislation designed to increase
pediatric organ donation tomorrow at approximately 2:30pm-2:45pm. Developed in
large part through the efforts of the family of 4-year-old Jackson Altieri, the bill is known
as “Jackson’s Law” in recognition of his struggle with organ donation and survival.
Today Jackson is a healthy and happy young boy, thanks to a successful organ
transplant and the efforts of doctors at Boston’s Children’s Hospital.
Specific provisions of the bill, S.2515, include:
 Establishing a means to register as an organ donor when renewing a
registration or license online.
 Creating an option to become an organ donor on all registration renewals
mailed out by the Registry of Motor Vehicles.
 Adding to motor vehicle license and registration renewal forms an
optional donation of no less than two dollars to the Organ and Tissue
Donor Registration Fund.

###

CITY OF GLOUCESTER 2010
CITY COUNCIL ORDER
ORDER:
Councillor

#CC2010-054
Ann Mulcahey

DATE RECEIVED BY COUNCIL: 08/03/10
REFERRED TO:
TC & O&A
FOR COUNCIL VOTE:

Ordered that the GCO Sec. 22-287, entitled “Disabled veteran, handicapped parking”,
be amended by adding:
Main Street, one (1) handicapped parking space in the vicinity of #21
And further
Ordered that this matter be referred to the Traffic Commission and the Ordinances and
Administration Committee for review, recommendation and measurements.
Councillor Ann Mulcahey
Ward 2

CITY OF GLOUCESTER 2010
CITY COUNCIL ORDER
ORDER:
Councillor

#CC2010-055
Ann Mulcahey

DATE RECEIVED BY COUNCIL: 08/03/10
REFERRED TO:
TC & O&A
FOR COUNCIL VOTE:

Ordered that the GCO Sec. 22-287, entitled “Disabled veteran, handicapped parking”,
be amended by adding:
Main Street, one (1) handicapped parking space in the vicinity of #287
And further
Ordered that this matter be referred to the Traffic Commission and the Ordinances and
Administration Committee for review, recommendation and measurements.
Councillor Ann Mulcahey
Ward 2

CITY OF GLOUCESTER 2010
CITY COUNCIL ORDER
ORDER:
Councillor

#CC2010-056
Paul McGeary

DATE RECEIVED BY COUNCIL: 08/03/10
REFERRED TO:
TC & O&A
FOR COUNCIL VOTE:

ORDERED that the Gloucester Code of Ordinances Sec. 22-287 entitled “Disabled veteran,
handicapped parking” be amended
by DELETING Arnold Way, near the corner of 74 Mt. Pleasant Avenue, designated as one (1)
handicapped parking space (Ord. 3-27, 6/24/2003)
And further
by ADDING Arnold way, near the corner of 74 Mt. Pleasant Avenue, designated as two (2)
handicapped parking spaces
And further
ORDERED that this matter be referred to the Traffic Commission and the Ordinances and
Administration Committee for review, recommendation and measurements.
Councillor Paul McGeary
Ward 1

CITY OF GLOUCESTER 2010
CITY COUNCIL ORDER
ORDER:
Councillor

#CC2010-057
Paul McGeary

DATE RECEIVED BY COUNCIL: 08/03/10
REFERRED TO:
TC & O&A
FOR COUNCIL VOTE:

ORDERED that the Gloucester Code of Ordinances be amended
by DELETING from Sec. 22-273f. (Parking prohibited between certain hours on certain days.)
Haskell Street, on the southerly side from its intersection with Rocky Pasture Road between May
1 and September 15, annually from 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays, Sundays and holidays.
by ADDING to Sec. 22-270.1. (Resident sticker parking only.)
Haskell Street, on the southerly side from its intersection with Rocky Pasture Road between
May 1 and September 15, annually from 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays, Sundays and
holidays.
ORDERED that this matter be referred to the Traffic Commission and the Ordinances and
Administration Committee for review, recommendation and measurements.
Councillor Paul McGeary
Ward 1

