GLOUCESTER CITY COUNCIL MEETING
Tuesday, June 8, 2010
7:00 p.m.
Kyrouz Auditorium – City Hall
City Council Meeting 2010-013
Present: Council President, Jacqueline Hardy; Council Vice President, Sefatia Theken; Councilor
Steven Curcuru, Councilor Joseph Ciolino; Councilor Bruce Tobey; Councilor Greg Verga;
Councilor Robert Whynott
Absent: Councilor McGeary; Councilor Mulcahey
Also Present: Linda T. Lowe; Jim Duggan; Jeff Towne; Nancy Papows; Bob Ryan; Dr. Richard J.
Sagall
City Council Meeting 2010-013 was called to order at 7:00 p.m.
Councilor Hardy noted that Councilor Mulcahey became ill just prior this meeting (having been in
attendance a special O&A meeting earlier) and could not attend the City Council meeting and that
Councilor McGeary was unavoidably detained and also was not in attendance.
Flag Salute and Moment of Silence
Oral Communications:
Pat Murphy, 262 Washington Street addressed the Council with Dr. Cynthia Bjorlie standing at the
podium in support. Ms. Murphy, a 33 year resident of Gloucester, owner of a nursing practice business
also in Gloucester for 30 years and a nursing specialist and noted she was before the Council as a
concerned citizen and mother spoke about the addition of chloramine to the water supply as of July 1st.
She noted there is more and more scientific evidence of the harmful, irritating effects of chloramine.
Much has been said through the City; in the brochure that was distributed through Mass DEP, and EPA
that it’s safe except if you are on dialysis, you can’t use it in your dialysis water. If you are a fish, you’ll
die. If it spills into vulnerable wetlands the life forms there are in jeopardy. There are many documented
fish kills. Right next to the West Gloucester water treatment plant, there is a much protected area for
saving the Alewives. If there is a spill there, if a pipe breaks, they’re gone. There’s an area in California
that it’s felt there’s been a preserved population of frogs that were endangered that have been wiped out.
Chloramine is a combination of chlorine and ammonia. Most grew up knowing you don’t combine the
two chemicals. You never inhale the vapors. They are irritating to the mucus membranes, the sinuses,
the lungs. There are studies that show people who work in and around swimming pools have documented
lung damage from this. Chloramine has been studied a lot less than chlorine. It is very difficult to get rid
of. That’s one reason the state has mandated that Gloucester use it. It stays around longer so it will get
further distributed throughout the City and supposedly helps to decrease the coliform counts. It’s known
to be actually less effective than chlorine as far as the coliform which was the issue the City had last year.
You can’t very easily filter it out of the water; it gets in the air via water vapor and is inhaled in a hot
shower. Any form of chloraminated water that is heated is very dangerous; it is the most toxic. It’s in the
vapors that come from your dishwasher. There have been studies that showed it caused cancer in rats;
affected reproduction in laboratory animals. Seven states are taking this to court – Vermont,
Pennsylvania, and California, to name three. Twenty states are now reporting acute health effects from
chloraminated water. Germany and France have outlawed the use of chloramine for cleaning water.
Canada has declared this an environmental toxin. She’s met with the Mayor, Mr. Hale, and Mr. Durkin.
Dr. Bjorlie and she met with the Chair of the Board of Health, Joseph Rosa. They have pointed out
Gloucester has no input that this is State mandated; and that there is no choice. It’s not easy to fight the
state. There are many people who are concerned in the City. This is the beginning of addressing this
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officially. They need the Council’s help to go to the State about this. She asked for the Council’s
guidance as their representatives. They’re not sure about what the next step should be. To try to filter
this out of the water is generally thought to be ineffective. It takes a whole-house water filtration system
with a lot of carbon. The iron that’s in the Gloucester water clogs these whole-house water filtration
systems, so you need another pre-filter. There was an EPA study done that was never published fully
back in the ‘80’s to test the effects of chloramines on the skin. It didn’t affect the laboratory mice’s skin it killed them. It was never published but just released. A scientist that was “pretty much fired” by the
EPA has been bringing this out. Another study is being released that it leaches the lead in the pipes into
the water, as found in Washington, DC. A study is being released in the medical journals now that
extremely high levels of lead have been reported since they added chloramine to the public water supply
in Washington, DC. It causes corrosion in pipes. It causes pinhole leaks in copper pipes in homes, eating
away at rubber gaskets and causing lots of leaks in residences. In Massachusetts it was found that there
was an increase in deaths from influenza and pneumonia in the State in communities that used
chloramines in the water. This was a new study. She asked the Council to listen to this information with
an open mind. She felt it was frightening and that people don’t know the other side of the story. Dr.
Bjorlie and she want to do whatever they can do to prevent this. Pennsylvania has gotten this delayed a
year at a time for two years so far. She wished to see the introduction of chloramines to the Gloucester
water supply delayed. She thanked the Council, hoped they’d take this very seriously, and delivered
packets of information to the Council (on file).
Councilor Hardy asked Dr. Bjorlie and Ms. Murphy to come back to the City Council to speak more on
the matter and to contact the City Clerk in order to schedule a presentation on this particular matter.
Edwin Collard, 4 Lynnwood Avenue noted a problem of underage drinking in the woods in his area and
in other areas across the City. He was asked by his neighbors to speak to the issue because of the lack of
police response to the issue. Numerous calls have been made over the past few weeks because the parties
that are taking place have grown. Last weekend he believed there were 150 kids up there in the woods.
They are leaving trash behind for the City’s watershed [is a problem] for many environmental reasons,
and was plain ugly. He noted the common response when phone calls are made to the police was, ‘what
did you expect us to do; they’re already in the woods’. He spoke of the police vehicles capable of
traversing the wooded areas which they felt could be utilized in this situation. He could make it to their
location in 10 minutes by foot. He and his neighbors want some action to stop this. There has been
vandalism in the area, noting a flag stolen from one of his neighbor’s home; another’s shed was broken
into. They have stopped these teenagers driving up there, civilly, explaining they were young once, and
asked for civility from them. There are only five houses on the street. They’re all parents and are looking
at the bigger issue of the health of their kids. He will be going to the Board of Health and a few different
agencies to see what they can do to address the issue from that level as well. There are grants for
delinquency programs. They do exist. They want a police presence and for the community to be proactive with regard to the health of the children. He noted an instance of a young lady who was extremely
intoxicated, and the police drove her home. He felt they should not but should, instead, be brought to the
police station and have the parents pick them up in order to have some sort of impact. There are no
repercussions. They have scanner radios; they have cell phones. Adults have to use their heads and plan
raids at these different spots where they know this is going on, on a regular basis. There will be a show
on Cape Ann TV, Channel 12 at 6:30 p.m., and at 10 p.m. on Friday, June 10th and Saturday, June 11th
night sponsored by the Healthy Gloucester Collaborative entitled “”Underage Drinking – What Adults
Need to Know”. He invited everyone to take a walk with him at 10 p.m. on a Saturday evening. The
ones who are viewing this show are the ones who are likely already taking care of their kids. He felt this
needed to go to the Police Chief. He was available to any effort that the community wishes to make to
help prevent underage drinking; it is a community issue.
Councilor’s Request to the Mayor: All Councilor requests have been received in writing and
forwarded to the office of the Mayor.
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Presentations:
1 of 1: NeedyMeds Drug Discount Program
Dr. Richard J. Sagall, president of NeedyMeds, a non-profit located in Gloucester and a Gloucester
resident presented an update to the City Council on the status of Gloucester’s NeedyMeds program, and
its successes. Documentation was provided to the Council (on file). They established a free drug
discount card for the community, established in conjunction with the Gloucester Fund. This started in
October 2009 and has handed out about 4,000 cards. There are many distribution points listed in the
documentation. He also noted Councilor Theken’s help in getting many cards distributed. In total the
card was presented 1,732 times in six months at pharmacies to have a prescription filled with an aggregate
savings totaling $36,346.81 over those six months in a state where everyone is supposed to have medical
insurance. The savings have steadily gone up each month the card has been available. Sometimes the
card didn’t present a savings, and sometimes even if there was savings the medicines were not affordable
to some of the card presenters. The savings range was from zero to 90% off the cash price of prescription
drugs. He felt this was considerable with an average savings of $27.72 per prescription. 1,311 times
people actually saved with the card on prescriptions. The conversion rate of 76% shows if you take
number of savers divided by the number of times presented. This is a little bit higher than the national
average, which is about 70% of the time. He is pleased with the continued growth and seeing the card
used in twelve states and 30 cities and 39 different pharmacies. They’d like to get more people using it.
Anybody can use the card. There is no age, income, insurance or residency status restriction. He had
spoken to a health insurance salesman in North Carolina who told him he uses the card all the time, many
times giving him a better deal than his own health insurance. NeedyMeds can be reached on line at:
needymeds.org, telephone: 978-281-6666 or by mail at P.O. Box 219, Gloucester, MA, 01930.
Councilor Theken thanked Dr. Sagall and former Council Chair, Councilor Tobey and noted how very
helpful this program was. They’ve given these cards to out-of-state college students. The law mandates
that you have insurance in Massachusetts; but if you’re a college student you have to take the one through
your college. She understood that was not good coverage. So parents have been sending the NeedyMeds
card out. It has been working very well. It’s not just here, noting the card can be sent anywhere to
anyone in the United States, and they can use the card and get a discount. It works. When you are a
senior, this is the card you need for when you reach the “donut hole”.
Councilor Whynott asked if this could be used as an either/or with health insurance. It’s not a
combination.
Dr. Sagall responded that it can’t be used to lower a co-payment. You can use the drug discount card or
your insurance. Many people who have insurance use this card if their drug is not covered; if they have a
high deductible or a low cap. But then there are times where it gives a better discount than your copayment. He strongly urged people to ask the pharmacist to check what the card price is.
Councilor Ciolino stated like Councilor Theken, he, too, had sent many cards out of state with so many
people down and out to places like Detroit, MI. They barely have insurance, some none. He explained
that they should just give the card to their pharmacist, and input that number. These folks met with
success using the discount card. It is a wonderful program in these difficult times, not only in
Massachusetts but outside our state as well. He hoped the program will grow.
Councilor Hardy noted she has passed out a few of these cards and has had the opportunity to use it.
She handed the druggist her insurance card and asked him to try the NeedyMeds card also, asking what it
would cost with that card. She did save money, and it was cheaper on this particular occasion than she
would have paid with her insurance. Another time it didn’t work because it depends on the particular
medication. She related that in her attempt to pass the NeedyMeds card to the druggist, they waved it
away saying her insurance covered it. But she insisted on seeing what the price would be and got a much
better price. She urged people to be insistent that the druggist should try that card first.
Dr. Sagall stated it can be used for over the counter drugs; for medical supplies written like a prescription
and pet prescription drugs via a pharmacy. He gave the example of a pet’s doxycycline that went from 88
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cents per pill to 28 cents per pill. He noted NeedyMeds’ partnership with the Gloucester Fund; and that
each time the card is used and the savings occurs, a small portion of money is put aside. He had with him
the first check for the first six months for $327.75 handing it over to Barry Pett who received the check
from Dr. Sagall on behalf of the Gloucester Fund. The only restrictions on the use of the money are that
it be used for something health related in the City.
Mr. Pett stated the Gloucester Fund, for 10 years, has been partnering with people to raise money for
worthy causes in the community. They’ve raised almost $1 million of which they’ve contributed 100% of
that money to those the causes. He couldn’t imagine a better partner than NeedyMeds. That first check,
and hopefully many more will go to Jack Vondras, Health Department Director and his wonderful
department to continue a win/win situation for the City. He congratulated and thanked Dr. Sagall.
Councilor Hardy, on behalf of the Gloucester City Council, thanked the Gloucester Fund and for
partnering with such a great organization and also to Dr. Sagall.
Consent Agenda:
•
MAYOR’S REPORT
Memo from Police Chief re: Department of Homeland Security Grant
(Refer B&F)
Two Special Budgetary Transfers (#10-35 and #10-36)
(Refer B&F)
Special Budgetary Transfer Requests to cover the Snow/Ice Deficit (#10-37, #10-38, #10-39, #10-40, #10-41
#10-42, #10-43, #10-44, #10-45, #10-46, #10-47, #10-48, #10-49, #10-50, #10-51)
(Refer B&F)
4. Request from ad hoc Newell Stadium Bathroom Committee re: remaining monies from the MassElectric
Mitigation Fund
(Refer B&F)
5. Memo from City Auditor regarding accounts having expenditures which exceed their authorizations
(Refer B&F)
6. Appointment: Alisa de Gaspe Beaubien Tourism Commission (TTE 02/14/2013)
(Refer O&A)
7. Memo from Police Chief re: Fishtown Horribles Parade 2010 application
(Refer P&D)
•
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
1. City Council Meeting 05/25/10
(Approve/File)
2. Standing Committee Meetings: B&F (Exec. Session) 03/25/20/10, P&D 06/02/10, B&F 06/03/10 (under
separate cover)
(Approve/File)
•
APPLICATIONS/PETITIONS
1. SCP2010-006: 474 Washington Street, Sec. 5.5.4 Lowlands
(Refer P&D)
2. SCP2010-007: 168 Eastern Avenue, Sec. 2.2 and Sec. 5.19
(Refer P&D)
•
COMMUNICATIONS
1. COM2010-025: Memo from CAO Jim Duggan re: request to amend City Ordinance Sec. 22-288
(Refer O&A & P&D)
2. COM2010-026: Request from 1907 LLC and Pavilion Mercato LLC re: BirdsEye Mixed Use Overlay
District (“BMOD”) Zoning Amendment Proposal (Rezoning #2010-003)
(Refer PB & P&D)
3. COM2010-027: Sullivan & Rogers-Independent Auditors’ Report (Reports on File in City Clerk’s Office
(Refer B&F)
(Consent Agenda Continued)
1.
2.
3.

4.
1.
1.

2.
3.
4.
5.

COM2010-028: Request from the Fishtown Horribles Parade Committee re: permit for July 3, 2010 Parade
(Refer P&D)
•
INVITATION
Cape Ann Amateur Radio Association re: Outdoor public demonstration and emergency communication drill (Info Only)
•
ORDERS
CC2010-036 (Tobey) Regarding (a) rescinding for the FY12 budget cycle the CSO debt shift enacted on
May 25, 2010 and (b) instituting a stormwater fee system pursuant to the ordinance enacted in
September 2009
(Refer O&A & B&F)
CC2010-037 (Tobey) Board of Health presentation to City Council and community re: development in
Board’s administration of the Title V septic system regulations
(CCM 7/20/10)
CC2010-038 (Curcuru) Amend Sec. 22-287 of the GCO re: deleting 17 Granite Street, one
handicapped space
(No referral required)
CC2010-039 (Curcuru) Traffic Commission review traffic flow re: 32 Grove Street and Madison Court
( Refer TC)
CC2010-040 (Whynott/McGeary/Verga) Amend GCO Capt. 11 re: “special events only” for Stage Fort Park
vendor site
(Refer O&A)

Items to be added/removed from the Consent Agenda
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Councilor Ciolino wished to remove under Approval of Minutes, #2, the Planning & Development
minutes of June 2, 2010 for amendment.
Councilor Hardy asked to address Communication #1 Memo from CAO Jim Duggan re: request to
amend City Ordinance Sec. 22-288 and to add a Special Council Permit application which came in late to
the City Clerk’s office for 5-7 Bass Avenue for a referral to Planning & Development.
Councilor Ciolino asked the Council for unanimous consent to add the words at the end of the motion,
“AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING for the motion on the matter of SCP2010004: Cape Ann Brewing Company re: 9-11 Rogers Street §2.3.4(8) and (9) for Restaurant on page 4 of
the June 2, 2010 minutes at the end of the motion. In addition, he asked that the Council, by unanimous
consent, on the matter of SCP2010-005: Gloucester Marine Terminal, LLC re: Amendment to existing
SCP pursuant to §2.3.4 (8) or (9) and Section 1.8.3(e) to amend the motion to include Section 2.3.4(8)
and (9) and Section 1.8.3(e) as well as to add at the end of the motion, “AND FURTHER TO
ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING” .
Councilor Hardy explained that when the Council accepts the Consent Agenda by unanimous consent,
they will be accepting these amendments to these motions as stated by Councilor Ciolino, as well.
Related to Communications #1, CAO, Jim Duggan had requested that an amendment to a City Ordinance
be put through the City Council. He is now requesting that request be withdrawn.
Councilor Tobey clarified they are speaking about the Administration’s proposal that the I4-C2 parcel be
used on a temporary basis for overflow parking on special occasions and the notion of the original
communication was that that site be added to the local ordinance governing off street parking areas as
well as the open air parking lot.
Mr. Duggan noted it was further expressed that it was for a temporary basis just looking for permission
for overflow parking. It wasn’t until later that it was expressed that perhaps it should be added as a
permanent structure to the ordinance. After further thought, he didn’t want to give the impression that it
would be a parking lot forever.
Councilor Tobey appreciated Mr. Duggan’s comments. The Councilor stated it seemed to him that Good
Harbor Beach, Stage Fort Park, Wingaersheek Beach all have comparable seasonal parking uses. Neither
of the approaches just spoken of have been used to make those legal or appropriate. Instead the means
they use under the Charter is Sec. 7-16, Director of Public Works, whereby under the rules and
regulations submitted for all the City’s public facilities, every year, is submitted by the DPW Director
through the office of the Mayor to the Council for review and approval. That’s where the fees get
captured and where the fees have to be put forward to be approved. He wondered if the Administration is
of a mind under Sec. 7-16a to put forward for the immediate future the fee structure that’s been spoken of
but would need to go through a public approval process so they can have this done in time.
Mr. Duggan agreed for the fees.
Councilor Tobey it would be appropriate to refer to O&A for review and discussion for a fee structure
which he asked to be referred out to the O&A Committee.
Councilor Ciolino noted every day there were more and more cars parked there; and there is a need to
create some organization there.
Councilor Hardy noted that with the approval of the Consent Agenda the Council will be approving the
referral to O&A for a fee structure that will come to them through the Mayor’s Office and the DPW.
Mr. Duggan believed they wanted the fee structure to mirror the fee structure at Stage Fort Park.
Councilor Tobey responded it would have to come from the DPW Director and assumed it was
happening that way. Secondly, this temporary parking lot would be used for special occasions. Other
than that use, the Councilor asked if it was the intention of the Administration if there was any other
parking in that area that it would be for the required use of the lobster marina.
Mr. Duggan noted the designated parking for the lobstermen will remain intact. This is just on the DPW
Director’s orders when parking can be there for the overflow of special events on a temporary basis.
Councilor Hardy clarified that what O&A will be looking for the fee schedule, the specific dates you
would propose to use the facility and the recommendations of the DPW Director as to the fees. She also
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noted the late submission of an application for a Special Council Permit for 5-7 Bass Avenue to have the
property formally designated as a 6-family structure and it’s continued use as such to be placed on the
Consent Agenda; and once voted, it will be referred out to Planning & Development. Additionally, the
Administration had submitted just before the meeting an additional batch of Special Budgetary Transfers
that need to be referred to Budget & Finance. Noting that it was getting towards the end of the current
fiscal year, the Councilor requested with the permission of the Council that any other special budgetary
transfers that come to the Council as of this meeting in the meantime be presented directly to the B&F
Committee instead of being referred out by the City Council because of the urgency of matters at the
close of the fiscal year which typically happen at this time each year. They’d be acted upon by the
Council once reviewed by B&F.
Councilor Tobey wondered if the City Clerk thought it would be an acceptable procedure under the City
Charter. He understood between now and the end of the fiscal year that any more for the rest of the fiscal
year they would go directly to B&F and not be referred out by the Council first. He thought under the
City Charter it would need to come to the City Council first. He wondered if the Council could do a
blanket referral to the B&F Committee for any transfers that came forward from the Administration until
the end of the current fiscal year.
Councilor Hardy stated that was, in fact, what she was asking for from the Council.
Councilor Whynott believed in the Charter it also says that the Council could delegate any of their
responsibilities directly to the Standing Committees and felt it could work.
Councilor Tobey made note that the City Clerk agreed that this was an allowable procedure.
Ms. Lowe noted Councilor Whynott’s suggestion is correct that under the Charter, §2-9(d), that the
Council could use that discretion in this particular situation.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Hardy, seconded by Councilor Tobey, the City Council voted 7
in favor, 0 opposed to allow for all Special Budgetary Transfer requests with regard to FY11 to
bypass the Consent Agenda and be made directly to the Budget & Finance Standing Committee of
the City Council from June 8, 2010 to June 30, 2010.
[Note: The following discussion took place at the end of the B&F Committee Report, but due to the
matter of a referral, this matter is taken up here in the minutes.]
Councilor Hardy noted the City Clerk had received some information regarding voting machines and
asked her to discuss it briefly this evening to see if it needed referral to a Committee this evening.
Ms. Lowe stated City Clerk’s office brought to the attention of B&F during budget talks about purchasing
new voting machines which they feel they’ll be able to do within this fiscal year. There is a State law,
M.G.L. Chapter 54, Sec. 34 that requires whenever a municipality is going to change their voting
machines they must have a vote of the City Council authorizing them to do so. There needs to be a vote
of the Council 120 days in advance of the new equipment being introduced to a community in order to
vote in an election. She would like to start the process to refer it to the proper committee to be voted on
in a timely fashion by July 6, 2010.
Councilor Theken noted that there were too many issues in front of O&A at this time and asked that this
be referred to B&F.
Councilor Whynott believed that if a ballot was to change it had to be approved by the Secretary of State
of the Commonwealth which Ms. Lowe believed was handled under that same statute.
The City Council referred out the following matters under unanimous consent:
•

Request by CAO Jim Duggan regarding a fee structure and recommendations of the DPW
Director for temporary parking on the Parcel known as I4-C2 under City Charter Sec. 716(a) to be referred to the Ordinances & Administration Committee;
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SCP2010-008 re: 5-7 Bass Avenue, Sec. 2.3.1(7) to allow Petitioner to maintain continued
use of existing 6-unit multi-family dwelling structure, Map 54, Lot 36 to Planning &
Development Committee;
Special Budgetary Transfer Request 10-SA-12, 10-SA-13, 10-SA-14, 10-SA-15, 10-SA-16,
10-SA-17, 10-SA-18, 10-SA-19;
Request by the City Clerk for a vote by the City Council under M.G.L. Chapter 54, Sec. 34
for a purchase of and change in voting machines for the City of Gloucester to the Budget &
Finance Committee.

The City Council voted by unanimous consent to accept the Consent Agenda as revised and
amended.
Scheduled Public Hearings:
1. PH2010-031: Amend GCO Appendix C, the “Personnel Ordinance”, Article 4 “Classification
and Compensation Plans” re: reclassification of Principal Assessor from M8 to M9
This public hearing is opened.
Those speaking in favor:
Jim Duggan, CAO stated as the Administration started recently reviewing positions throughout the City
in order to present to the Council potential recommendations of upgrades where it is appropriate. He
looked at area communities that are the same population as Gloucester showing the pay in similar
situations for the position of Principal Assessor. He had previously submitted that financial information
to the Council. He endorsed the reclassification of the Principal Assessor’s pay grade from M8 to M9.
Those speaking in opposition: None.
Communications: None.
Questions:
Councilor Theken asked why this increase; has the job description changed; has the Principal Assessor’s
role increased or changed. People are concerned that we have a hiring and wage freeze and how we will
be handling the rest of the City [employees].
Mr. Duggan stated it is the Administration’s intention to review every position and move forward as they
can, financially. Trying not to make this a personal but make it about the position, the responsibilities of
the position have increased tremendously. The Principal Assessor was instrumental in the successful
conversion to Unifund for the real and personal property tax billing; involved in the successful conversion
of special assessments in Unifund in annual apportionments to real estate tax bills; significantly improved
timing of certification of values by the DOR; successful implementation of the CPA Act billing and
exemption process which was no easy feat; overseeing the completion and submission of a tax rate recap
despite vacancies of the Chief Financial Officer prior to the current CFO, and the City Auditor in past
years; strong involvement with the finance team which meets weekly to continue to provide information
for bond rating agencies, etc.; meeting all deadlines imposed by the DOR despite increased workload and
decrease in staffing which has required considerable additional work hours.
Councilor Theken noted that job position has worked very hard with the Committee regarding
Stormwater and will continue to do so. She has witnessed the hard work put into that particular position.
Councilor Tobey noted he was inclined to view this matter favorably.
Councilor Whynott stated he was 50/50 on these increases that have gone before this one. While he
voted no for the increase in pay grade for the Auditor’s position because he didn’t feel it was warranted at
the time, this position is covering a lot more than it ever did; that this was the most underrated position in
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the entire City. Most of the money to run the City comes from this department. It has become a much
more professional position as time has gone on. They have done a great job and had to support this one.
This public hearing is closed.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Mulcahey, seconded by Councilor Theken, the Ordinances &
Administration Committee voted 2 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council the
reclassification of the Principal Assessor position from a Grade M8 to Grade M9.
Discussion:
Councilor Theken felt the person filling the position currently was doing a wonderful job.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Theken, seconded by Councilor Ciolino, the City Council
voted by Roll Call 7 in favor, 0 opposed to amend GCO Appendix C, the “Personnel Ordinance”,
Article 4 “Classification and Compensation Plans: for the reclassification of the Principal Assessor
position from a Grade M8 to Grade M9.
2. PH2010-032: Amend GCO Sec. 1-15 sub paragraph entitled “Chapter 9 (Trash, Recycling and
Litter) and section 9-8 (littering prohibited”) by adding: Enforcing Persons: Recycling
Coordinator
This public hearing is opened.
Those speaking in favor:
Mr. Duggan noted this change in the ordinance gives versatility to the position to allow the Recycling
Coordinator to go out and issue violations when they are seen. Right now the recycling coordinator
doesn’t have that ability and has expressed a number of times that given this versatility you will see a lot
of people change their habits. It was felt this would help with enforcement.
Those speaking in opposition: None.
Communications: None
Questions:
Councilor Theken asked that with the ability to give out tickets would this include violators of the
“pooper scooper law”. She was asked to address this issue as more and more pet owners didn’t appear to
be picking up after their dogs. The person who called her stated she did clean up after her dog, but is
tired of those who don’t.
Mr. Duggan believed this wasn’t the purview of the Recycling Coordinator.
Councilor Ciolino asked about the fines and if there was an established fee structure.
Ms. Lowe confirmed there was a fee structure for those violations.
Mr. Duggan didn’t know for sure and didn’t have that information.
Councilor Hardy also confirmed it was established by Ordinance but didn’t have the actual one available
on the fee structure.
This public hearing is closed.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Mulcahey, seconded by Councilor Theken the Ordinances &
Administration Committee voted 2 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to amend Sec.
1-15, sub paragraph entitled Chapter 9 (Trash, Recycling and Litter) section 9-8 (littering prohibited):
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Enforcing persons: Police officers, board of health members or their agents AND RECYCLING
COORDINATOR.
Discussion:
Councilor Theken noted that the ordinances need to be enforced. They didn’t know that the recycling
coordinator didn’t have the ability to do this, and felt that this was needed. The Board of Health agents
have this ability. She looked forward to seeing some tickets being given for the violations throughout the
City not because it will generate money but because we need to recycle appropriately.
Councilor Ciolino felt this is long overdue and will support this. At the Sargent House Museum there
had been a large bag of abandoned trash, and he called the City’s Recycling Coordinator. She put on
gloves and went through the trash looking for names to find who did the dumping. Now a ticket will be
had. We all see the violations. Now the Recycling Coordinator can see if she can find out who did this
and issue a ticket.
Councilor Whynott gave an example of his son working on the Watershed Committee having him
follow behind trash trucks to give sticker tickets when there was illegally packaged trash. Even though
those tickets didn’t have money involved, the trash collectors stated the compliance went up greatly, just
knowing that someone was taking note. This was something long overdue.
Councilor Verga agreed and that our trash disposal has been so controversial for so many years, it’s great
to have something like this in place to punish those who don’t play by the rules because those that do
follow the rules feel like they’re swimming against the tide. He thought it was a great idea and will
support it.
Councilor Hardy stated she also will be supporting this. She had a conversation with Rose LoPiccolo,
the Recycling Coordinator. She assured the Councilor she had a camera, and it will travel. It will prove
the violations; and a copy of the photo will be attached to the violation. If there is an appeal, it will be
forwarded to the court. Hopefully people will understand that the City means business; and hopefully
won’t have to issue a lot of these violations. If you’re doing something wrong, you’re going to have to
pay for it because our City can no longer afford to continue picking up other people’s trash.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Theken, seconded by Councilor Ciolino, the City Council
voted by Roll Call 7 in favor, 0 opposed to amend Gloucester Code of Ordinances Sec. 1-15, sub
paragraph entitled “Chapter 9 (Trash, Recycling and Litter) section 9-8 (littering prohibited):
Enforcing persons: Police officers, board of health members or their agents” by adding “AND
RECYCLING COORDINATOR”.
3. PH2010-033: Amend GCO Sec. 22-269 “Stop Intersections” by adding intersection of Smith
Street and Maplewood Avenue
This public hearing is opened.
Those speaking in favor: None.
Those speaking in opposition: None.
Communications: None.
Questions:
Councilor Whynott thought at one time there was a stop sign at this location.
Ms. Lowe, as directed by Councilor Theken, researched the matter, and they found nothing in the books.
This public hearing is closed.
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MOTION: On motion by Councilor Mulcahey, seconded by Councilor Tobey, 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 intersection of Smith Street and Maplewood Avenue as a
STOP intersection.
Discussion:
Councilor Theken noted they all thought a stop sign was there, but it proved not to be the case. It was
recommended by the Traffic Commission to place the sign.
Councilor Whynott stated that people travel too fast on Maplewood Avenue, and it was necessary.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Theken, seconded by Councilor Ciolino, the City Council
voted by Roll Call 7 in favor, 0 opposed to amend GCO Sec. 22-269 “Stop Intersections” by
ADDING intersection of Smith Street and Maplewood Avenue as a STOP intersection.
4. PH2010-034: Amend GCO Sec. 22-269 “Stop Intersections” by adding intersection of Shepherd
Street and Maplewood Avenue
This public hearing is opened.
Those speaking in favor: None.
Those speaking in opposition: None.
Communications: None.
Questions: None.
This public hearing is closed.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Mulcahey, seconded by Councilor Tobey, 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 intersection of Shepherd Street and Maplewood Avenue as
a STOP intersection.
Discussion:
Councilor Theken noted this was the same situation as with the prior public hearing to correct the
situation.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Theken, seconded by Councilor Ciolino, the City Council
voted by Roll Call 7 in favor, 0 opposed to amend GCO Sec. 22-269 “Stop Intersections” by
ADDING intersection of Shepherd Street and Maplewood Avenue as a STOP intersection.
Committee Reports:
P&D Committee: 06/02/2010
Councilor Ciolino for the record declared he lived at 28 High Popples Road; that the following motion
affects 76 High Popples Road. He had no connection with any part of this matter about to be covered, nor
did he know personally the people who own the property, nor with the builder and would therefore be
voting on the matter.
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MOTION: On motion by Councilor Whynott, seconded by Councilor Verga, the Planning &
Development Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend the City Council grant permission to
National Grid for the construction of a line of underground electric conduits, including the necessary
sustaining and protecting fixtures, under and across the public way or ways hereinafter named; and,
further give permission to excavate the public highways and to run and maintain underground electric
conduits, together with sustaining and protecting fixtures as it may find necessary for the transmission of
electricity. Said underground conduits to be located substantially in accordance with the plan filed
herewith marked National Grid UG-WR#8410911 03/20/10 for the purpose of the installation of 2-3” pvc
conduits from an existing pole #5233 to house #76 High Popples Road with the following conditions:
1. Street paving shall be in accordance with DPW standard as outlined herewith:
a) DPW to be notified 72 hours in advance of the proposed work;
b) All proposed lines and /or conduits are placed so as to cause minimum conflict with other
underground services and mains;
c) The excavated trench shall be patched flush with the surrounding asphalt using 2-inches hot
mix asphalt binder, and 2-inches hot mix asphalt top, totaling 4-inches;
d) Install 2-inch hot mix asphalt top course pavement with emulsion sprayed on prepared surfaces,
including all joints.
2. 18-month bond to be purchased for the construction duration.
3. No water shall be pumped from underground structures or conduits onto public streets

and ways.
Discussion:
Councilor Ciolino stated this is a new house construction and that the wires will be underground. There
are now many safeguards when the streets are opened up now.
Councilor Hardy wondered why this particular petition coming back to the full Council. Usually when
National Grid comes in and asks to open the road, it was at the discretion of Planning & Development.
Councilor Ciolino responded there was no particular specific reason but explained the wires were
coming from a pole to be placed underground so National Grid has to come across the street.
Councilor Hardy stated since it is presented to the full City Council, they will debate it and asked what
area it would be done and if National Grid gave any indication of how long the road would be open for.
Councilor Ciolino noted 76 High Popples Road was off of Atlantic Road and that the roadway is very
narrow and believed the work would be done in one day not interfering with any other work that may be
taking place.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Ciolino, seconded by Councilor Theken, the City Council
voted 7 in favor, 0 opposed to grant permission to National Grid for the construction of a line of
underground electric conduits, including the necessary sustaining and protecting fixtures, under
and across the public way or ways hereinafter named; and, further give permission to excavate the
public highways and to run and maintain underground electric conduits, together with sustaining
and protecting fixtures as it may find necessary for the transmission of electricity. Said
underground conduits to be located substantially in accordance with the plan filed herewith
marked National Grid UG-WR#8410911 03/20/10 for the purpose of the installation of 2-3” pvc
conduits from an existing pole #5233 to house #76 High Popples Road with the following conditions:
1. Street paving shall be in accordance with DPW standard as outlined herewith:
a) DPW to be notified 72 hours in advance of the proposed work;
b) All proposed lines and /or conduits are placed so as to cause minimum conflict with other
underground services and mains;
c) The excavated trench shall be patched flush with the surrounding asphalt using 2-inches hot
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mix asphalt binder, and 2-inches hot mix asphalt top, totaling 4-inches;
d) Install 2-inch hot mix asphalt top course pavement with emulsion sprayed on prepared
surfaces, including all joints.
2. 18-month bond to be purchased for the construction duration.
3. No water shall be pumped from underground structures or conduits onto public streets

and ways.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Ciolino, seconded by Councilor Whynott, the Planning &
Development Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend the City Council grant the change
of venue of the Cape Ann Farmer’s Market from June 24, 2010 to October 7, 2010 (Thursdays) from 1:00
p.m. to 8:00 p.m. from the Gloucester Heritage Center location at Harbor Loop to the City-owned parcel
known as I4-C2 on 65 Rogers Street for the 2010 dates as stated. All other terms and conditions of the
initial permit remain in effect. Any insurance certificates must be amended to reflect the change in
location to City-owned property and to specifically list the City as owner of the location.
Discussion:
Councilor Ciolino noted this is a better fit for the Cape Ann Farmer’s Market (CAFM). The vendors will
be able to have their trucks there with them making it more workable for them. It’s a great temporary use
for I4-C2, recommending his fellow Councilors vote in favor of it.
Councilor Hardy asked about a comfort station.
Councilor Ciolino responded that it will be there until October and only opened for the Farmer’s Market
during their operational hours and that it would be handicapped accessible. The Farmer’s Market is the
key holder for the facility and is absorbing the cost of it.
Councilor Hardy asked about electricity to the site.
Councilor Ciolino noted the Harbormaster has agreed to let the market use the electricity on the wharf
there. CAFM usually is done by the time it gets dark. He believed besides the existing street lights there
was no other source of lighting.
Councilor Hardy asked about the fishermen access to the property to tend to their pots and boats and that
they would be provided with the same privileges they have experienced in the past and how would CAFM
being there affect them.
Councilor Ciolino stated CAFM will be more on the grassy area and that the Administration would put
up signage and assured they will have access.
Councilor Hardy noted that Mr. Duggan was indicating it to be the case.
Councilor Theken asked about the Fiesta parking and if they were using it as a temporary lot for the first
night, that Wednesday of Fiesta or are they just planning on using the lot for just the weekend as this was
coming before O&A now.
Councilor Ciolino noted that every Thursday I4-C2 is dedicated to the Farmer’s Market. The
Wednesday of Fiesta there would be no parking before the Farmer’s market to prevent the earth being
churned up as well as no Fiesta parking that Thursday either since the lot is neither hot-topped nor
graveled. Fiesta parking would be that Friday, Saturday and Sunday and again on July 3rd.
Councilor Theken thought the Farmer’s Market was a wonderful use. Some of the fishermen were
excited they could sell their lobsters there. The Gloucester Fishermen’s Wives Associations will be down
there. Parking bothered her, as she joked previously, she didn’t want to spend $1.5 million to mow the
lawn. She knew that the community worked hard to restore that property and made it look appealing.
She didn’t want the temporary parking lot to diminish that. She wanted to know what would be done to
preserve the green area now that it has been cleaned up and made appealing and who would maintain the
property. She expressed concern regarding possible contamination of the soil as well and wondered if all
these questions had been addressed.
Mr. Duggan stated most of these concerns have been addressed. Parking will be weather dependent. It
will be the call of the DPW Director whether parking will be permitted for any of the days of Fiesta or for
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any other special events in the near future. A parking plan was submitted to P&D to be sensitive to
making sure there was still green space and to account for the necessary number of handicapped spaces.
If there is rain the night before a special event, then it would be the call of the DPW Director. If he
determines there’s no parking, then there’s no parking. The care of the lot is with the DPW Director as
well. In terms of the monitoring of the parking during those times, they will be working it out with the
parking personnel through the DPW.
Councilor Theken noted she was not targeting the Fiesta parking but for all parking for all special
occasions.
Councilor Tobey asked if the Conservation Commission (ConCom) or their agent was consulted on the
matter.
Mr. Duggan noted the Community Development Director, whom ConCom falls under, found the parking
plan acceptable.
Councilor Tobey had concerns of oil pollution getting into the harbor. He noted the parking areas like
St. Peter’s plaza parking lot and at the Gloucester House restaurant there are oil/gas separators or other
capturing devices in place to make sure that if a tank ruptures the stuff doesn’t go straight into the harbor.
Had there been any review or conversation about that kind of consideration and if not, could that occur.
Mr. Duggan stated there has been conversation, but not to that extent. They will absolutely address that
with the Community Development Director immediately and bring it to ConCom.
Councilor Tobey respected the role of the Community Development Director, but that this was statutory
with ConCom which would act through its agent; and urged Mr. Duggan not to exclude that particular
staff member who’s going to have the expertise, as well as the statutory role to be played in this matter.
Councilor Hardy noted as related to the parking plan, previously P&D has had the Building Inspector
sign off on parking plans, open air parking lots, etc., on location and number of handicapped parking
spaces. She wanted to be sure the Building Inspector has also signed off and approved the plan.
Mr. Duggan assured that would be the case.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Ciolino, seconded by Councilor Theken, the City Council
voted 7 in favor, 0 opposed to grant the change of venue of the Cape Ann Farmer’s Market from
June 24, 2010 to October 7, 2010 (Thursdays) from 1:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. from the Gloucester
Heritage Center location at Harbor Loop to the City-owned parcel known as I4-C2 on 65 Rogers
Street for the 2010 dates as stated. All other terms and conditions of the initial permit remain in
effect. Any insurance certificates must be amended to reflect the change in location to City-owned
property and to specifically list the City as owner of the location.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Ciolino, seconded by Councilor Whynott, the Planning &
Development Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend the City Council approve the use of
the City-owned parcel known as I4-C2 at 65 Rogers Street as a temporary/short term off street public
parking lot during the St. Peter’s Fiesta on Friday, June 25; Saturday, June 26; Sunday, June 27, 2010;
and July 3, 2010 during the hours of 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on each of the aforementioned dates.
Approval of this temporary/short term use is based on a Plan submitted by the Department of Public
Works dated June 2, 2010 drawn by Doug Cook, member of the DDC; and endorsed by the Planning &
Development Committee and/or City Council. Further, said approval does not constitute creation of a
City-owned off street parking area under Gloucester Code of Ordinances, Section 22-190-22-198. The
plan must be approved by DPW Director and City Departments.
Discussion:
Councilor Ciolino noted they added the DPW Director to this motion. When they said City
Departments, it included the Building Inspector. The plan by Doug Cook showed 67 parking spaces,
which would give 3 handicapped spaces. The Committee received a preliminary layout of it, not yet
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approved by the Building Inspector. It will be in the works and be correct with handicapped parking and
placement of the spaces, so that when vehicles enter and exit it is safe and correct.
Councilor Theken wondered if they could add a friendly amendment to specify that special departments,
Building Inspector, Community Development Director and the Conservation Commission.
Councilor Hardy noted the special departments as specified by Councilor Theken had been accepted and
that the discussion was now on the amendments.
Councilor Verga commented he supported the original motion and wished to support this amended
version. It was important to reiterate what Councilor Ciolino said that there is no intention to make this a
permanent parking space. He didn’t vote to spend $1.5 million for a parking lot; but it was important that
the City try and maximize their investment in the meantime until the permanent solution comes up and try
to alleviate some of the traffic stress in that area during these peak events.
Councilor Hardy noted that earlier that the DPW Director had to get back to them with a fee schedule;
and that with 7-16 of the City Charter, will there be fees charged for this.
Councilor Ciolino noted that will be treated like Stage Fort Park. Gloucester residents with a beach
parking sticker will park for free; anybody else will park for $10.00.
Councilor Tobey stated that has already been referred to O&A and the Administration needs to backfill
the information with the communication from the DPW Director pursuant to the Charter.
Mr. Duggan asked about the Conservation Commission now mentioned in the motion but not the
Conservation Agent. If it was the Conservation Commission did it mean it goes through a whole review
process?
Councilor Theken then clarified that she meant for it to read Conservation Commission Agent, which
Mr. Duggan then asked that it be the Conservation Commission Agent instead of Conservation
Commission to which the Council allowed for that adjustment to be made in the text of the motion by
way of further friendly amendment.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Ciolino seconded by Councilor Verga, the City Council voted
7 in favor, 0 opposed to approve the use of the City-owned parcel known as I4-C2 at 65 Rogers
Street as a temporary/short term off street public parking lot during the St. Peter’s Fiesta on
Friday, June 25; Saturday, June 26; Sunday, June 27, 2010; and July 3, 2010 during the hours of
9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on each of the aforementioned dates. Approval of this temporary/short term
use is based on a Plan submitted by the Department of Public Works dated June 2 , 2010 drawn by
Doug Cook, member of the DDC; and endorsed by the Planning & Development Committee and/or
City Council. Further, said approval does not constitute creation of a City-owned off street parking
area under Gloucester Code of Ordinances, Section 22-190-22-198. The plan must be approved by
DPW Director and City Departments including the Building Inspector, Community Development
Director and the Conservation Commission Agent.
Councilor Ciolino noted there were representatives of National Grid present this evening and asked that
they be allowed to address the next issue directly to the Council for clarity and would appreciate hearing
their presentation after he makes the motion from P&D.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Verga, seconded by Councilor Whynott, the Planning &
Development Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend the City Council, under Code of
Ordinances Section 2-3, approve the Site Access Agreement between the City of Gloucester and the
Massachusetts Electric Company d/b/a National Grid for the parcels located at Harbor Loop shown as
Lots 12, 14 and 25, Map #9 and commonly known as Solomon Jacob’s Park and Fitz Henry Lane Park all
as shown on Plans included with the agreement prepared for National Grid by GZA EcoEnvironmental,
Inc., Engineers and Scientists dated March 2010, for the purposes of environmental sampling under the
Massachusetts Contingency Plan (310CMR 40.0) of the property as described in the agreement presented.
Discussion:

City Council Meeting

06/08/2010

Page 15 of 20

Councilor Ciolino asked for the National Grid representatives to step forward with the permission of the
Chair.
Kenneth Lento, Project Manager for Site Investigation and Remediation for National Grid and
Attorney Bradford Maxell with Ropes & Gray, representing National Grid who stated that this is a
clarification only. P&D approved a plan that was attached to an access agreement. The access agreement
didn’t reference one of the locations that were shown on the plan. The clarification is only to present a
proper version of the access agreement.
Councilor Hardy asked Councilor Ciolino if he knew when the initial approval came through; if this was
a clarification to fix an omission when the original one was approved.
Councilor Ciolino stated that P&D first heard this at their 6/2/10 meeting and was when they first heard
it; and asked that the clarification presented that evening be put into the record of the amended document.
The Council was given the amended Site Access Agreement document by Mr. Maxwell. It was
confirmed that this matter needed to come before the full City Council and not remain at the
Standing Committee level.
Councilor Ciolino noted that with the Harbormaster’s wharf contamination, National Grid and the EPA
who is involved need to determine the extent of the contamination on Harbor Loop which includes the
park, the Fitz Henry Lane House, could possibly include the Americold property, the 1907 LLC property
across Rogers Street from there, and also Star Fish. What they are giving them now is permission to do
the sampling so they can brainstorm and come back to the Council and the EPA with how they’re going
to solve the contamination problem. This is just the first phase. They’ve done it once before. They were
given permission to drill some holes, and now they need to extend the ‘circle’. A very important thing
was the park dangerous? It is not. The contamination is 50 ft. below ground. There used to be a gas
plant down there; and that’s what created most of the contamination. The full Council should be aware of
it; it is very important to al the businesses down there to clear this up. After all is said and done, then they
can rebuild the harbormaster’s wharf. Until then not much is going to be done.
Councilor Tobey, upon quick review of the document just presented didn’t find an indemnification
provision in it. MEC doesn’t indemnify the City should this activity give rise to any new concerns or
issues.
Mr. Maxwell confirmed that the amended access agreement, which he claimed was the same form that
was signed previously, didn’t contain an indemnification provision.
Councilor Tobey stated he didn’t mean that but that if any issues arise as a result of this activity – the
installation of this well, the operation of this well.
Mr. Maxwell noting he didn’t have a copy in front of him that this was the exact same form just adapted
for a different scope of work.
Councilor Tobey stated that may have been true but the other form may have been deficient and asked
why wouldn’t the City want to be indemnified with respect to the work to be done. Wouldn’t it be
something that you would want for your client if it was the City of Gloucester?
Mr. Maxwell felt it was something that could be entertained. It wouldn’t be out of line.
Councilor Tobey followed up asking when they wanted to conduct this activity.
Mr. Lento stated that they have a deadline of July 2010 to submit their reports.
Councilor Tobey noted the Council would be meeting the following Tuesday evening for a Special City
Council Meeting and wondered if this would be enough time for the language to be prepared over the
course of a week or would that slow them down intolerably.
Mr. Lento responded they’re delayed now, and a week’s wait would not be out of the question.
Mr. Maxwell stated they could have the language prepared for their special City Council Meeting in one
week.
Councilor Whynott believed that although they found contaminants 50 ft. down all over the place, there
was no contamination in the water.
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Mr. Lento stated there were no contamination levels that would pose a risk in the surface water.
However, there were several low levels detected in the water. It was in the sediment that it was more
extensive and had done extensive work in the harbor to eliminate that.
Councilor Ciolino asked if it was true that the EPA has it designated that National Grid is responsible
because they own the land and because of all the pollution. They are the responsible party.
Mr. Lento stated under the Massachusetts contingency plan, National Grid has assumed liability and
responsibility for cleaning up waste associated with the former manufactory gas plant. This is under the
State DEP. The federal government has had some reports submitted to them as well.
Councilor Ciolino noted the City is in the clear. It is National Grid’s responsibility for the clean up.
Mr. Lento agreed.
Councilor Ciolino also noted they’re not looking for anything other than to do their investigation via
their test borings.
Mr. Lento stated that was also correct. It was solely to do their investigation to delineate the
contamination on the land. They are evaluating all options in the harbor at that moment.
Councilor Ciolino hated to see it held up and hoped that as Councilor Tobey suggested they could take
the matter up at next week’s Special City Council Meeting.
Mr. Lento stated another week won’t matter, although they would like to do their work.
Councilor Theken asked when they are doing the work, is the City’s Health Department being notified
and having an agent there.
Mr. Lento stated regulations state they would be notified at various stages during the work. As an owner
of the property, all data is sent to the City within 30 days of their receipt of it.
Councilor Theken wanted to know if there was an imminent hazard was found it would be noticed
immediately.
Mr. Lento stated there is a provision for dealing with imminent hazards. They do not have one here. But
if that was the case, yes.
Councilor Hardy stated this was an amendment to change what had been previously agreed to because
you’re looking for other locations to test. Were there any previous conditions that the City placed on the
previous approval, like when you had to start by or when you had to finish.
Mr. Lento didn’t believe there was a time commitment other than the license was for one year.
Councilor Hardy believed that the same question was asked the last time it came before the Council
because this was such a vital hub to a lot of activity and to businesses. They did at one time have the
Farmer’s Market there. There’s the Heritage Center, the Coast Guard Station. There are still many
important conditions that were previously agreed to and be attached to this agreement. She asked that the
Clerk of Committees and the City Clerk’s office to look into any previous conditions so that they may be
attached to this agreement. She stated this vote would be put off to June 15, 2010.
Councilor Tobey asked that this be put at the top of the agenda.
This matter was continued to the Special City Council Meeting at 6 p.m. on Tuesday, June 15, 2010.
Budget & Finance Committee: 06/03/2010
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Hardy, seconded by Councilor McGeary, the Budget & Finance
Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed, to recommend the City Council to accept the amount of
$12,969.00 from LandStrategies, LLC in reimbursement to the City of Gloucester as pertaining to work
performed through the MORE Jobs Grant.
Discussion:
Councilor Curcuru stated it was a reimbursement at the end of this particular program to the City with
reimbursement from LandStrategies, LLC.
Councilor Theken asked for an explanation of the MORE Jobs Grant.
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Mr. Duggan noted this grant was to help offset the infrastructure costs to the City and that the applicant
received for the construction to help out Gloucester Crossing. This was an account set up for
reimbursements. The funding time had stopped but services had to be paid for. That is what the
$12,969.00 is from. When the City could not get reimbursed for it, he City held the developer responsible
for the payment because the City had already spent it. There is nothing owed and nothing further will be
received.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Verga, the City Council
voted 7 in favor, 0 opposed, to accept the amount of $12,969.00 from LandStrategies, LLC in
reimbursement to the City of Gloucester as pertaining to work performed through the MORE Jobs
Grant.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Hardy, seconded by Councilor McGeary, the Budget & Finance
Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend the City Council approve Transfer (10-SA-33) in
the amount of $786.89:
FROM:

Mayor, Contingency/Emergency, Unifund Account #101000.10.121.57800.0000.00.000.00.057

TO: Mayor, Sal/Wage-Temp position, Unifund Account
#101000.10.121.51200.0000.00.000.00.051.
Discussion:
Councilor Curcuru noted this was to pay an employee during an incident command in February and
March storms.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Ciolino, the City Council
voted 7 in favor, 0 opposed to approve Transfer (10-SA-33) in the amount of $786.89:
FROM: Mayor, Contingency/Emergency, Unifund Account
#101000.10.121.57800.0000.00.000.00.057
TO: Mayor, Sal/Wage-Temp position, Unifund Account
#101000.10.121.51200.0000.00.000.00.051.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Hardy, seconded by Councilor McGeary, the Budget & Finance
Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend the City Council approve the following Transfer
(10-SA-34) in the amount of $2,999.70:
FROM: Tourism: Purchased Serv., PR Unifund Account
101000.10.563.53500.0000.00.000.00.052
TO: Tourism: Sal/Wage-Temp Pos., Unifund Account
#1201000.10.563.51200.0000.00.000.00.051.
Discussion:
Councilor Curcuru noted this was to pay for the newly funded volunteer coordinator for the
Visitor Center position.
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MOTION: On motion by Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Verga, the City Council
voted 7 in favor, 0 opposed to approve the following Transfer (10-SA-34) in the amount of
$2,999.70:
FROM: Tourism: Purchased Serv., PR Unifund Account
101000.10.563.53500.0000.00.000.00.052
TO: Tourism: Sal/Wage-Temp Pos., Unifund Account
#1201000.10.563.51200.0000.00.000.00.051.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Hardy, seconded by Councilor McGeary, the Budget & Finance
Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed, to recommend the City Council accept the grant of $15,000.00
from the Fidelity Charitable Gift from the Roger Owen Davis Fund designated to the City of Gloucester
Archives Department.
Discussion:
Councilor Curcuru stated this was gift from the Roger Owen Davis Fund designated to the City’s
Archives Department to go in their general account to be used for the most appropriate items which may
include restoration of documents from water damage, etc.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Theken, the City Council
voted 7 in favor, 0 opposed, to accept the grant of $15,000.00 from the Fidelity Charitable Gift
from the Roger Owen Davis Fund designated to the City of Gloucester Archives Department.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Hardy, seconded by Councilor McGeary, the Budget & Finance
Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend the City Council accept the grant of $16,000.00
from the Massachusetts Coastal Zone Management (CZM), and the US Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) for the CZM-USFWS Mill Pond Tide Gate Project.
Discussion:
Councilor Curcuru noted this is to finally receive the money for the Mill Pond Tide Gate.
Councilor Theken asked if this was a matching grant.
Councilor Curcuru said this was to replace the gate.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Ciolino, the City Council
voted 7 in favor, 0 opposed to accept the grant of $16,000.00 from the Massachusetts Coastal Zone
Management (CZM), and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for the CZM-USFWS Mill
Pond Tide Gate Project.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Hardy, seconded by Councilor McGeary, the Budget & Finance
Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend the City Council authorize the City Auditor to set
up an account for the purpose of receiving expected funds from the Harbor Plan Coordinator Grant/
Seaport Advisory Council – FY11.
Discussion:
Councilor Curcuru stated this was to create an account for Community Development acceptance of a
second year of a grant funding for Get Fit Gloucester in the amount of $60,000.00.
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MOTION: On motion by Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Ciolino, the City Council
voted 7 in favor, 0 opposed to authorize the City Auditor to set up an account for the purpose of
receiving expected funds from the Harbor Plan Coordinator Grant/ Seaport Advisory Council –
FY11.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Hardy, seconded by Councilor McGeary, the Budget & Finance
Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend the City Council accept the grant of $60,000.00,
for a second-year grant funding, from Health Resources in Action and the Massachusetts Department of
Public Health for Mass in Motion: Municipal Wellness and Leadership Planning Grant (locally known as
Get Fit Gloucester).
Discussion:
Councilor Curcuru stated this was for a leadership grant for $60,000.00.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Theken, the City Council
voted 7 in favor, 0 opposed to accept the grant of $60,000.00, for a second-year grant funding, from
Health Resources in Action and the Massachusetts Department of Public Health for Mass in
Motion: Municipal Wellness and Leadership Planning Grant (locally known as Get Fit Gloucester).
Councilor Hardy asked if Councilor Tobey wished to discuss a matter related to the B&F Committee
Report.
Councilor Tobey noted that the May 20th meeting of B&F he made the following request that the Auditor
who works for the Council work with the Admininistration to analyze the use of the Fire Department’s
use of this grant to provide answers to the following two questions:
1. When a Mayor negotiates a contract with a union, the Council MUST pass, under State law, on it
by appropriating the additional funds t make it operative – the previous Council was denied that
opportunity vis-à-vis the current fire contract because the Administration said the existing appropriation
would cover it and no new funds were needed. Did the grant provide additional funds to cover the
contract (thereby establishing that more money WAS in fact required for the contract)? If so, that would
mean the previous Council was denied its right to review the contract.
2. In any event, after reviewing the terms of the grant and the ways it has been spent, ware there any
discrepancies that need to be corrected?
He asked the Clerk of Committees for the grant agreement and the spread sheet from the Auditor’s office.
Was this still a work in progress; and will the auditor come back to give more information to the Council.
Councilor Curcuru stated he was not at the meeting. They had the Chief there. The Auditor did not
speak at the meeting. There was a spread sheet handed out by the Assistant City Auditor. There was no
clarity to what Councilor Tobey asked. He suggested to put this back on the B&F agenda when
Councilor Tobey can join them.
Councilor Tobey felt that was exactly what he was looking for. It sounded like some foundation work
was done. There seemed to be a need to have the Auditor to take on more analyses to answer the two
questions he asked again, to see if the previous Council should have taken on the review of the contract
and were there any problems with the uses of the money under the grant. We don’t want to be under any
clouds if there are going to be more of these grant opportunities in the future. He asked that B&F have
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further discussions with the Auditor and the Assistant Auditor, both to be present so they can get this on
the record once and for all as they see it.
Councilor Curcuru asked that Councilor Tobey please attend their next meeting.
Special O&A Meeting: 06/08/2010
There were no matters to be brought forward for Council action.
Councilor’s Requests other than to the Mayor:
Councilor Tobey noted today the Board of Directors (of which he was a member) of the Massachusetts
Municipal Association met with the Lt. Governor and the administration’s senior staff. There is an
emerging issue that could blow a huge hole in the State budget for FY11. Our State, as did 29 other
states, have proposed budgets that assume that the federal government would appropriate 6 months of
federal Medicare assistance percentage funding. It appears it’s not going to happen. The Congress seems
deadlocked. Why should we care? Because it’s $600 million. If there’s a $600 million hole punched in
the State’s budget, it is inevitable that local aid will take a further hit. The Lt. Governor, and many
others, urged that they all communicate directly and strongly with their new Senator, Senator Brown who
is not committed yet to voting for this. The consequences will be real and immediate to the State. Look
at the State of Pennsylvania. The only way that state can fix it is to eliminate 20,000 jobs. The
implications are huge. This is a recession-continuing matter - this is a recovery killing matter. For States
and local governments to be losing more jobs because of federal inaction at the same time the federal
government is trying through the stimulus package is trying to encourage recovery, is inappropriate. He
asked the Council to join him in urging the Mayor and instructing the Clerk to affixing their signatures to
a letter to Senator Brown urging his affirmative vote. Senator Kerry is already on board.
Councilor Hardy asked Councilor Tobey to compose such a letter and the City Clerk will affix the
Councilor’s signatures to it and see that it is sent.
Councilor Theken noted the card that Dr. Sagall spoke of that the information is available in these
minutes. She congratulated Ruth Pino for her recent recognition winning the Cape Ann Chamber of
Commerce’s annual small business award, as the only woman amongst a group of three. She
congratulated Trinity Church for their successful health fair. The Councilor noted she volunteered at the
Visitor Center for a 9 a.m. to 12 noon shift and was surprised at how many people came to it. She urged
the community to volunteer their time. We don’t all have to suffer if we all give our time to these worthy
causes. She noted also the beauty of I4-C2 and thanked those that volunteered there as well.
It was moved, seconded and voted UNANIMOUSLY to adjourn the meeting at 8:56 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Dana C. Jorgensson
Clerk of Committees

SPECIAL MEETING
GLOUCESTER CITY COUNCIL
June 15, 2010
6:00 P.M.
Kyrouz Auditorium – City Hall

Present: Council President Jacqueline Hardy, Council Vice President Sefatia Theken,
and Councilor Joe Ciolino, Councilor Steve Curcuru, Councilor Paul McGeary,
Councilor Ann Mulcahey, Councilor Bruce Tobey, and Councilor Greg Verga
Councilor Whynott joined the meeting at 7:00 p.m.
Also Present: Mayor Kirk, Jeffrey Towne, Mr. Bouchie, Beacon Reporter, and one
interested resident.
Flag Salute and Moment of Silence
The meeting was called to order at 6:00 p.m.
1. National Grid Site Access Agreement for Solomon Jacobs Park and Fitz Henry Lane
Park.
Representing National Grid for this portion of the meeting:
and Gray; and Kenneth Lento, National Grid.

Bradford Maxwell, Ropes

Councilor Hardy and Councilor Tobey stated they received the amendments and information
requested of National Grid. Further, National Grid addressed the indemnity issue. as well as the dates
on which work is not to be done, June 23 – 27 and July 3 – 5. Further, the work is to be completed by
July 18, 2010.
An amended Site Access Agreement, dated June 15, 2010, was submitted by National Grid and
provided to the City Council this evening. Copy on file in 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 the City Council, under Code of
Ordinances Section 2-3, approve the Site Access Agreement between the City of Gloucester and the
Massachusetts Electric Company d/b/a National Grid for the parcels located at Harbor Loop shown as
Lots 12, 14 and 25, Map #9 and commonly known as Solomon Jacob’s Park and Fitz Henry Lane Park
all as shown on Plans included with the agreement prepared for National Grid by GZA
EcoEnvironmental, Inc., Engineers and Scientists dated March 2010, for the purposes of environmental
sampling under the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (310CMR 40.0) of the property as described in the
agreement presented.
Discussion on the Motion: Councilor Ciolino stated that something needs to be done in those areas,
and sampling may result in a solution. However, he stated that there are no health concerns in the area,
given the depth of the alleged pollution. Councilor Hardy stated that one lane of the Harbor Loop
roadway will be open, with police presence. She further thanked National Grid for their efforts.

On motion by Councilor Ciolino, seconded by Councilor Verga, the City Council
voted 8 in favor, 0 opposed, that under Code of Ordinances Section 2-3, to approve the Site Access
Agreement between the City of Gloucester and the Massachusetts Electric Company d/b/a
National Grid for the parcels located at Harbor Loop shown as Lots 12, 14 and 25, Map #9 and
commonly known as Solomon Jacob’s Park and Fitz Henry Lane Park all as shown on Plans
included with the agreement prepared for National Grid by GZA EcoEnvironmental, Inc.,
Engineers and Scientists dated March 2010, for the purposes of environmental sampling under
the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (310CMR 40.0) of the property as described in the
agreement presented.

MOTION:

2. FY 11 Budget. Councilor Hardy, prior to discussion of the FY11 Budget by the City
Council, stated that there were no less than 14 budget review meetings; a lot of information was
received; there were compromises; and, issues of give and take. Also, it may be that not
everyone is happy; however, the motions are fair, and it is the best that can be done with what is
available.
She also stated that this meeting is not a public hearing and, once the department and other
motions are on the floor, there will be an opportunity for further discussion as allowed by the
rules of order and Roberts’ Rules. If any Councilor has a question to be posed to the
Administration or others, it shall be done through the Chair.
Councilor Hardy thanked the members of the committee, as well as the Department Heads,
Anne Marchand and Mr. Towne.
Communications:
>Memo from Legal Department regarding reducing or increasing proposed budget items
>Letter in support of the School Budget from Maria Zervos.

CITY COUNCIL VOTES – FY11 BUDGET
GENERAL FUND REVENUES
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend the
full City Council approve the total FY11 General Fund revenue including other financing
sources in the amount of $85,457,510 made up of:
General Fund Revenue

$ 85,457,510

TOTAL NET AVAILABLE FUNDS FOR FY11: $84,057,510
Discussion on the Motion.
Councilor Tobey stated that this represents a number that might not be sustainable. He
said that Congress is maintaining contact with the state and communities regarding
sums that will allow important services to be sustained. He urged the Administration
and Council to figure out what is dispensable; and, if this budget stays in tact, it will not
be sustainable in the next fiscal year.

MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary,
the City Council voted 8 in favor, 0 opposed to approve the total FY11 General
Fund revenue including other financing sources in the amount of $ 84,457,510
made up of:
General Fund Revenue

$ 84,457,510

TOTAL NET AVAILABLE FUNDS FOR FY11: $84,057,510
FY11 BUDGET APPROPRIATIONS BY DEPARTMENT
Dept. 111 - CITY COUNCIL
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriations for the CITY
COUNCIL as follows:
Personnel Services
TOTAL:

$90,000.00
$90,000.00

MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Theken,
the City Council voted
8 in favor 0
opposed to approve the FY11
appropriation for the City Council as follows:
Personnel Services
TOTAL:

$90,000.00
$90,000.00

Dept. 121 – MAYOR
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriations for the MAYOR’S
DEPARTMENT as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
TOTAL:

$225,406.00
$ 27,235.00
$252,641.00

MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary
the City Council voted 8 in favor 0 opposed to approve the FY11 appropriations
for the MAYOR’s DEPARTMENT as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
TOTAL:

$225,406.00
$ 27,235.00
$252,641.00

Dept. 135 – AUDITOR
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend
the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriations for the
AUDITOR’S as follows:
Personnel Services
$240,320.00
Ordinary
$ 62,100.00
TOTAL:
$302,420.00
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary,
the City Council voted 8 in favor, 0 opposed to approve the FY11 appropriations
for the AUDITOR’s DEPARTMENT as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
TOTAL:

$240,320.00
$ 62,100.00
$302,420.00

Dept 138 – PURCHASING
MOTION:
Te Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriations for PURCHASING
as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
TOTAL:

$116,021.00
$160,119.00
$276,140.00

MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Theken,
the City Council voted 8 in favor, 0
opposed to approve the FY11
appropriations for the PURCHASING DEPARTMENT as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
TOTAL:

$116,021.00
$160,119.00
$276,140.00

Dept 141 – ASSESSORS
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend
the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriations for the
ASSESSORS as follows:
Personnel Services
$288,078.00
Ordinary
$ 66,899.00
TOTAL
$354,977.00
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Theken,
the City Council voted
8 in favor 0
opposed to approve the FY11
appropriations for the ASSESSORS as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
TOTAL

$288,078.00
$ 66,899.00
$354,977.00

Dept 145 - TREASURER/COLLECTOR
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriations for the
TREASURER/COLLECTOR as follows:
Personnel Services
$
481,877.00
Ordinary
$ 10,752,214.00
TOTAL
$ 11,234,091.00
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary,
the City Council voted
8
in favor 0
opposed to approve the FY11
appropriations for the TREASURER/COLLECTOR as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
TOTAL

$
481,877.00
$ 10,752,214.00
$ 11,234,091.00

Dept 151 – LEGAL
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriations for LEGAL as
follows:
Personnel Services
$139,520.00
Ordinary
$ 69,163.00
TOTAL:
$208,683.00
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary,
the City Council voted
8
in favor 0
opposed to approve the FY11
appropriations for the LEGAL DEPARTMENT as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
TOTAL:

$139,520.00
$ 69,163.00
$208,683.00

Dept 152 – PERSONNEL
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriations for PERSONNEL
as follows:
Personnel Services
$6,384,790.00
Ordinary
$ 30,500.00
TOTAL:
$6,415,290.00
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary,
the City Council voted
8
in favor 0
opposed to approve the FY11
appropriations for the PERSONNEL DEPARTMENT as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
TOTAL:

$6,384,790.00
$ 30,500.00
$6,415,290.00

Dept 155 - MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEMS
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend
the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriations for the
MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEMS as follows:
Personnel Services
$155,006.00
Ordinary
$170,875.00
Capital
$ 35,000.00
TOTAL:
$360,881.00
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary,
the City Council voted 8 in favor 0
opposed to approve the FY11
appropriations for MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEMS as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
Capital
TOTAL:

$155,006.00
$170,875.00
$ 35,000.00
$360,881.00

Dept 161 - CITY CLERK
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriations for the CITY
CLERKS as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
Capital Outlay
TOTAL:

$227,023.00
$ 4,475.00
$ 2,000.00
$233,498.00

MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary, the City
Council voted 8 in favor 0
opposed to approve the FY11 appropriations for the
CITY CLERK’s DEPARTMENT as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
Capital Outlay
TOTAL:

$227,023.00
$ 4,475.00
$ 2,000.00
$233,498.00

Dept 163 – REGISTRATION
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriations for REGISTRAR’S
as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
TOTAL:

$ 55,300.00
$ 15,775.00
$ 71,075.00

MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Theken, the
City Council voted 8 in favor 0 opposed to approve the FY 11 appropriations
for REGISTRATION as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
TOTAL:

$ 55,300.00
$ 15,775.00
$ 71,075.00

Dept 165 - LICENSING BOARD
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriation for the LICENSING
BOARD as follows:
Personnel Services
$ 19,440.00
Ordinary
$ -0TOTAL:
$ 19,400.00
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Theken, the
City Council voted 8 in favor 0 opposed to approve the FY11 appropriations
for the LICENSING BOARD as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
TOTAL:

$ 19,440.00
$ -0$ 19,440.00

Dept 176 - ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriation for the ZONING
BOARD OF APPEALS as follows:
Personnel Services
$ 7,035.00
Ordinary
$ 225.00
TOTAL:
$ 7,260.00
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Theken, the
City Council voted
8
in favor 0
opposed to approve the FY11
appropriations for the ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
TOTAL:

$ 7,035.00
$ 225.00
$ 7,260.00

Dept 181 - COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend
the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriations for the
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
TOTAL:

$138,719.00
$ 8,833.00
$147,522.00

MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Verga, the
City Council voted
8
in favor
0
opposed to approve the FY11
appropriations for the COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT as
follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
TOTAL:

$138,719.00
$ 8,833.00
$147,522.00

Dept 210 - POLICE ADMINISTRATION
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriations for POLICE
ADMINISTRATION as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
Capital Outlay
TOTAL:

$303,807.00
$ 38,248.00
$ 8,655.00
$350,710.00

MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary,
the City Council voted
8
in favor
0
opposed to approve the FY11
appropriations for POLICE ADMINISTRATION as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
Capital Outlay
TOTAL:

$303,807.00
$ 38,248.00
$ 8,655.00
$350,710.00

Dept 211 - POLICE UNIFORM
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriations for UNIFORM
POLICE as follows:
Personnel Services
$4,076,001.00
Ordinary
$ 95,891.00
Capital Outlay
$ 66,857.00
TOTAL:
$4,238,749.00
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Theken, the
City Council voted 8 in favor 0 opposed to approve the FY11 appropriations
for POLICE UNIFORM as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
Capital Outlay
TOTAL:

$4,076,001.00
$ 95,891.00
$ 66,857.00
$4,238,749.00

Dept 212 - POLICE INVESTIGATIONS
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriations for POLICE
INVESTIGATIONS as follows:
Personnel Services
$300,039.00
Ordinary
$ 4,750.00
TOTAL:
$304,789.00
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Theken the
City Council voted
8
in favor
0
opposed, to approve the FY11
appropriations for POLICE INVESTIGATIONS as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
TOTAL:

$300,039.00
$ 4,750.00
$304,789.00

Dept 216 - POLICE HARBOR PATROL
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriations for HARBOR
PATROL as follows:
Personnel
$ 12,778.00
Ordinary
$ 3,180.00
TOTAL:
$ 15,958.00
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary,
the City Council voted
8 in favor 0
opposed to approve the FY11
appropriations for POLICE HARBOR PATROL as follows:
Personnel
Ordinary
TOTAL:

$ 12,778.00
$ 3,180.00
$ 15,958.00

Dept 218 - POLICE PARKING
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriations for POLICE
PARKING as follows:
Personnel Services
$ 61,620.00
Ordinary
$ 5,425.00
TOTAL:
$ 67,045.00
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Theken, the
City Council voted
8
in favor 0
opposed to approve the FY11
appropriations for POLICE PARKING as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
TOTAL:

$ 61,620.00
$ 5,425.00
$ 67,045.00

Councilor Hardy turned the gavel over to Council Vice Chair Theken under
MGL 268A disclosing her brother is a firefighter. Councilor Hardy left the room.
Dept 220 - FIRE PREVENTION AND SUPPRESSION
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 2 in favor, 0 opposed, 1 Abstain
(Hardy) to recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriations for
FIRE PREVENTION & SUPPRESSION as follows:
Personnel Services
$4,961,975.00
Ordinary
$ 300,675.00
Capital Outlay
$ 10,000.00
TOTAL:
$5,272,650.00
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary,
the City Council voted
6 in favor 1
opposed, (Theken) to approve the
FY11 appropriations for FIRE PREVENTION AND SUPPRESSION as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
Capital Outlay
TOTAL:

$4,961,975.00
$ 300,675.00
$ 10,000.00
$5,272,650.00

Councilor Hardy return to the room and resumed the Chair.
Dept 241 - INSPECTIONAL SERVICES
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend
the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriation for the
INSPECTIONAL SERVICES as follows:
Personnel Services
$ 312,766.00
Ordinary
$ 12,808.00
TOTAL:
$ 325,574.00
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary,
the City Council voted
8
in favor 0
opposed to approve the FY11
appropriations for INSPECTIONAL SERVICES as follows:
Personnel Services
$ 312,766.00
Ordinary
$ 12,808.00
TOTAL:
$ 325,574.00
Dept 291 - CIVIL DEFENSE
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed, to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriations for CIVIL
DEFENSE as follows:
Personnel Services
$ 10,000.00
TOTAL:
$ 10,000.00

MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary
the City Council voted
8
in favor 0
opposed, to approve the FY11
appropriations for CIVIL DEFENSE as follows:
Personnel Services
TOTAL:

$ 10,000.00
$ 10.000.00

Dept 292 - ANIMAL CONTROL
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriations for ANIMAL
CONTROL as follows:
Personnel Services
$ 50,365.00
Ordinary
$ 2,100.00
TOTAL:
$ 52,465,00
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru seconded by Councilor Theken,
the City Council voted 8 in favor, 0 opposed to approve the FY11 appropriations
for ANIMAL CONTROL as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
TOTAL:

$ 50,365.00
$ 2,100.00
$ 52,465,00

Dept 296 - SHELLFISH CONTROL
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriation for SHELLFISH
CONTROL as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
TOTAL:

$ 63,764.00
$ 1,900.00
$ 65,664.00

MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary,
the City Council voted 8 in favor, 0 opposed to approve the FY11
appropriations for SHELLFISH CONTROL as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
TOTAL:

$ 63,764.00
$ 1,900.00
$ 65,664.00

Dept 403 – SOLID WASTE
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriation for SOLID WASTE
as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
TOTAL:

$ 54,467.00
$1,575,249.00
$1,629,716.00

MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Ciolino the
City Council voted 8 in favor 0
opposed to approve the FY11 appropriations
for SOLID WASTE as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
TOTAL:

$ 54,467.00
$1,575,249.00
$1,629,716.00

Dept 411 – ENGINEERING
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriation for ENGINEERING
as follows:
Personnel Services
$134,251.00
Ordinary
$ 4,615.00
TOTAL:
$ 138,866.00
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary,
the City Council voted 8 in favor, 0 opposed to approve the FY11 appropriations
for ENGINEERING as follows:
Personnel Services
$134,251.00
Ordinary
$ 4,615.00
TOTAL:
$138,866.00
Dept 421 - DPW HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriation for DPW
HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION as follows:
Personnel Services
$ 54,811.00
Ordinary
$ 6,035.00
TOTAL:
$ 60,846.00
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Theken, the
City Council voted 8 in favor, 0 opposed to approve the FY11 appropriations for
DPW HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
TOTAL:

$ 54,811.00
$ 6,035.00
$ 60,846.00

Dept 423 - SNOW AND ICE
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriation for SNOW AND ICE
as follows:
Personnel Services
$141,500.00
Ordinary
$423,500.00
Capital Outlay
$ 35,000.00
TOTAL:
$600,000.00

MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Ciolino,
the City Council voted 8 in favor,
0
opposed to approve the FY11
appropriations for SNOW AND ICE as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
Capital Outlay
TOTAL:

$141,500.00
$423,500.00
$ 35,000.00
$600,000.00

Dept 470 - PUBLIC PROPERTIES – MAINTENANCE
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend to the full City Council the FY11 appropriation for PUBLIC PROPERTIES
MAINTENANCE as follows:
Personnel Services
$2,450,100.00
Ordinary
$2,520,029.00
Capital Outlay:
$ 95,895.00
TOTAL:
$5,066,024.00
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary,
the City Council voted 8
in favor, 0
opposed to approve the
FY11
appropriations for PUBLIC PROPERTIES MAINTENANCE as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
Capital Outlay:
TOTAL:

$2,450,100.00
$2,520,029.00
$ 95,895.00
$5,066,024.00

Dept 499 – DPW - Other
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriation for DPW Other as
follows:
Personnel Services
$ 256,119.00
Ordinary
$ 776,475.00
TOTAL:
$1,032,594.00
Discussion on the Motion:
Councilor Theken asked what the DPW – Other Department covers. Councilor
Hardy reported that it includes full time wages for craftsmen, part time, overtime,
longevity, contracted services, maintenance, radio phone contacts, diesel fuel, cleaning
supplies and other parts of maintenance.

MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru,
the City Council voted 8 in favor,
0
appropriations for DPW Other as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
TOTAL:

seconded by Councilor Theken,
opposed to approve the FY11

$ 256,119.00
$ 776,475.00
$1,032,594.00

Dept 510 - PUBLIC HEALTH
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriation for PUBLIC
HEALTH as follows:
Personnel Services
$ 339,533.00
Ordinary:
$ 7,648.00
TOTAL:
$ 347,181.00
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary,
the City Council voted 8 in favor, 0 opposed to approve the FY11 appropriations
for PUBLIC HEALTH as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary:
TOTAL:

$ 339,533.00
$ 7,648.00
$ 347,181.00

Dept 541 - COUNCIL ON AGING
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriations for the COUNCIL
ON AGING as follows:
Personnel Services
$ 69,263.00
Ordinary
$ 5,042.00
TOTAL:
$ 74,305.00
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary,
the City Council voted 7
in favor, 1
opposed (Theken) to approve the
FY11 appropriations for the COUNCIL ON AGING as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
TOTAL:

$ 69,263.00
$ 5,042.00
$ 74,305.00

Dept 543 - VETERAN’S SERVICES
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriations for VETERAN’S
SERVICES as follows:
Personnel Services
$ 94,561.00
Ordinary
$ 122,000.00
TOTAL:
$ 216,561.00

MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Verga,
the City Council voted 8 in favor, 0
opposed to approve the
FY11
appropriations for VETERAN’S SERVICES as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
TOTAL:

$ 94,561.00
$ 122,000.00
$ 216,561.00

Dept 563 – TOURISM
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriations for TOURISM as
follows:
Personnel Services
$ 10,000.00
Ordinary
$ 20,854.00
TOTAL:
$ 30,854.00
Discussion on the Motion:
On question of Councilor Mulcahey, Mayor Kirk stated that this is set up so that any
group can come forward and request funding which would benefit the city, pertaining to
tourism. There have been no proposals or promises for FY11 spending which the
Council is voting tonight.
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Verga,
the City Council voted 6 in favor, 2 opposed (Mulcahey, Theken) to approve the
FY11 appropriations for TOURISM as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
TOTAL:

$ 10,000.00
$ 20,854.00
$ 30,854.00

Dept 610 - SAWYER FREE LIBRARY ADMINISTRATION
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriation for the SAWYER
FREE LIBRARY ADMINISTRATION as follows:
Personnel Services
$ 615,744.00
Ordinary
$ 98,952.00
TOTAL
$ 714,696.00
Discussion on the Motion.
Councilor Theken asked what the city is doing to get the library up to code. Mayor
Kirk stated there is a multi-year plan to bring the library back to certification; to
maintain status; and, not have the need to request any additional waivers. The $40,000
increase in the FY11 Budget is part of the plan to maintain the library, and the library
should be out from under the current waiver in two to three years.

MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary,
the City Council voted
8 in favor 0
opposed to approve the FY11
appropriation for the SAWYER FREE LIBRARY ADMINISTRATION as
follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
TOTAL

$ 615,744.00
$ 98,952.00
$ 714,696.00

Dept 820 - CHERRY SHEET ASSESSMENTS
Councilor Theken questioned the Cherry Sheet Assessments, and Mr. Towne stated
they are assessments that DOR pays on behalf of the city, such as retired teachers’
health insurance, air pollution control, Metropolitan Planning Council, Charter School
tuition, etc.
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend to the full City Council approve the FY11 CHERRY SHEET
ASSESSMENTS of $4,531,401.00
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary,
the City Council voted
8
in favor
0
opposed to approve the FY 11
CHERRY SHEET ASSESSMENTS of $4,531,401.00
Dept. 900 – SPECIAL RESERVE FOR CONTINGENGY
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend to the full City Council to approve the FY11 SPECIAL RESERVE FOR
CONTINGENCY in the amount of $3,189.00
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary,
the City Council voted
8
in favor 0
opposed to approve the FY11
SPECIAL RESERVE FOR CONTINGENCY in the amount of $ 3,189.00
Dept. 911 - PENSION SERVICES
Because her husband is a member of the Retirement Board, Councilor Hardy left the
room and turned the gavel to Councilor Theken.
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 2 in favor, 0 opposed, to
recommend to the full City Council approve the FY11 appropriations for PENSION
SERVICES in the amount of $5,279,436.00
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Verga , the
City Council voted
7
in favor 0
opposed, to approve the FY 11
appropriations for PENSION SERVICES in the amount of $5,279,436.00
Councilor Hardy rejoined the meeting and resumed the chair.

Dept 942 – EDUCATION ASSESSMENT
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to
the full City Council accept the FY11 EDUCATION ASSESSMENT in the amount of
$938,043.00 for the North Shore Regional Vocational School.
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary, the City
Council voted 8 in favor
0
opposed to approve the FY11 EDUCATION
ASSESSMENT in the amount of $938,043.00 for the North Shore Regional Vocational
School.
SCHOOL DEPARTMENT
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend the
full City Council accept of the FY11 SCHOOL DEPARTMENT budget in the amount of
$33,716,246.00
Councilor Tobey disclosed that his daughter is employed by the School Department; however
he will be supporting this motion.
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary, the
City Council voted 8 in favor
0
opposed to approve the FY11 SCHOOL
DEPARTMENT budget in the amount of $33,716,246.00.
TOTAL GENERAL FUND APPROPRIATIONS:

$85,057,510.00

COMMUNITY PRESERVATION FUND:
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the City Council approve the Community Preservation Fund Revenues in
the amount of $560,000.00
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Theken, the
City Council voted
8 in favor 0 opposed to approve the Community
Preservation Fund Revenues in the amount of $560,000.00
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the City Council approve the Community Preservation Fund expenditures
in the amount of $560,000.00 as follow:
Open Space
Community Housing
Historic Preservation
Administration
General Remainder
Total

$ 56,000.00
$ 56,000.00
$ 56,000.00
$ 28,000.00
$364,000.00
$560,000.00

Councilor Theken thanked members of the CPA for their efforts.

MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary,
the City Council voted 8
in favor 0 opposed to approve the Community
Preservation Fund expenditures in the amount of $560,000.00 as follow:
Open Space
Community Housing
Historic Preservation
Administration
General Remainder
Total

$ 56,000.00
$ 56,000.00
$ 56,000.00
$ 28,000.00
$364,000.00
$560,000.00

ENTERPRISE FUNDS
SEWER ENTERPRISE REVENUES
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 SEWER ENTERPRISE
REVENUES as follows:
TOTAL REVENUES:

$6,204,922.00

Discussion on the Motion:
Councilor Tobey stated that, on both this matter and the setting of the sewer rate, it is reflected
in the debt shift for the CSO, which moved to the real estate tax, even for those not having
sewers. The consensus is that stormwater utility pressures will grow, along with costs. This
issue is not going to go away, and it should not be said that the sewer rate was reduced. Tax
burdens are not going away and will get worse.
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Verga,
the City Council voted 8 in favor 0
opposed to approve the FY11 SEWER
ENTERPRISE REVENUES as follows:
TOTAL REVENUES:

$6,204,022.00

TOTAL FY11 SEWER ENTERPRISE REVENUES: $6,204,922.00
SEWER ENTERPRISE APPROPRIATIONS
Dept 440 - SEWER
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 SEWER ENTERPRISE
APPROPRIATIONS - Dept. 440 as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
Capital
TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS:

$1,382,341.00
$4,312,686.00
$ 384,895.00
$6,079,922.00

MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary,
the City Council voted 8 in favor 0 opposed to approve the FY11 SEWER
ENTERPRISE APPROPRIATIONS for Dept. 440 as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
Capital
TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS:

$1,382,341.00
$4,312,686.00
$ 384,895.00
$6,079,922.00

TOTAL SEWER ENTERPRISE APPROPRIATIONS:

$6,204,922.00

Dept 991 – SEWER – Transfers to the General Fund
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted to recommend the full City
Council approve the TRANSFER ion the amount of $125,000 from Account 56900 to
the General Fund.
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Mulcahey,
the City Council voted 8 in favor 0 opposed to approve the TRANSFER in the
amount of $125,000 from Account 56900 to the General Fund.

SEWER RATE:
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 sewer rate of $10.60 per thousand
gallons for a twelve-month billing period effective July 1, 2010, retroactive to April 1,
2010.
Discussion on the Motion:
On Question of Councilor Theken, Mr. Towne stated the rate this year is $12.90; and with
regard to the retroactive date, he stated the bill shows a reading from April to July, and this
revenue will be for the first quarter of FY 11.
Councilor Tobey stated that the subsidy of the sewer rate is being borne by people who do not
have sewer. Further, the Board of Health has issued hundreds of enforcement orders for those
with septic systems not in compliance. People, he said, will be spending thousands of dollars
on upgrades. He stated that one has to recognize the big picture.
Councilor Theken requested the Legal Department to answer questions such as how can the
city tax people who do not use city water or sewer; i.e those on wells and septic systems. There
should be an explanation on how this can be handled, she stated.
Councilor Ciolino commented that all one has to do is walk on the Boulevard and notice the
clean water, clean river, and no sewage on the beaches. Councilor Tobey is in agreement with
this statement.
Councilor Whynott joined the meeting.

MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary, the City
Council voted by 9 in favor 0 opposed to approve the FY11 Sewer Rate of $10.60 per
thousand gallons for a twelve month billing period effective July 1, 2010 retroactive to
April 1, 2010.

WATER ENTERPRISE REVENUES
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 WATER ENTERPRISE
REVENUES as follow:
TOTAL REVENUES:

$6,899,899.00

MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Verga, the
City Council voted 9
in favor 0
opposed to approve the FY11 Water
Enterprise Revenues as follows:
TOTAL REVENUES:

$6,899,899.00

WATER ENTERPRISE APPROPRIATIONS
Dept 050 –Expenditure Ledger

MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend the
full City Council accept the total FY11 Expenditure Ledger as follows:
Personnel Services
$ -0Ordinary
$ 4,900.00
Capital Outlay
$ -0TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS:
$ 4,900.00
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary, the City
Council voted 9 In Favor 0 Opposed to accept the total FY11 Expenditure Ledger as
follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
Capital Outlay
TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS:

$
$
$
$

-04,900.00
-04,900.00

Dept 450 – WATER
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council accept the total FY11 WATER DISTRIBUTION
APPROPRIATIONS as follows:
Personnel Services
$1,404,996.00
Ordinary
$4,956,818.00
Capital Outlay
$ 408,185.00
TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS:
$ 6,769,999.00

MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Verga, the
City Council voted 9 In Favor 0 Opposed to accept the total FY11 WATER
DISTRIBUTION APPROPRIATIONS as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
Capital Outlay
TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS:
Dept. 991 - WATER

$1,404,996.00
$4,956,818.00
$ 408,185.00
$ 6,769,999.00

- Transfers to the General Fund

MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the TRANSFER the amount of $125,000.00
From Account 59600 to the General Fund
Discussion on the Motion:
Councilor McGeary requested Mr. Towne to explain the two transfers above. Mr.
Towne stated that, in last fall’s Audit Report, it was noted there was one principle not
being followed. This was charging the Enterprise Funds with associated costs, such as
services provided to the Enterprise Accounts by the Auditor, Purchasing, Treasurer,
Mayor, Legal, City Council, etc. These are ordinary costs to be paid into the General
Fund, and are in full compliance with accounting principles.
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Theken the
City Council voted 9 In Favor 0 Opposed to approve the TRANSFER the amount
of $125,000.00 From Account 59600 to the General Fund
TOTAL REVENUES – Water Enterprise:
TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS – Water Enterprise

$6,899,899.00
$6,899,899.00

WATER RATE:
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend the
full City Council approve the FY11 Water Rate of $8.75 per thousand gallons for a twelve
month billing period effective July 1, 2010 retroactive to APRIL 1, 2010
Discussion on the Motion:
Mr. Towne, on question of Councilor Ciolino stated that the current rate is $7.52.
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Theken , the City
Council voted 9 In Favor 0 Opposed to approve the FY11 Water Rate of $8.75 per
thousand gallons for a twelve month billing period effective July 1, 2010 retroactive to
APRIL 1, 2010

Dept 492 – WATERWAYS

MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend
the full City Council approve the total FY11 WATERWAYS
ENTERPRISE REVENUES in the amount of $ 288,947.00
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Verga the
City Council voted
9
in favor 0
opposed to approve the FY11
WATERWAYS ENTERPRISE REVENUES in the amount of $ 288,947.00
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to
recommend the full City Council approve the FY11 WATERWAYS ENTERPRISE
APPROPRIATIONS as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
Capital
TOTAL APPROPRIATION:

$ 176,058.00
$ 85,659.00
$ 27,230.00
$ 288,947.00

MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Ciolino the
City Council voted
9
in favor
0
opposed to approve the FY11
WATERWAYS ENTERPRISE APPROPRIATIONS as follows:
Personnel Services
Ordinary
Capital
TOTAL APPROPRIATION:

$ 176,058.00
$ 85,659.00
$ 27,230.00
$ 288,947.00

REVOLVING FUNDS
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted UNANIMOUSLY to recommend that the City
Council continue acceptance of statute MGL, Ch71 S71E, School Department Revolving Funds.
Discussion on the Motion: Mr. Towne stated that the spending limits listed on the chart are associated
with the fund and should be part of the vote. Councilor Curcuru was advised to read details of each
fund into the record.
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Theken, the City Council
voted 9 In Favor 0 Opposed to accept MGL, Ch71 S71E, School Department Revolving Funds.
MOTION: The Budget and Finance Committee voted UNANIMOUSLY to recommend that the City
Council authorize the City to establish revolving funds for certain city departments under Massachusetts
General Laws, Chapter 44 S 53E1/2 for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2010, with the specific receipts
credited to each fund, the purposed for which each fund may be spent and the maximum amount that may
be spent from each fund for the fiscal year.
MOTION: On motion of Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary, the City Council
voted 9 In Favor 0 Opposed to authorize the City to establish revolving funds for certain city
departments under Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 44 S 53E1/2 for the fiscal year beginning
July 1, 2010, with the specific receipts credited to each fund, the purposed for which each fund may
be spent and the maximum amount that may be spent from each fund for the fiscal year.
FUND

Description

Authorized

Schools:
Fund 283007

Building Use

Fund 283008

Fund 283013

City:
Fund 29300

Revenue Source

Spending Limit

Fund Bal Restrictions

Fees/Charges

Expense/Salary

MGL C71

Avail
None
Balance

Transportation School

Contracts
Charters

Transport Services

$340,000

Avail
None
Balance

Prof Develop.

Fees/Charges

Training

$ 25,000

Avail
None
Balance

$ 4,500

Avail
None
Balance

City Hall User

School

Use of Fund

School

Michael Hale
DPW
Michael Hale

Fees

Fund 293005
None

Court Repairs

Fund 293006

Septic Loan

Jack Vondras
B of Health

Fees

Fund 293008

B/H Vaccine

Jack Vondras
B of Health

Grants

Fund 293012

Fire Training

Fire Chief

Donations

Fund 293013

RFR Study

Sarah Garcia

Fees

Fund 293014

B/H Dental

Jack Vondras
B of Health

Fund 293016

Solid Waste
Recycling

DPW Director

State Reimb

Janitor/Maintenance

Repairs

$ 5,000

N /A

Expenses/Salary

$ 22,500

Avail
None
Balance

Vaccinations

$ 19,000

Avail None
Balance

Training

$ 45,000

Avail
None
Balance

Radio Frequency

$ 20,000

Avail
None
Balance

Mass. Health

Child Dental

$300,000

Avail
None
Balance

Recycling

Mat/Supplies

$12,000

Avail
Balance

None

Fund 293017

City Clerk

Fund 293019

Vacant Bldg
($20K Cap)

City Clerk

Build. Insp

Fees

Fees

Archival
Preservation
Secure Vacant Bldgs

$18,000

Avail
None
Balance

$20,000

Avail
None
Balance

Councilor Hardy asked if there were further comments, or discussion, on the FY 11 Budget.
Councilor Whynott offered his congratulations.
Mayor Kirk stated that the most significant policy decision was to consolidate the school/city
buildings and grounds. She appreciates the collaboration between the schools and the city for
bringing this forward. She thanked the City Council for their support during this budget
process.
Councilor Hardy commended the Budget and Finance Committee for their work and research;
as well as Mr. Towne and Anne Marchand for their participation in the FY11 Budget process.
She commented that meetings flowed and questions were answered, resulting in resolutions.
Councilor Ciolino stated that the City Council and Mayor are working together to get the
financials in order. This budget is a reflection of new ideas.
Councilor Tobey gave a personal thank you to a group who has brought value and light to all,
and they are the people who are a part of the Gloucester School Department. He watched his
four daughters navigate their way through the public schools and looks back with gratitude and
affection.

ADJOURNMENT:
MOTION: It was moved, seconded, and voted UNANIMOUSLY to Adjourn the Special
City Council Meeting at 7:15 p.m
Respectfully submitted,
Anne Marchand

CITY COUNCIL AND
CITY COUNCIL STANDING COMMITTEE
Ordinances & Admininistration
Monday, June 14, 2010 – 5:30 p.m.
Kyrouz Auditorium – City Hall

Present: Chair, Councilor Sefatia Theken; Vice Chair, Councilor Ann Mulcahey, Councilor Steven
Curcuru (Alternate)
Absent: Councilor Tobey
Also Present: Councilor Paul McGeary; Councilor Jacqueline Hardy; Councilor Joseph Ciolino;
City Clerk, Linda T. Lowe; Jim Duggan

The meeting was called to order at 5:30 p.m. Items were taken out of order. There was a quorum
of the City Council.
1. Continued Business
A) Appointments & Reappointments (Continued from 05/17/2010 and 05/03/2010 respectively)
All appointees and reappointees were reminded of the new Open Meeting Law to take effect as of July 1,
2010; that their meeting minutes were filed with the City Clerk’s office; and were also asked to be sure
the results from taking the State’s Ethics exam on line were turned into the City Clerk’s office, if they had
not already done so.
Councilor Theken asked Mr. McLeod about the Gloucester Housing Authority as a separate entity from
the City and how they worked in conjunction with the City for which he gave a brief overview.
Councilor Mulcahey expressed complaints from constituents about the new cleaning contractor at
McPherson and Sheedy Park.
Mr. McLeod stated this cleaning company is under a one year contract. Supposedly it was being
addressed. If not he will have them back, and will get back to the Councilor by the following Wednesday.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Mulcahey, seconded by Councilor Theken, the Ordinances &
Administration Committee voted 2 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council the
reappointment of Michael McLeod to the Gloucester Housing Authority, TTE 05/28/2015.
Councilor Curcuru entered the meeting at 5:43 p.m.
Ms. Gaspe Beaubien’s appointment to the Tourism Commission came about due to the recent resignation
of Mona Faherty. Her appointment was referred by the City Council on 6/7/2010.
Ms. Gaspe Beaubien expressed her reasons to become a member of the Tourism Commission stating she
was a tourism industry professional and wished to contribute to their Commission to bring it to the next
level in the promotion of Gloucester as a tourist destination.
Councilor Theken spoke with Ms. Beaubien about her feelings on the Welcome Center and all the
groups involved in Gloucester in the City’s promotion. She was disappointed that there was a lack of
information on upcoming events within the City at the Center, and that there needed to be better
organization within the Center for the volunteers to have more information at their fingertips. She hoped
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that going forward Ms. Beaubien will help to bring unity to the Commission. She noted a new CATA bus
service of a trolley that will take you around the downtown areas. She wanted the Commission to focus
on things other than a brochure.
Councilor Mulcahey thanked Ms. Beaubien for her stepping forward, and thought she’d bring some
fresh, new ideas to the Tourism Commission encouraging her not to be afraid to speak up.
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 the
appointment of Alisa de Gaspe Beaubien to the Tourism Commission, TTE 02/14/2013.
Lorre Anderson in response to the question why she wished to serve on the Tourism Commission stated
she was a business owner on Main Street (The Black Swan) and previously had owned a business in
York, ME, another tourist town. She noted once people are here, they’re very impressed with the City and
want to come back and bring their friends. She felt the greatest issue was getting more exposure for the
City and bringing more people here believing she could help with that.
Councilor Hardy spoke of the different groups involved in tourism; that there has been some conflict as
to who sits on what board. She asked if there was some affiliation with another group that would deter
Ms. Anderson going forward in the best interest of the City of Gloucester serving on the Tourism
Commission.
Ms. Anderson felt that would not be the case, feeling she could help with that issue. She put together a
group downtown to represent the businesses called “Gloucester Downtown”. She felt it was a normal
process to have all of these people who are bright and active speaking up to create interest in tourism and
now was the time to blend these groups together into one voice.
Councilor Hardy stated Ms. Anderson, then, would be enforcing the belief that we should be pulling in
the same direction and not recreating what someone else has already done or is going to do.
Ms. Anderson reiterated they could all work together to coordinate, communicate and move forward.
Councilor Theken reviewed her comments on the Visitor Welcome Center to Ms. Anderson as she had
with Ms. Gaspe Beaubien.
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 the
appointment of Lorre Anderson to the Tourism Commission, TTE 02/14/2011.
Robert Stewart expressed his desire to continue to serve the City of Gloucester, citing his familiarity
with the City’s zoning ordinances and with the kinds of cases they review noting his flexibility to deal
with the kinds of complicated issues the City has before them.
The Committee and Councilors Hardy, McGeary, Ciolino expressed their support for the
reappointment of Mr. Stewart and thanked him for his continuing service to the City.
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 the
reappointment of Robert Stewart to the Zoning Board of Appeals, TTE 02/14/2013.
B) Order: CC2009-046 (Grow) Amend Chapter 17 of GCO re: Civil Service Ballot Measure &
Procedure for Selection of Chief of Police
Ms. Egan briefly reviewed the updated draft amendment to Chapter 17, Article II Police Department
numbered 17-16 through 17-32 with the Committee, noting the changes incorporated from suggestions of
the Councilors.
Councilor Theken noted the concerns of Councilor Tobey were addressed in this current version.
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MOTION: On motion by Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Mulcahey the Ordinances &
Administration committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to
AMEND the Gloucester Code of Ordinances Chapter 17 POLICE, Article II POLICE
DEPARTMENT in its entirety with language as provided by General Counsel AND TO
ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING.
C) CC2010-015 (Ciolino/Mulcahey) Amend GCO Sec. 290 “Parking meter zone-Off Street
Parking Areas” re: Manuel F. Lewis Street (Continued from 05/03/2010)
Councilor Theken noted parking on Manuel Lewis Street would be first-come, first-served to the parking
spaces for seniors on the street with a current Gloucester Senior beach parking sticker. Parking will know
not to ticket those vehicles without a Gloucester Senior beach parking sticker if they do not feed the
meters on Manuel Lewis Street. There will be no signs placed on the street.
Councilor Ciolino suggested that a sign be placed in the Senior Center to alert the seniors of this change.
He noted they do have the mechanism that when people get stickers that you could park in that area. It’s
the same principal on I4-C2. He believed this was the right thing to do.
Councilor Theken stated they’d be sure that the seniors were notified in their bulletin each week over the
next several issues to let them know of these changes.
Councilor Ciolino noted that the concept of using the current Gloucester beach parking stickers will also
be employed for the special event overflow parking for I4-C2 where people can park for free with
Gloucester beach parking stickers and felt they could build on this. He believed that allowing seniors to
park for free with a Gloucester senior beach parking on Manuel F. Lewis Street was the right thing to do
for the City’s senior citizens and was all for it.
Councilor Hardy asked if this was Monday through Friday or seven days per week. She also wondered
if there would be lost meter revenue.
Councilor Theken noted this would be for the seniors at any time a meter would be in effect just on
Manuel F. Lewis Street, and that this was on a first-come, first-serve and that Gloucester seniors would
not have to ‘pump’ the meter. However, if a vehicle didn’t have a current Gloucester senior beach
parking sticker, they’d have to feed the meter or be ticketed. She noted the continuance of the matter to
this meeting to see if the abutters would come regarding the center area of the parking lot for 9 spaces be
reserved for the Senior Center from 9 a.m. to 3 p.m. Monday through Friday. Abutters were sent a letter
notifying them of this meeting of O&A’s intentions. All the surrounding area around the Senior Center
will be by Gloucester Senior Beach parking sticker. Guests of the Senior Center will have to sign in and
get a temporary parking pass. She did note that business owners she had spoken with prior to the meeting
had no issues with the proposed changes.
Wayne Campbell, owner of the Liquor Locker, 287 Main Street felt this was fine for the parking spaces
to be designated in the lot; however, they can’t park on his private property which is a continuing
problem. He also noted the parking lot was not well maintained. The lines need repainting very badly.
People park their vehicles inappropriately. He hoped the City would label the lot properly.
Councilor Hardy wanted to remind the Chair that during the discussions on the matter they had asked
the Administration would be kind enough to go to the Center on a few of their busy days to sell senior
beach parking stickers.
The Committee agreed they would request that the DPW post signs at specific locations in the Manuel F.
Lewis Parking Lot for the existing 9 spaces parallel to the eight spaces adjacent to Rogers Street with
signage to read as follows:
“Parking for Rose Baker Senior Center Monday through Friday, 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. Only”;
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and would ask that the Administration send representatives from the Treasurer’s office to arrange with
Senior Center staff to sell the senior beach parking stickers for the seniors at the Senior Center at their
earliest convenience.
D) CC2010-023 (Tobey) Amend GCO Sec. 22-289 re: Main Street Parking Meter Time Limits
(Continued from 05/03/2010)
Councilor Theken stated this was to eliminated ‘feeding the meters’, and to possibly remove meters
from Main Street from Flanagan Square to Washington Street. She did her own little survey and found
that many businesses didn’t wish to see the meters removed. Councilor Tobey wanted to know what the
‘take’ was on the meters. The last time they took up this matter Mr. Towne let them know when they
institute their new ticketing system; it will be a lot harder to ‘feed the meters’. If you move beyond 500
ft. you can’t ticket the vehicle.
Councilor Ciolino felt there were two separate items on this order; one was to remove the meters and the
other was shuffling. At this time the City doesn’t have the means to police this change. The shuffling
part is worth looking into and developing because it is a major problem for downtown.
Councilor Theken reminded the Committee that State law says that as long as a person feeds the meter
and moves beyond 500 ft. after their time is up, they can do so and can’t be ticketed. She wanted an
ordinance that bans shuffling no matter where you park on Main Street. Mr. Towne did feel shuffling
would be reduced with their new hand-held ticketing system; but she would ask that Ms. Egan draft an
ordinance to designate no shuffling for Main Street.
Councilor Curcuru asked if the merchants downtown don’t wish to see the meters removed, why was
the O&A Committee still considering the possibility of removing them.
Councilor Theken responded in fairness she didn’t talk to every single business owner. She also hadn’t
heard the report from the CFO yet and didn’t feel they were ready to advertise for a public hearing on the
matter.
Councilor Ciolino understood that there was no shuffling ordinance. There wasn’t a basis for ticketing
the worst abusers.
Councilor Theken felt it should be for Main Street not for other areas. She was concerned if this was
City wide it could hurt other businesses away from the downtown area.
Ms. Lowe noted Councilor Tobey’s desire was just to have this on Main Street, especially the removal of
parking meters.
Councilor Theken summarized that the new ticketing method coming on line in July will make it easier
to enforce a new shuffling ordinance and wanted language from General Counsel for an ordinance
encompassing from Flanagan Square to the intersection of Main Street and Washington Street banning
shuffling on Main Street during the hours meters are enforced.
This matter was continued to the next O&A Meeting of June 28, 2010.
E) CC2010-025 (Hardy) Amend GCO Sec. 270.1 “Resident Parking Only” and Sec. 22-291 “Tow
Away Zones” re: entire length of High Street as well as all side streets
Councilor Hardy noted there are a couple of residents from Lanesville in attendance and expressed her
surprise that Mr. Ryan of the Traffic Commission was not there to walk them through it. There is an
effort in Lanesville to reestablish many of the parking signs that have been missing over the years due to
the North Gloucester sewer project and to reevaluate which sides of the streets folks can park on so as to
allow emergency vehicles to be able to pass through without impediment.
Councilor Mulcahey noted all of the signs that were taken down and wondered if they have to be
deleted.
Councilor Hardy stated that will come at a later time before O&A. Mr. Ryan and the Traffic
Commission have diligently researched whether or not these are duplicates and determined they aren’t.
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Councilor Theken stated those that were previously there and missing now do not need to come to this
Committee; they go through the DPW. If roadways need new or additional signage, that would come
before them. She spoke about examples of researching signs whether they already were on the books or
not.
Councilor Hardy noted the language at the Traffic Commission regarding GCO Sec. 22-270.1, resident
sticker parking only from May 1 through September 15 only and GCO Sec. 22-291 tow away zones by
adding Tucker Street, west side where it intersects with Washington Street for its entire length in a
southerly direction to a point at which it intersects with High Street. There was a great deal of discussion
at the Traffic Commission meeting where they agreed that the limitation of the dates, seasonally, would
be appropriate so that during holidays like Thanksgiving and Christmas would allow for residents and
their guests to park on the streets in front of their yards.
Jeff Ward, 27 High Street noted this effort stemmed from an ongoing situation in the vicinity of the Plum
Cove School and Vernon’s Quarry spearheaded by Councilor Hardy. This was a continuation of the
recent ordinance changes on Hickory and Sawyer Streets in order to eliminate some of the parking issues
with the quarries. He and Mr. Thibodeau are working on this also and wanted these changes for the High
Street area to be seasonal as a compromise of May 1 through September 15. There were reservations
expressed by some of the neighbors. There may be a way to have some sort of placard in the future for
vehicles. They will alert the neighbors to come out for the public hearing.
Mike Thibodeau, 10 Hickory Street noted what happens on High Street affects the situation on his street.
Their primary goal was to raise awareness on the part of the City as to the escalating unstable situation in
their neighborhood. He described the concerning situation at the Vernon’s Pit and got in touch with the
Police Chief, Councilor Hardy, Mr. Duggan and was pleased with the forward progress being made. It
has become too dangerous for the neighborhood to handle the situation on their own.
Councilor Hardy noted this action the Committee is being asked to undertake includes High Street, High
Street Place, Tucker, Day Avenue, and Young Avenue. There will be additional streets coming forward.
Because of what’s happening on Hickory and Sawyer Streets has prompted what is now being undertaken
for the other area streets.
Councilor Curcuru asked if these were on for a site visit.
Councilor Hardy indicated none of these were.
Councilor Theken asked how the resident parking would be designated.
Councilor Hardy related Mr. Ryan suggested that Lanesville would be the perfect target area to begin
the resident Gloucester Beach Parking sticker parking restrictions so that you would know what section of
the City folks were from and would be immediately evident. The resident beach sticker parking would be
on a trial basis and would have to create a special ordinance to bring that into the neighborhoods. This
would be for GCO Sec. 22-291 tow away zones.
Councilor Curcuru noted that this is something they talked about for Beach Court. They spoke about
having zones on the stickers. It was to protecting people in their areas. If you live in Ward 5, your sticker
would have a 5 on it, and you’d be able to park anywhere where there was established parking without
exception within Ward 5 but it would not be applicable in other wards of the City.
Councilor Theken expressed concern about limiting it to wards/zones. She felt that was unfair as a
resident she should be able to use her resident beach sticker for parking in many areas of the City and not
be restricted or limited on public streets by ward/zone.
Councilor Curcuru noted other communities already do this, Cambridge being a good example. He
noted Ward 3 has limited parking, and it is a problem. This was something he’d like to see go further.
Councilor Hardy expressed her concern the parking sticker issue may confuse the issue before them, and
noted this was indicated as resident Sticker Parking Only as it relates to the dates, which is seasonal, May
1 through September 15, and the only affiliation with resident parking. In the future if they do a test run
of the beach parking stickers, Mr. Ryan thought this would be an excellent place to start.
Mr. Ward pointed out that the Traffic Commission affirmed that the “Resident Sticker Parking” would
apply to those vehicles with current resident beach parking stickers during the May1 to September 15
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limitations to the on-street parking. This will be only on the streets they are discussing this evening and
did not apply to their previous actions on Hickory or Sawyer Streets.
Councilor Hardy responding to Councilor Mulcahey’s statement that what’s to stop other folks in the
City coming up these streets and parking to use the quarry noting that nothing created today can’t be
changed tomorrow. They’re trying to work with the neighborhood and the area residents; and this is the
first step.
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 22-270.1 “Resident Sticker Parking Only, May 1 to September 15 (Seasonal) by
adding:
• High Street both sides, from its intersection with Washington Street in a southerly direction
to the point at which it intersects with Tucker Street AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE
FOR PUBLIC HEARING.
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 22-291 Tow Away Zones by adding:
• High Street both sides, from its intersection with Washington Street in a southerly direction
to the point at which it intersects with Tucker Street AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE
FOR PUBLIC HEARING.
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 22-270.1 “Resident Sticker Parking Only, May 1 to September 15 (Seasonal) by
adding:
• High Street Place, both sides, from its intersection with High Street, beginning at its
intersection with High Street for its entire length in a southerly direction AND FURTHER
TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING.
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 22-291 Tow Away Zones by adding:
• High Street Place, both sides, from its intersection with High Street, beginning at its
intersection with High Street for its entire length in a southerly direction AND FURTHER
TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING.
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 22-270.1 “Resident Sticker Parking Only, May 1 to September 15 (Seasonal) by
adding:
• Young Avenue, both sides, from its intersection with Washington Street, beginning at its
intersection with Washington Street for its entire length in a southerly direction to the
point at which it intersects with High Street AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR
PUBLIC HEARING.
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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 22-291 Tow Away Zones by adding:
• Young Avenue, both sides, from its intersection with Washington Street, beginning at its
intersection with Washington Street for its entire length in a southerly direction to the
point at which it intersects with High Street AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR
PUBLIC HEARING.
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 22-270.1 “Resident Sticker Parking Only, May 1 to September 15 (Seasonal) by
adding:
• Day Avenue, both sides beginning at its intersection with High Street for its entire length in
a southerly direction AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING.
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 22-291 Tow Away Zones by adding:
• Day Avenue, both sides beginning at its intersection with High Street for its entire length in
a southerly direction AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING.
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 22-270 “No Parking at All Times” on the easterly side of Tucker Street AND TO FURTHER
ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING.
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 22-291 Tow Away Zones by adding the easterly side of Tucker Street AND TO
ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Mulcahey, seconded by Councilor Curcuru, the Ordinances &
Administration Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend t the City Council to amend
GCO 22-270.1 “Resident Sticker Parking Only, May 1 to September 15 (Seasonal) by adding:
• Tucker Street, western side, from its intersection with Washington Street, beginning at its
intersection with Washington Street for its entire length in a southerly direction to the
point at which it intersects with High Street AND TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC
HEARING.
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 22-291 Tow Away Zones by adding:
• Tucker Street, western side, from its intersection with Washington Street, beginning at its
intersection with Washington Street for its entire length in a southerly direction to the
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point at which it intersects with High Street AND TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC
HEARING.
F) CC2010-011 (Hardy) Order that City Council review the current Rules of Procedure in order to
bring them up to date (Continued from 05/17/2010)
This matter was continued to June 28, 2010.
2. CC2010-028 (Mulcahey) Amend GCO Sec. 22-287: delete 44 Warner Street, one handicapped
Parking space and add 46 Warner Street
Councilor Mulcahey noted that the person at 44 Warner Street passed away and that Ms. Duchene has
passed in her handicapped placard to prove her status.
Joan Duchane at 46 Warner Street stated she did need the space.
Councilor Curcuru stated he was at the Traffic Commission meeting when the matter was discussed and
was in favor of moving the handicapped space to #44 Warner Street.
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. 22-287 Disabled veteran, handicapped parking space by DELETING one handicapped
parking space at 44 Warner Street and ADDING one handicapped parking space at 46 Warner
Street AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING.
3. CC2010-029 (Hardy) Amend GCO Sec. 22-270 “Parking Prohibited at all Times” re: Dennison
Street
Councilor Hardy noted that the residents are in favor of no parking on the water side. The sign does not
need to be part of the action to be advertised.
Councilor Theken felt that all this had been previously discussed.
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) AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING.
4. CC2010-030 (Hardy) Amend GCO Sec. 22-291 “Tow Away Zones” re: Dennison Street
Councilor Hardy informed the Committee this request is the same information but to indicate a Tow
Away Zone for the southerly side of Dennison Street under GCO Sec. 22-291.
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) AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING.
5. CC2010-031 (Hardy) Amend GCO Sec. 22-269 “Stop Intersections” re: Leonard Street from its
Intersection with Rogers Lane
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Councilor Hardy noted that an overhead photograph was taken and at the Traffic Commission meeting
presented showing how as you come up Leonard Street as you get to the rise on the hill when you’re
already powering up picking up speed as you get to the top and plateau there is a home practically on the
street, no more than 2 feet from it that acts as a visual obstruction to the roadway. In addition, right there
is Rogers Lane. The Traffic Commission did a site visit and recommended a stop sign be placed there
and a white stop line should be painted on the roadway at that intersection.
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 it’s intersection with
Rogers Lane and that a wide white STOP line be painted on the roadway at said intersection AND
FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING.
6. CC2010-032 (Hardy/Mulcahey) Amend under GCO Sec. 22-93 “Marked crosswalks; yielding
right of way to pedestrians: Harbor Loop to add a crosswalk
Ms. Lowe informed the Committee that a communication was received from Harriet Webster, Executive
Director of the Maritime Heritage Museum who were requesting and endorsing the creation of a
crosswalk as being discussed by them now (on file).
Councilor Hardy noted that this has been in front of the Council several times. The Traffic Commission
had done their due diligence and made their measurements and recommendations and provided them
within their most recent minutes.
Councilor Mulcahey noted in 2007 the workup was done to make sure that the trailer trucks were not
displaced; that they were further back from the curve where it’s hard to see and that the walkway comes
down from the steps onto the proposed crosswalk. It would necessitate the removal of one parking meter.
They left ample space on either side of the crosswalk so that people will be seen when they’re crossing
the street, especially if there’s any large vehicles near the crosswalk. She approved it then as a member of
the Traffic Commission, but it did not move forward.
Ms. Lowe recommended deletion of any existing ordinances on a Harbor Loop crosswalk in the vicinity
of this proposed ordinance amendment before adding a new one.
Councilor Theken asked Ms. Lowe to investigate any existing old ordinances regarding the parking of
trailer trucks on Harbor Loop and on crosswalks within Harbor Loop.
Councilors Hardy and Mulcahey discussed the Traffic Commission referencing of their July 24, 2007
meeting on the matter and issues related to it.
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 under
GCO Sec. 22-93 “Marked crosswalks; yielding right of way to pedestrians by creating a crosswalk
at Harbor Loop from the bottom of the stairs at the back of the Fitz H. Lane building leading
across the street to the Solomon Jacobs Park – Heritage Center location (23 Harbor Loop) and
further to restrict all parking to a safe distance away from said crosswalk so as to have a safe lines
of sight and erect appropriate signage and to be in compliance with GCO Sec. 22-285(d) governing
trailer truck parking on Harbor Loop AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC
HEARING.
7. CC2010-033 (Hardy) Amend GCO Sec. 22-292 “Fire Lanes” re: Andrews Street along Lanes Cove
Seawall
Councilor Theken stated this matter was TABLED by the Traffic Commission until a site visit could be
conducted with area residents during a busy period to see the area at its most congested.
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This matter is continued and will return to the O&A Agenda upon a recommendation by the Traffic
Commission after the conclusion of their site visit.
8. CC2010-034 (Hardy) Amend GCO 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
Councilor Theken stated this matter was also TABLED by the Traffic Commission after discussions
with Councilor Hardy and area residents and will combine a site visit with CC2010-033 (Hardy)
concerning Andrews Street to also view the situation.
This matter is continued and will return to the O&A Agenda upon a recommendation by the Traffic
Commission after the conclusion of their site visit.
9. CC2010-035 (Hardy) Amend GCO Sec. 22-270 “Parking Prohibited at all Times” re: Leverett St.
Councilor Hardy spoke regarding the matter and that agreed at the Traffic Commission meeting to
change the easterly side to no parking for the entire length, while the westerly side would have a sign
installed.
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 AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING.
10. CC2010-036 (Tobey) (a) Rescinding for FY12 Budget Cycle the CSO debt shift enacted on May 25,
2010 and (b) instituting a stormwater fee system pursuant to the ordinance enacted September
2009
This matter was continued to June 28, 2010 as Councilor Tobey, who brought the matter before the
Committee, was not in attendance.
11. CC2010-040 (Whynott/McGeary/Verga) City Council to investigate possibility of removing the
restriction of “special events only” and amend the GCO Chapter 11 “Hawkers and Peddlers, and
Transient Vendors” §11-5(6), §11-8, and §11-10 for the Stage Fort Park vendor site
No action was taken by the Committee on this matter.
12. Request by CAO Jim Duggan regarding a fee structure and recommendations of the DPW Director
for temporary parking on the Parcel known as I4-C2 under City Charter Sec. 7-16(a)
Mr. Duggan provided a memo dated 06/14/2010 from the DPW Director to the Mayor requesting
approval of parking fees for 65 Rogers Street. The memo is on file. He then reviewed for the Committee
that under City Charter, Sec. 7-16(a) any rate, fee or other charge must be referred by the Director of
Public Works to the Mayor for her review and was presenting that to them now. The proposed plan
mirrors the fee structure of Stage Fort Park, with a 2010 City of Gloucester Beach Parking Sticker parking
will be free; all others will be charged:
• passenger car/truck of $10.00
• Buses $25.00.
Councilor Theken questioned if this would be for just this lot, 65 Rogers Street or would they be looking
for an ordinance change.
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Mr. Duggan responded this would be specifically for this lot only.
Councilor Theken asked Ms. Egan if this matter needed an ordinance.
Ms. Egan responded they simply needed to add it under the Beach and Stage Fort Park regulations.
Councilor Theken asked if this would have a temporary date on the change.
Mr. Duggan stated he didn’t expect this to be permanent; however, if the Councilor wished to make it
temporary for the 2011 fiscal year he didn’t have any issue with that.
Councilor Theken expressed her concern the possibility of I4-C2 being left as a parking lot.
Councilor Curcuru recalled it didn’t fall under the criteria for this area, that it could never be permanent
as it wouldn’t be allowed under the DPA which Mr. Duggan confirmed.
Councilor Theken stated she knew that under the DPA and Chapter 91 nothing was permanent; but
nothing said it couldn’t stay there for another two years. We all said the lot was going to go forward until
a permanent solution for the lot was found. But if they leave it open air parking, they don’t know what
will happen because it’s not on the books.
Councilor Theken asked if under the Eminent Domain this could stay as a parking facility.
Ms. Egan responded no.
Councilor Theken continued that they have to work towards economic development to expand and
utilize the lot starting by the Administration holding listening posts to determine what they’re going to do
with it. In the meantime this can stay a parking lot for all that time. If it takes five or six years before
they do anything with it, it will remain a parking lot.
Councilor Curcuru asked if the Councilor was asking if the Administration would have to come forward
every year to O&A to ask to use the lot for open air overflow event parking.
Councilor Theken qualified her statement that she realized they wouldn’t have to come forward to ask
each year because the lot wouldn’t likely have a plan within the very next year. It would take at least a
year just for the listening posts; and she wasn’t worried about this Administration’s commitment.
Mr. Duggan stated what was before the Committee was the parking fee structure for their approval.
With regard to any long-term use, that was not on the table at this time.
Councilor Theken stated she wanted to see an end date for the fee structure. She didn’t pay $1.5 million
for a parking lot or a park. If it went on the books open-ended, she felt there would be no impetus to push
the matter forward to look for a final solution to the empty lot. She wished to see the Administration
come forward to the City Council with a plan for the lot. And if they could not, she would want them to
come forward to explain why they were still in the same place. She was concerned about the rules being
followed when the Council had made changes in regulations. She wanted to protect the City that I4-C2
doesn’t end up for years and years as a special event overflow parking lot. She wanted the next
Administration, whoever it may be, to come forward to ask for a continuation of the fee structure and tell
the Council why and where they are on forward movement on their plans for the lot.
Mr. Duggan stated for the record that at this point the parking on I4-C2 will be temporary over the course
of the next year, potentially leading into two years. Beyond that he didn’t believe that the State would
even allow that in any shape or form.
Councilor Theken asked Ms. Egan if she agreed with that.
Ms. Egan stated it is valid to limit the ability to assess parking fees to two years.
Councilor Theken stated there’s nothing wrong with coming back each year, with whomever the Mayor
is, to answer to the City Council what is happening on that lot and request the permission for the fees
again. The Mayor should have no problem with this commitment.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Mulcahey, seconded by Councilor Curcuru voted 3 in favor, 0
opposed to recommend to the City Council under the City Charter, Sec. 7-16(a) to charge for
interim special event parking at the parcel known as I4-C2, 65 Rogers Street, for fees in a two year
term ending in 2013 as follows:
•
•

Current City of Gloucester Beach Parking Sticker: free
Passenger car/truck: $10.00

Ordinance & Administration
•

06/14/2010

Buses: $25.00

A motion was made, seconded and voted unanimously to adjourn at 7:40 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Dana C. Jorgensson
Clerk of Committees
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CITY COUNCIL
AND CITY COUNCIL STANDING COMMITTEE
Planning & Development
Wednesday, June 16, 2010 – 6:30 p.m.
1st Fl. Council Conference Rm. – City Hall
Present: Chair, Councilor Joseph Ciolino; Vice Chair, Councilor Robert Whynott; Councilor Greg
Verga
Absent: None
Also Present: Councilor Jacqueline Hardy; Councilor Paul McGeary; Al Kipp; David Tucker;
Peter Williamson; Paul Rogers; John Linquata; Fire Chief Phil Dench; Police Chief Michael Lane;
Anthony Giacalone; Anne Ziergiebel; Attorney Robert Coakley; Attorney Lisa Mead; Christina
Passanisi; Lenny Linquata; Daniel Swimm; John McNiff, Jr.
The meeting was called to order at 6:30 p.m. Items were taken out of order. 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
12/09/2010)
Councilor Ciolino reviewed the history of the matter noting that the petition had been originally brought
before P&D in October of 2009, and was last heard on December 9, 2009 and that at that time the
Committee asked to place this on the agenda for this evening and have the Building Inspector take stock
of the situation with the wall plantings. The issue of the propagation of vegetation on the wall remains
unresolved to date.
Anthony Giacalone, represented Nino Ciamartaro, owner of 85-89 Bass Avenue explained ivy was
planted that was specified, in hopes it would thrive and grow down the wall, which failed and remains an
ongoing problem. There’s only 6” of top soil in the wall “pockets in a wall with an elevation of
approximately 26 ft. in some areas. They’ve planted twice; the first time with mums because they could
not find enough ivy to cover the wall and in order to meet the criteria of the Council as specified. Both
the mums and ivy plantings have failed. It is now being overwhelmed by weeds. No matter how much
maintenance is done, nothing will survive. He proposed to the Committee to do some tree plantings in
the parking lot on the front line of the parking lot that faces the wall, and trees at the base of the wall.
They felt it would be more pleasing to the eye. He asked for a modification of the original condition and
be granted permission to put plantings in the driveway which will grow to 25 ft. tall. Wolf Hill
Landscaping has given them a quote. They’ll be 8-10 ft trees at planting. There’ll be four at the front
boundary line and two at the back of the parking lot where the electrical posts are. He felt it would please
the neighbors, be more practicable, and be a good compromise. There is no way of maintaining plantings
on the wall. When the wall went up, the planters were a part of the wall system. Because of
neighborhood concerns they agreed to and had professionals choose and install plants. After thousands of
dollars they recognized it would be an ongoing problem. They are proposing to take the soil out of the
pockets; pressure wash the wall, and let it age naturally.
Councilor Ciolino expressed concern regarding choice of tree stating he had one in his yard. It is a nice
ornamental tree but thought the salt and sand would adversely impact it. He didn’t feel the species was a
good choice. It was a harsh environment.
Mr. Giacalone did discuss this with Wolf Hill and expressed the same concerns; but they still felt it was
a good choice. They will check out other nurseries about a more appropriate species.
Councilor Ciolino suggested a tougher species with the conditions there, and suggested looking into
what the plantings were at the traffic island on Mondello Square.
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Councilor Whynott thought the wall was attractive, and didn’t feel there was anything wrong with it.
Councilor Ciolino noted that the neighbors thought the wall was ugly. Since nothing can grow on the
wall, growing something in the parking lot will help to distract the eye to something green.
Councilor McGeary asked about possible cascading plants from the top of the wall.
Mr. Giacalone stated that the land at the top of the wall was private property owned by the abutter; and
that sending someone up to that height to maintain plantings was risky even if it could be arranged with
the private property owner.
Councilor Ciolino stated thought they should continue this until June 16, 2011 and ask the Building
Inspector, Mr. Sanborn, to review the plantings and ask him to come back and make a report to the
Committee.
Councilor Hardy suggested that this was a change in the original permit that the wall be planted. He’s
asking for a change in the permit and she thought it would need to be approved by the Council.
Councilor Ciolino noted his conversation with Ms. Lowe, City Clerk, who thought just putting this
forward to review for next year, would be appropriate because they’re responding to a petition of the
residents.
Councilor Hardy expressed she differed with that perception; that the matter had been dragging on for
years now, especially since the neighbors were not represented there that evening and are not able to have
a say as to whether they will accept the trees. If they accept the trees, she would be all for it. This was a
violation of the special council permit. She reiterated if the neighbors agree to it, she’ll agree to it. But
she was on the original City Council when the Special Council Permit was approved. They had all agreed
that as long as the neighbors agreed that as long as the plantings were on the wall it was acceptable. She
thought last time there was a maintenance plan to go along with the planting of the vines to ensure their
propagation.
Mr. Giacalone noted that when the condition was put on the wall for planting, there were no landscaping
companies who could provide them with enough plants that were specified by Hancock Engineering and
approved by the City. They just couldn’t locate them even though they were willing to pay whatever it
took. He did inform the City of their plans. They put mums in to make it look nice; not ever thinking this
would be taking the place of the ivy.
Councilor Hardy reiterated they were told the mums would come back the next year because the vines
weren’t growing. She felt the neighbors had to agree to the tree plantings. Otherwise she thought it
would have to go before the City Council for a revision and let the Council vote to decide on the revision
of whether the trees are acceptable.
Mr. Giacalone felt it was important to get this resolved and do the right thing as quickly as possible. If
they continue this to 2011, and continuing the existing conditions on the property now which are allowing
him to clean the wall and put plantings in the parking lot.
Councilor Hardy disagreed that the permit allows for the owner to put plantings in the parking lot as
opposed to the wall.
Councilor Ciolino posed that the wall is not going to support plantings.
Councilor Hardy responded then it should go before the City Council, and let the City Council make the
decision as to whether or not they want to amend the Special Council Permit that they enacted.
Councilor Verga stated Councilor Hardy’s point wondered if the neighbors had been informed of what
was going on. We don’t want to spin our wheels and go ahead and then have the neighbors out there
protesting. He felt the neighbors needed to be involved.
Councilor Hardy suggested the neighbors may even be able to have input as to the kind of trees they’d
like to see planted.
Mr. Giacalone had no problem with that. He didn’t understand why he was not able to plant trees on the
property as it was private property.
Councilor Hardy responded that they could plant all the trees they wanted but they’d still have to plant
the wall according to the Special Council Permit.
Mr. Giacalone, if he understood correctly, that the matter was going to be continued to 2011. So as far
as the wall planting, it would still be continued and up for review then.
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Councilor Hardy stated if they wanted to bring the neighbors in, and they’re OK with it; she’d have no
problem with it. But the Special City Council Permit should be amended to allow the trees.
Councilor Ciolino thought that would be the case but was told they didn’t have to. They didn’t have the
permit in front of them; it was the neighbor’s petition.
Councilor Hardy stated the neighbors were not here to answer whether this was acceptable. It is their
petition and discussed with Councilor Ciolino about is suggestion that they continue the matter for two
weeks and ask the neighbors to come in to express their opinion or they move it forward to City Council
and have the neighbors come there, and felt having them back to P&D so they could come to an
agreement would be more appropriate.
Councilor McGeary understood Mr. Giacalone’s desire to plant trees doesn’t require a modification to
the permit; the modification would be required to remove the condition of the planting of the wall. In that
sense, you could continue the hearing for a year on whether or not to pull the requirement on planting the
wall and Mr. Giacalone could go ahead and plant his trees. He felt the point was well taken to get the
neighbors in before P&D to fully discuss the matter before Mr. Giacalone did the planting to see what
they had to say.
Mr. Giacalone felt that it was reasonable noting he’s on good terms with the neighbors and has had open
conversations with them. And he felt many would be happy with the plantings in the parking lot. He
would welcome their input at the next P&D meeting.
Councilor Ciolino and the Committee agreed that the matter would be continued and suggested Mr.
Giacalone speak to Mike Hale or Mark Cole at the DPW for suggestions on what kinds of trees would
thrive in a parking lot and bring with him his updated plans for the plantings at that time.
The matter was continued to June 30, 2010 and the neighbors who brought the petition would be invited
to attend.
B) CC2010-016 (Verga) Request filed with City Clerk’s Office on March 19, 2010 re: Lot on the
corner of Concord Street and Rt. 128 (Continued from 06/02/2010)
Councilor Ciolino stated on a zoning law requirement, the time to hear this matter before the City
Council has passed. The Planning Board did hear it, so it was not a waste of time. They will have
Councilor Verga to resubmit this to the City Council; and it would move more quickly with the Planning
Board’s review having already been concluded.
Kathy Hurlburt, 6 Causeway Street stated she didn’t know why the City would not want the property’s
zoning to revert to its original zoning. The neighbors want it changed. If the Planning Board thought
that it shouldn’t be changed because the City has plans for it then she wished the City would come
forward with that. They could be using it as a staging area for the CSO. As it stands now no one has told
her any reason not to change it. They don’t want a shopping center there in the future, so the neighbors
want it changed.
Councilor Ciolino understood how it is zoned now would be better off for all the neighbors.
Ms. Hurlburt questioned how that could be. The neighbors don’t use the property. She also requested a
copy of the Planning Board minutes where they took up the matter.
Councilor Verga stated they didn’t have the Planning Board minutes. They requested them officially at
their last meeting. At the last Planning & Development meeting they simply continued the matter. He
noted Demoulas has been pretty quiet on this issue and doesn’t seem interested to be a part of this
conversation.
Councilor Ciolino stated they will take this up again, and when they do a letter will be sent to Demoulas
asking them to join the Committee at their meeting. If they don’t show up they’ll continue the matter.
They’ll get it through this time around.
Ms. Hurlburt stated they want the zoning changed. The City can bring it back to change the zoning or
Demoulas can do it. Or citizens of 10 can bring it back.
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Councilor Ciolino understood that the City Council made a promise if the project didn’t go the zoning
would revert back; and that’s a promise they have to follow through on.
Councilor Whynott added that Demoulas said they wouldn’t stand in the way of it being reverted to its
original zoning.
Councilor Hardy suggested that the Committee make a motion to send the original order back to the City
Council to be re-referred to the Planning Board which would jump start this. The Planning Board would
be able to hear it again and send the Committee their recommendation without extra weeks going by.
MOTION: On motion by Council Verga, seconded by Councilor Whynott, the Planning &
Development Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to send CC2010-016 (Verga) Request filed
with City Clerk’s Office on March 19, 2010 re: Lot on the corner of Concord Street and Rt. 128 be
resubmitted to the City Council in order re-refer it out to the Planning Board and the Planning &
Development Committee.
2. Memo from Police Chief re: Fishtown Horribles Parade 2010 application AND COM2010-028:
Request from the Fishtown Horribles Parade Committee re: permit for July 3, 2010 parade
Al Kipp, 32 Eastern Avenue stated that there has been a suggestion about changing the parade route of
the Fishtown Horribles Parade, to go up Main Street. He had taken measurements on Main Street, Rogers
Street, up and down the whole area, looking at the whole big picture. He understood the gridlock, but it
has been that way for 22 years. It has never changed. He understood about opening up that artery by
going up Main Street; but once leaving Main Street, you’ll still have the gridlock. The dimensions on
Main Street are not appropriate and certainly not wide enough for the size of their parade. They have
bands with 100 members, 150 members. With the overhanging trees, it’s not possible. Floats would be
limited in height because of those overhanging trees. He also expressed concern for the safety of the
spectators as well that they would be opening up a door to safety hazards. People will sit in the street
with their chairs. The summary (on file) showed the widths and that the parking on Main Street would
shut it down and create even more gridlock. He understood the reasons for wanting to change it; but to
the Horribles Parade Committee felt it was not possible. In his 22 years, there has never been a problem.
It is also a matter of getting emergency vehicles through on Main Street.
Lenny Linquata, 4 Reef Knot Way spoke as a concerned citizen was for the parade and was not against
the tradition; and was for all of it. He found that there are issues that present themselves with a simple
solution that he has presented to the Council, the Fire and Police Chiefs, the Traffic Commissioner and
the Mayor. One on one they seem to agree and then somehow become undecided. The fact that they
have the Horribles Parade before the Committee for a permit was a step in the right direction as it is the
first time they’ve been before the City to even ask for a permit. His concern was for the end of the
parade. He lives in Riverdale; and it takes him two hours to get home after the conclusion of the parade
from Rogers Street to Riverdale; and felt it was unreasonable. It is not safe. There are no revenues to the
City from this parade. The parade route should stay much as it is now. It should stage at the High
School, proceed down the Boulevard, and at Tally’s Corner rather than go down to Rogers Street, it
should go up Main Street until it gets to Pleasant Street. It is only two blocks. It is not a change for the
entire parade route; they’re talking about two blocks. He believed if they did this, they’d find when the
last float leaves Tally’s Corner, there’d be an open thoroughfare through the City. Rogers Street would
be passable east and west, and the Boulevard would be free and clear. The way it is presently set up both
Main and Rogers Streets are simultaneously closed down. Two main arteries that run east to west parallel
to each other are blocked for the entire time of the parade – egress and access to the entire City for the
length of the parade. He understood Main Street was narrower. There should be a total ban on Main
Street for parking from Tally’s corner to Pleasant Street leaving that entire length open. If, in fact, the
west end is narrower, and believed that it was, you would have to limit the amount of people in those
particular areas. But to say that the vehicles can’t negotiate in and out of this area is not true. When the
traffic study was done, they sent the hook and ladder truck up Main Street in the opposite direction. It
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worked. They, as merchants in the downtown area, are looking to reverse the traffic on Main Street, and
that discussion is active. The fact that a private parade would go out and sell vending space on a public
road without a permit he could handle. But to do so at the inconvenience of the entire population of the
City preventing them from getting home at a reasonable time after the parade is over, he had a problem
with that. He reiterated he is only speaking as a private citizen and was not opposed to the parade. He
told Mr. Tucker if they changed the route he would be more than willing to support the parade.
Councilor Ciolino noted they permit St. Peter’s Fiesta, and they sell vendor sites on the sidewalk. This is
the first time the new Council has asked them to come before them; and they have. It is their first time.
This is the way they’ve done it for years by selling those vending spots. The precedent has been set. It is
how they create revenue.
Mr. Kipp asked Mr. Linquata when the test was done with Ladder 1, what time of day it was.
Councilor Ciolino stated it was done at 10 a.m. on a Saturday with the largest trailer truck Gorton’s
could offer up. The trailer truck negotiated Main Street with cars parked on either side with no problem;
also it was tested with a bus.
Mr. Kipp noted it would mean everyone would have to move. The bands, flags, floats, parade
participants being moved to one side on Main Street for emergency vehicles would be difficult; and how
do you limit folks on the sidewalks in the West End? This is a public event.
Councilor Ciolino stated he’d spoken with Mr. Kipp about their keeping people on the sidewalks.
Mr. Kipp pointed out that the outcroppings of the Main Street; some are raised. Marchers are focused
forward, and Main Street poses many potential trip hazards. Their main concern is the safety of all
involved; and Main Street, to the Parade Committee, is unsafe area to bring a parade.
Mr. Linquata understood the nubbins create a problem. But once the parade leaves Rogers Street, they
go to Manuel F. Lewis Street. There are nubbins there; and once you enter onto Main Street there is a
problem there too. It’s a straight run up to Pleasant Street. There isn’t any place an emergency vehicle
can’t get to. The fact that they’ve not have an incident for over 22 years was luck. It is their job to plan
and to develop for the safety and security for the people of this community. It is after the parade when
this is a gridlocked City. That is the safety hazard, not during the parade.
Chief Lane noted after last year’s parade, Mr. Linquata approached him and proposed going up Main
Street the wrong way. He suggested Mr. Linquata get a consensus of business people on Main Street; go
to the Chamber of Commerce about closing Main Street for a half day and then go to P&D with the
consensus. He didn’t see any other business people there supporting this notion. He felt the West End
was narrow once you got past Larson’s. The trees are overhanging and felt there would be parade issues.
He didn’t think there was that big a safety issue. He conceded that people do stick around for the
fireworks after the parade and that does create congestion downtown. He suggested the parade come
down the Boulevard, go to Tally’s Corner, take a left and go up Washington Street, take a right onto
Prospect Street, go to Railroad Avenue, take a left onto Railroad Avenue, go past the Rhumb Line, take a
right on Washington Street. Now you have Main and Rogers Streets clear. It’s just an alternative. He
suggested it’s too late to have a route discussion for this year’s parade. They should have been talking
about this back in February or March. He also wanted to know what the other merchants thought.
Councilor Ciolino stated that there are the block parties where they shut down Main Street. They put up
warning signs and then stop the parking at 3 p.m. to block Main Street. It can be done. They do it all the
time now.
Chief Dench noted having heard from both sides this evening; he thought Chief Lane’s parade route
alternate was the best solution of all.
Chief Lane at the Councilors’ urging restated the route he proposed of leaving the High School, to the
Boulevard, to Tally’s Corner, left on Washington, take a right on Prospect Street, Prospect to Railroad
Avenue back out to Washington Street and go to the rest of the regular route. Now Main and Rogers is
clear.
Chief Dench followed up with anytime anything takes place on Main or Rogers Streets, it’s a problem to
the Fire Department to try and maneuver. There’s the Sidewalk Days, the Block Parties. He thought
having Rogers Street clear it would be helpful. No matter what, they have to breach the parade to go out
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on an emergency call. He thought that made more sense to open up Rogers Street. He didn’t know about
the parade marchers issues though. Rogers Street leaving it open and felt the parade route. Having
Rogers and Main Streets blocked made getting to East or West Gloucester, Lanesville, Magnolia, very,
very difficult. Moving the route as Chief Lane proposed made more sense.
Chief Lane wondered if the change in parade route to go up Washington Street would be long enough.
Mr. Kipp thought it was something they could look at. Its two weeks away from the parade now which
David Tucker also expressed was his concern.
Councilor Verga asked Mr. Linquata what he thought of Chief Lane’s proposal, “Plan C”.
Mr. Linquata happened to like “Plan C” and agreed with Mr. Kipp about his concern changing it this
year. It was his concern that the precedent that is being set regarding events that stage in the downtown
area. The precedent, he felt, was bad. He’d like to see a more comprehensive plan with regard to as to
how it affects the community overall. He has a problem with events staging in the center of the
community.
Mr. Tucker stated as far as a permit being done, they’ve always gone to the Fire and Police Chiefs, given
them a record of their route and got their permission; and that’s all they had to do. They also got the
permits for the vending spots which help to pay for the parade.
Peter Williamson stated they carry insurance on the parade. If after the parade there were no fireworks,
it would still take a great deal of time to reach his home near the Rockport Line on Thatcher Road. How
does changing the parade change anything?
Councilor Ciolino stated that there were all these events in town, but no calendar. This new Council
decided that it was important to clarify the situation. They want this before them to have this dialog.
Everything can be improved, and that’s what they were here for that evening.
Mr. Williamson noted they’re all committed to this. Two and a half weeks before the parade makes any
changes at this point extremely difficult. But they would be willing to discuss it for next year.
Mr. Linquata made clear this is not an indictment on the parade itself. It is strictly a discussion about
where this parade should go and how the City should be run during and after the parade – that’s all. It is
a great traditional event.
Councilor McGeary asked Mr. Linquata if he understood that he would be willing to work with the
Fishtown Horribles Parade Committee.
Mr. Linquata had no problem with things being done the way they are now. He felt that the people in
the community need to understand the situation. He understood the time limitations for this year. He
would like a commitment that this route would be changed next year.
Mr. Tucker pointed out there is a lot of events in the City that inconvenience the community.
Councilor McGeary was unclear on the relationship of changing the route and alleviating traffic
occasioned by the fireworks.
Councilor Whynott stated Mr. Linquata spoke to him about his plan, and it sounded good to him. He
thought having Rogers Street clear was a good thing. Then he listened to the parade committee and the
Chiefs; and it looked like the West End of Main Street will cause a lot of problems. He thought it was a
great dialog was a good thing. He thought the route proposed by Chief Lane was a good idea, which
seemed to be about the same length. He didn’t think anyone could guarantee they would change the
route next year. But they could guarantee they would talk about it again in the new year where everyone
will have input and try to do something that makes as many people happy as possible.
Chief Lane noted Councilor McGeary came up with a good idea of using Middle Street to go up to
Washington if they found the standard trucks had trouble on the beginning of Washington Street.
Chief Dench noted Mr. Linquata approached him right after the parade last year also. He thought some
of Mr. Linquata’s arguments sounded reasonable. He mentioned the road races and the triathlon. Those
are good for the City of Gloucester and worked well. The key was the planning. To get ready for those
races, they’ve had meetings for weeks. The parade should have been brought up a long time before this.
It is a good dialog and some of these issues can be worked out to make it safer for everyone and make it a
lot easier.
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Councilor Verga felt there was universal agreement that it was too late to do anything for this year. But
since our two safety experts think there could be an improvement to the route for next year, and then it
will be able to be discussed sooner.
Councilor Hardy would like to commit to this group she’ll be looking for another route moving the
parade away from Rogers Street and if at all possible away from Main Street. In today’s world, the Fire
and Police need to get where they need to quickly. The world is changing; and this parade didn’t start 22
years ago; it was much further back than that. She was committed to work with whoever wishes to work
together with the Council, P&D to take it away from Rogers Street.
Chief Lane interjected that the Police are willing to sit in on any dialog.
Councilor Hardy stated that is what this Committee does which is to bring the community here to
discuss it for the benefit of everybody.
Chief Lane suggested that they all sit down together way before this time next year to make a better
route. They’ll patrol whatever route they have. It’s just got to be safe for everybody.
Councilor Whynott would like to see it off Rogers Street. This shows one person can move mountains.
Mr. Williamson noted there are many events that cause issues and wants to see things fairly handled.
Mr. Kipp in closing stated they were not closed to change. It’s too late this year. Let’s start earlier, say
January and look at alternative routes, which is now at 1.2 miles.
Councilor Whynott noted that it’s not like they’re not giving anything back.
Councilor Ciolino also noted that the Police and Fire are provided by the City.
Councilor Hardy suggested would the Committee to continue this matter to the first meeting in February
and put it on the Agenda for February 2011.
Councilor Ciolino noted that they understood that they want to liberate Rogers Street. He wanted to see
a plan to circumvent Rogers Street next year. He puts on the Christmas Parade and understood their
difficulties in funding a parade. He appreciates the difficulty of putting on a parade.
Mr. Kipp wondered if they came up with a different route in 2011; do it as a test; if the City is still in
dead gridlock that it goes back to its original route.
Councilor Hardy believed they were not ready to make a promise like that.
Councilor Ciolino stated they’ll be back every year before the Committee like everyone else; and that if
a route didn’t work they’d tweak it then next year when they come before the Committee again. They’ll
have time to think about it. It is no reflection on the Horribles Parade Committee. This is the gold
standard for parades in the City. It is well organized. It is a family day, and they do a good job.
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 permit
the 2010 Fishtown Horribles Parade on July 3, 2010 starting at 6:00 p.m. from the Gloucester High
School parking lot to Centennial Avenue onto Stacy Boulevard to Main Street to Washington Street
proceeding down Rogers Street to Manuel F. Lewis Street to Main Street to Pleasant Street to
Prospect Street to Railroad Avenue to Washington Street to Centennial Avenue to Emerson Avenue
to Lincoln Avenue returning to the Gloucester High School parking lot with the following
conditions:
1. A Certificate of Insurance naming the City of Gloucester the certificate holder to be on file 7
business days in advance of the event in the City Clerk’s Office;
2. A Letter of Understanding between the 2010 Fishtown Horribles Parade Committee and the
City of Gloucester School Department indicating permission to use the grounds of Gloucester
High School as a staging area for the parade be on file 7 business days in advance of the event
in the City Clerk’s Office;
3. That Memorandums of Endorsement with the Fire and Police Departments for the parade be
on file 7 business days in advance of the event in the City Clerk’s Office;
4. A written plan of the parade route with attendant map indicating times of start and estimated
finish be on file 7 business days in advance of the event in the City Clerk’s Office.
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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 requests that the Fishtown Horribles
Parade Committee submit a letter in January 2011 to begin the discussion of revising the route
their July 3, 2011 Parade to the Planning & Development Committee.
3. SCP2010-006: 474 Washington Street, Sec. 5.5.4 Lowlands
Councilor Ciolino noted that the applicant, Anne M. Ziergiebel had submitted all proper documentation
and that it was all received in a timely fashion and that all had appropriate City departments had signed
off on the application.
Anne Ziergiebel submitted the affidavit of the notice to the abutters to the Committee. She explained she
was applying for a pier with a seasonal float and ramp on 474 Washington Street extending into the Mill
River. She had an Order of Conditions from the Conservation Commission (ConCom); and had approval
from the Army Corps of Engineers, Appendix C, Category 1 form; and had a Chapter 91 simplified
waterways license all of which has been filed. The structure sequence submitted by Brad Murray
involves three pre-made 24’x 4’ sections of a pier, a 30’ ramp, and a10’ x 20’ float anchored on rocks
conforming to ConCom’s specifications. They have made amendments to the plan based on the
recommendations of the Army Corps of Engineers and the ConCom.
Councilor Whynott thought all appeared to be in order.
Councilor Verga agreed with Councilor Whynott that everything was covered.
Councilor Hardy noted it is in her ward. There are quite a few homes that already have piers off the
back of their properties.
Ms. Ziergiebel noted the structures are seasonal.
Councilor Hardy asked if this would be further out into out the channel than existing ones now there.
Ms. Ziergiebel stated no, they don’t come close to the channel. The structure is still 30’ from the channel
at low tide; navigation will not be impeded at all.
Councilor Hardy asked if she would be opposed to another neighbor was asking for the same thing.
Ms. Ziergiebel stated no; she would welcome any project that does no harm.
Councilor Hardy stated in the six years she’d been representing Ward 4, she had not had any complaints
of anyone there. She’d only been asked for assistance in getting these applications through. The
Harbormaster has never had any difficulties there nor had she heard any report of any. She would be
supporting this application.
Councilor Ciolino stated at low tide they’d be totally dry, which Ms. Ziergiebel confirmed. He asked if
she would be using this strictly for their use that they’d not be renting out the pier to others.
Ms. Ziergiebel stated emphatically that it would be for her family use only.
Councilor Ciolino stated the Planning and Development Committee finds 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 can endorse this Special Council Permit.
Councilor Hardy asked if there was a memo from the Shellfish Warden.
Ms. Ziergiebel stated they did get that and that a copy would be placed on file.
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)
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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, AND FURTHER TO
ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING.
A recess was called at 8:00 p.m.
The Committee reconvened at 8:03 p.m.
4. SCP2010-007: 168 Eastern Avenue, Sec. 2.2 and Sec. 5.19
Councilor Ciolino asked for a clarification on who the applicants were.
Attorney Coakley, representing Abbie Morgan, LLC, stated Abbie Morgan it is comprised of several
individuals and a couple of managers. and that LLC’s have managers, of which Jay McNiff (present this
evening) is one of them; they’re akin to a corporation but doesn’t have officers.
Councilor Ciolino noted that the Affidavit of the Notice to the Abutters was received from Attorney
Coakley for this Special Council Permit as were all appropriate documents received in a timely manner as
were all sign offs from City departments.
Attorney Robert Coakley stated the property is at 168 Eastern Avenue. He showed the Committee an
aerial photograph of the property and described it to the Committee. Up to six years ago this was the
CATA bus terminal. Abbie Morgan, LLC purchased that property and for the last several years have
been renting it out to a warehouse operation that has now left. Mr. Swimm runs the Meineke shop on
Bass Avenue. He had his clients are in agreement in principal to purchase this property for his business.
The application is for motor vehicle services, fueling, service and repair. However, they’re not looking
for fueling.
Councilor Ciolino noted part of Mr. Swimm’s current business is selling used cars. There is no
mention of selling of used cars in the application.
Attorney Coakley stated that was true as it was not a jurisdictional issue with the City Council; that is a
permit out of the Clerks Office.
Councilor Whynott noted that the Building Inspector must also inspect the site in order to obtain that
permit.
Attorney Coakley noted they did file a placeholder permit until they could get the Special Council
Permit. As in so many business transactions, things come up quickly. They didn’t want to miss an
opportunity to file and go through the process with the City Council in order to gain the permit on this.
This property is in an EB district. It is the most generous zoning for businesses except for the type
they’re looking for. The type this business is permitted as a matter of right nowhere in the City. He noted
Gloucester Dispatch, a trucking operation, is next door to their site, and before their site is Mt. Pleasant
Memorials, a welding shop, a Sprint store. Tally’s has an automobile storage facility. They are the last
property before they get into the residential district. Mr. McNiff has talked to Dolores Sheehan, a nearby
residential abutter, has no objection. The gentleman who owns the house next door was shown a
proposed plan of the property by Mr. McNiff and didn’t have a problem with it. This property has two
points of access, from Old County Road and Eastern Avenue. There is access to one resident high up on
the ridge. It comes back down to Eastern Avenue before Pond Road. There is no direct access to Pond
Road. The last Council adopted a site plan review provision, and they have filed under that new
requirement to go before the Planning Board tomorrow evening to propose a new use, not a new building.
They will be looking at this from a site plan perspective. Eastern Avenue shifts from being local to State
ownership at about the Eastern Avenue egress to the property. The curb cut hasn’t been used because
CATA chose not to use it. They have a curb cut permit from the Engineering Department allowing them
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to reinstitute that access. He noted the traffic pattern and parking. There is space for vehicles for sale if
the proper permits are obtained. He noted between the building and the sidewalk out on Eastern Avenue,
there is a large area and within that area is grass nearer the building and a wide expanse of pavement.
They’re proposing to reinstitute some vegetation along the sidewalk as a buffer and the used cars are
proposed to be behind the vegetation buffer. They applied under the Sec. 1.8.4 and made reference 2.2
use section which references the location of motor vehicle services. There are four criteria, and none of
the four criteria impact them at all. They do have adequate off street parking. There will not be a filling
station nor are there plans to make this a car wash.
Councilor Hardy asked if the making it a condition of the permit that there be no filling station on the
site, would that be acceptable.
Attorney Coakley responded that would be acceptable because while CATA had filling services there for
their buses as did the former owner, his client will be removing the gas tanks according to state and local
guidelines, and so there will be no filling services on the site. They submitted their response to the
special permit criteria and felt this use meets the purpose and intent of 1.8.3(e). It is moving a local
business from one location to another, a more suitable spot on a major thoroughfare with two points of
access rather than being in a residential district. This is an ideal location for Mr. Swimm’s business.
Councilor Whynott had no problem with the area for whatever they do there. But when there were
buses there, he was concerned about the entrance on Eastern Avenue where the fence is. He was
concerned that the buses never went down the hill and turned left on Old County Road by the Sea Lion.
He felt that would be more traffic than before, there might need to be no left turn. There also needed to
be a clear line of sight. There would need to be delineation on the entrances and exits.
Attorney Coakley noted that the businesses or property owners as a private road, they control that. They
could look to approach one of the businesses to put signage on their property and would have to get
permission to do so. They could try to educate the consumers that come to this location, but their signage
could potentially limit the businesses as to how they enter and exit on that road also.
Councilor Ciolino was concerned about the access, noting he’d been over to view the site twice, about
the entrance at Eastern Avenue as he felt it was a blind corner. If vehicles were stopped trying to take
their right turn into the property from the direction of Rockport, it could cause accidents. It seemed to be
a rather blind corner. Eastern Avenue from the other end is difficult as well. His suggestion was to make
the access point on Eastern Avenue be an exit only with a right turn only. The way the traffic moves on
Eastern Avenue could cause problems.
Councilor Verga noted the difficulty of egress on either end on either road.
Councilor Whynott stated going in on Old County Road was also concerning.
Councilor McGeary was concerned about Old County Road because it’s in pretty deplorable shape. It
also is a hazard where it joins Eastern Avenue especially if you’re taking a left. He wondered how
difficult it would be not to use it as access.
Mr. Swimm thought it would be good to have it. He didn’t see a lot of people using it.
Councilor Ciolino noted they aren’t a high volume business – it’s not a McDonalds.
Mr. McNiff stated what they did promise that after speaking with the neighbors about that the first
bumpy spot by where Tally’s pulls up on top; he stated they would cut the area out and repave it. It may
speed up the traffic, but the neighbors thought it would be a good thing. They were pleased to hear about
the additional egress because it would take the pressure off of Old County Road even for the heavier
delivery trucks.
The Councilors viewed the maps and discussed amongst themselves the pros and cons of access to the
property.
Attorney Coakley noted that the City put in a sidewalk. That will come out and will be handicapped
ramped on both sides; fixing a drain that is down at that point. The use is being reinstituted for the curb
cut.
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Councilor McGeary noted Old County Road is a public street and then asked Mr. Swimm about the bays
he would have for his automotive business.
Mr. Swimm responded he would have five doors and six or seven lifts.
Councilor Ciolino asked if there would be a second floor added.
Mr. Swimm stated they are not making any changes to the building.
Councilor Whynott asked for an indication on the property spray painted to show where the entrances
and exits would be as a temporary measure to view where the curb cuts will be.
Councilor Verga thought that they should leave the entrances and exits as is.
Councilor Hardy noted the entrance coming in from Rockport it would be a good to increase the
transition with a wider swale so it’s not such a sharp angle.
Councilor Verga agreed a gradual sweep would be much better.
Councilor McGeary didn’t want to see a loss of sidewalk.
Councilor Hardy asked about putting a crosswalk and stop sign on the exit at Eastern Avenue.
Mr. McNiff stated if the plan didn’t show one they would put in a stop sign. and that they are ADA
compliant with the handicapped ramp.
Councilor McGeary noted that there will be an entrance and exit on Old County Road and they’ll
remediate the giant pothole.
Mr. McNiff and Mr. Swimm agreed to the suggestions of the Councilors regarding the signage on their
property for the entrances and exits.
Councilor Ciolino stated that after the Committee viewed the site of the proposed gas and repair
business, the property at 168 Eastern Avenue, owned by the business entity, Abbie Morgan LLC, has met
the requirements of a Special Council Permit by their providing employment opportunities for the
community; that traffic issues have been taken into account with two means of access and egress and
adequate parking; that the site is adequately served by public utilities; and is consistent with the
surrounding uses. No further disturbance of the land has been proposed for the site other than what
historically existed and that the applicant will landscape appropriately. The proposed use of the space
will provide further economic stimulus to the area, filing a long vacant building and lot. For those
reasons, the Planning & Development Committee can endorse this Special Council Permit. He also noted
that he is familiar with the Meineke Shop is a well run business. It will be good to see the building come
back to life. Mr. McNiff does a good job on his projects and looks forward to seeing what they will do
with the property and do a terrific job.
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 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, fueling, 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 condition:
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;
AND TO ADVERTISE TO PUBLIC HEARING.
5. SCP2010-008: 5-7 Bass Avenue, Sec. 2.3.1(7) to allow the continued use of existing 6-unit multifamily dwelling structure, Map 54, Lot 36, zoning district R-10
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Councilor Ciolino noted that the fees have been paid and all documents have been filed appropriately by
the applicant, Faye Passanisi. All sign offs have been made in a timely fashion.
Christina Passanisi, represented her parents Tony & Fay Passanisi, owners of 5-7 Bass Avenue stated
they are seeking a Special Council Permit for 5-7 Bass Avenue a six unit building they have owned for 7
years. Because of health reasons her parents decided to sell the property and have a buyer. The buyer’s
attorney discovered there is no legal documentation for the 6-family which it has been permitted by the
City and taxed and used as such at least since 1964, more than 40 years ago. This has never been an issue
until now. She noted her parents have spent a lot of time, hard work and money to make improvements to
the property. As they have a pending sale, it would be desirable to acquire a Special Council Permit in
order to close on the property. Time was of the essence. There is parking for seven vehicles, a private
entrance as well as a common entrance for each unit. The landlord takes care of trash removal. There is a
hardwired smoke/fire system which is serviced by Dana Alarms Co. All necessary permits from the City
were obtained in April 2010; and all is up to code. Her parents were looking for relief from this situation
via a Special Council Permit to allow them to maintain the use of the existing 6-unit, multi-family
dwelling in keeping with the continued use for at least 44 years and which predates local zoning. There
would be no changes in traffic flow or safety; there would be no impact on utilities or public services.
This property actually is an improvement in the neighborhood character and will not alter the quality or
the existing natural environment. Also, continuing use as a 6-family dwelling will allow continued tax
revenue for the City.
Councilor Verga asked if there are seven spaces for six units.
Councilor Ciolino stated there were up to 9 spaces.
Councilor Hardy noted in 1977 or 1978 she lived around the corner from the property. There were six
apartments then, as she had attended a Christmas party in the building at that time. She went through the
application showing a letter from the Building Inspector who stated it has been in use since 1966 as a sixunit multi-family property. The Assessors Office had records to 1966 that also showed this was six
apartments. A sale requires that it be called exactly what it is before a loan is issued. She will be
supporting this at City Council. It’s not the ugly yellow building anymore.
Councilor Whynott felt it was a well-kept building and didn’t think the parking was congested; he would
support the application.
Councilor Verga stated he would support this as well here and at City Council. There are examples of
properties like this all over the City. The City has been happily charging taxes for six units for forty plus
years. It only seems fair to make it official.
Councilor Ciolino noting that the property at 5-7 Bass Avenue, owned by the applicants, Fay Passanisi
and Anthony Passanisi has been known to be in continued use for a least the past 44 years predating
applicable local zoning as a multi-family dwelling. The six (6) requirements of Sec. 1.8.3(e) are satisfied
as there are sufficient City services to meet infrastructure requirements; and the property is similar in size
and density to other multi-family dwellings in the district; and as it has been in existence for many years,
there will be no increased impact to the neighborhood with regards to traffic flow or safety. The natural
environment will not be altered because there are no current plans for external changes to the structure.
There is a letter on file dated May 19, 2010 from the Inspector of Buildings, William Sanborn that it was
his opinion, “that the current use of the building as a six family is valid and a legal use.” Therefore, this
application meets the requirements for a Special Council Permit, and the Committee can recommend the
continued use of the existing 6-unit multi-family dwelling on 5-7 Bass Avenue.
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
Special Council Permit 2010-008: 5-7 Bass Avenue, Map 54, Lot 36, zoning classification R-10
pursuant to Gloucester Zoning Ordinances Section 2.3.1(7) and Sec. 1.8.3 the continued use of
existing 6-unit, multi-family dwelling structure as the application demonstrates that all
requirements of Sec. 1.8.3(3) are satisfied.
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6. COM2010-026: Request from 1907 LLC and Pavilion Mercato LLC re: BirdsEye Mixed Use
Overlay District (“BMOD”) Zoning Proposal (Rezoning #2010-003)
Councilor Ciolino stated due to the complexity of the issue before them that the Planning &
Development Committee will continue the matter and hold a joint meeting with the Planning Board on
July 15, 2010, 7 p.m. in Kyrouz Auditorium at City Hall to explore the matter more fully, and to have a
site visit on Saturday, July 17, 2010 at 8:30 a.m. again in conjunction with the Planning Board.
It was moved, seconded and voted unanimously to adjourn the meeting at 8:40 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Dana C. Jorgensson
Clerk of Committees

BUDGET AND FINANCE MINUTES
06/17/10
UNDER SEPARATE COVER

CITY OF GLOUCESTER 2010
CITY COUNCIL ORDER
ORDER:
COUNCILLOR:

#CC2010-016(A)
Greg Verga

DATE RECEIVED BY COUNCIL: 06/22/10
REFERRED TO:
Planning Board & P&D
FOR COUNCIL VOTE:

REINITIATED

Ordered that the request filed with the City Clerk’s Office on March 19, 2010, signed by 31
residents (first signature being that of Kathleen Hurlburt, 6 Causeway Street) which states:
“We, the undersigned, ask that the lot on the corner of Concord Street and Rt. 128 be rezoned
back to Residential 2(R2) and General Industrial (GI) agreed upon in the Memorandum of
Agreement between DeMoulas Super Market and the City of Gloucester dated January 3, 2007.”
be referred to the Planning Board and Planning and Development for further action.

Councillor Greg Verga

