GLOUCESTER CITY COUNCIL MEETING
Tuesday, October 12, 2010
7:00 p.m.
Kyrouz Auditorium – City Hall
Council Meeting 2010-22
Present: Council President, Jacqueline Hardy; Vice President, Sefatia Theken; Councilor Joseph
Ciolino; Councilor Paul McGeary; Councilor Steven Curcuru; Councilor Bruce Tobey; Councilor
Greg Verga; Councilor Robert Whynott
Absent: None.
Also Present: Linda T. Lowe; Judy Masciarelli; John Carollo; Russell Hobbs; Joseph Grace; Patti
Amaral; Attorney Michael Faherty; Kerrie Donahue; Accursio Sanfilippo; Michael Nimon
The meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m.
Flag Salute and Moment of Silence.
Oral Communications: None.
Councilor Hardy announced that the applicants for the Special Council Permit on Hesperus Avenue, #82
has been requested to be withdrawn by the attorney for the applicants; and there would be no public
hearing on the mater this evening. When they reach that point in the agenda, a motion will be made
whether or not to allow the withdrawal.
Councilors’ Requests to the Mayor: All Councilor requests have been received in writing and
forwarded to the office of the Mayor.
Confirmation of Appointments:
Councilor Theken relayed that the Committee questioned the two potential appointees to their respective
Committee and Board as to their background and qualifications, desire to serve the community as well as
their familiarity with the Open Meeting Laws. They were also asked if they had taken their State Ethics
exam, and filed appropriately with the City Clerk’s office.
Open Space and Recreation Committee TTE 02/14/2012

Patty Amaral

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 the
appointment of Patti Amaral to the Open Space and Recreation Committee, TTE 02/14/2012.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Theken, seconded by Councilor Tobey, the City Council voted
9 in favor, 0 opposed to appoint Patti Amaral to the Open Space and Recreation Committee, TTE
02/14/2012.
Zoning Board of Appeals

TTE 02/14/2011

Michael Nimon

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 the
appointment of Michael Nimon to the Zoning Board of Appeals, TTE 02/14/2011.
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MOTION: On motion by Councilor Theken, seconded by Councilor Tobey, the City Council voted
9 in favor, 0 opposed to appoint Michael Nimon to the Zoning Board of Appeals, TTE 02/14/2011.
Consent Agenda:
•
MAYOR’S REPORT
1. Memorandum from the DPW Director re: Supplemental Appropriation Request (#2010-SA-1) in the
amount of $50,000.00
(Refer B&F)
2. Memorandum from Police Chief re: Acceptance of a “Secure our Schools” Grant in the amount of $38,888.00 (Refer B&F)
3. Memorandum from CAO re: permission to pay expenses incurred in FY01 by former Commission Volunteer
Coordinator with FY11 funds
(Refer B&F)
4. Memorandum from the DPW Director re: Acceptance of a donation of 100 toilet seats for Gloucester Public
School buildings from the Carroll K. Steele Insurance Agency
(Refer B&F)
5. Memorandum from the DPW Director re: MA Dept. of Environmental Capital Improvement Grant for Medium
And Large Public Water Systems
(Refer B&F)
6. Memorandum from Comm. Dev. Director re: Community Preservation Committee’s recommendations on the
first round of project applications for the Community Preservation Act funding
(Refer B&F)
7. Appointments: Historical Commission
(TTE 02/14/2012) Jeff Crawford
(Refer O&A)
Clean Energy Commission (TTE 02/14/2012) Candace Wheeler
(Refer O&A)
•
APPLICATIONS/PETITIONS
1. SCP2010-015: Kirk Road #9, GZO Sec. 5.5.4 Lowlands
(Refer P&D)
•
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
1. City Council Meeting: 09/28/10
(Approve/File)
2. Standing Committee Meetings: O&A 10/04/10; P&D 10/06/10; B&F 10/07/10 (under separate cover)
(Approve/File)
•
COMMUNICATIONS
1. Petition of 64 signatures submitted by Gail B. Misk re: removal of outdoor cameras from City of Glou. (Refer Admin & B&F)
2. Letter to Council President Hardy re: Music in City Hall
(Refer DPW)
•
INVITATION
1. Amvets Department of MA “Pilgrim’s Award” for Community Service and Legislative Achievement to
John A. “Gus” Foote
(Info Only)
•
ORDERS
1. CC2010-070 (McGeary) Amend GCO Sec. 22-287 “Disabled veteran, handicapped parking re: East Main
Street #267
(Refer O&A & TC)
2. COM2010-071 (Mulcahey) Amend GCO Sec. 22-287 “Disabled veteran, handicapped parking by
deleting: Addison Street (opposite #28), designated as one (1) handicapped parking space
(No Referral Required)
3. CC2010-072 (McGeary) Amend GCO Sec. 22-269 “Stop Intersections” re: Bass Rocks Rd. at its
intersection with Atlantic Road
(Refer O&A & TC)
4. CC2010-073 (Tobey) Enact ordinance amending GCO Ch. 8, Article II, §8-16 and §8-17 re: process of
selection of Fire Chief
(Refer O&A)
5. CC2010-074 (Verga) Permitting process for use of City Property
(Refer P&D)
6. CC2010-075 (Ciolino) Amend Chapter 11, Hawkers And Peddlers, And Transient Vendors
(Refer O&A)

Items to be added/deleted from the Consent Agenda:
Councilor Ciolino wished to remove Item #6 under “Orders”, CC2010-075 Amend Chapter 11, Hawkers
And Peddlers, And Transient Vendors from the Consent Agenda.
Councilor Ciolino stated that he had put an order in with Councilor Foote one year ago, which never
went forward. They’re now resurrected the order to put it forward once again. In working with Councilor
Mulcahey, they’ve come to an opinion that the order should be amended so that Item #2 should read,
“with the exception of St. Peter’s Fiesta week”, not weekend, as Fiesta now starts earlier. A new
amendment would delete that spot entirely. So Item #2 in the order is to delete that spot in St. Peter’s
Park; and then conducting business would stay the same, by friendly amendment.
Councilor Theken asked why this was being referred back and wished for clarification.
Councilor Ciolino noted they are talking about two issues, one being the spot by St. Peter’s Park; the
way the ordinance reads that the vendor on Fiesta week does not go there on the weekend. Since the
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Fiesta now starts earlier, he wanted to make the suggestion to change it so there would be no

vendor for the entire week of Fiesta, starting from that Monday through that Sunday.
By unanimous consent the order was amended.
By unanimous consent the Consent Agenda was accepted as amended.
For Council Vote:
1. Warrant for State Election – November 2, 2010
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Whynott, seconded by Councilor Mulcahey, the City Council
voted 9 in favor, 0 opposed to approve or accept the Commonwealth of Massachusetts Warrant for
State Election of November 2, 2010.
The Council then signed the warrant.
Addendum to Mayor’s Report:
Councilor Hardy explained the City Clerk’s office is in receipt of a late addendum to the Mayor’s Report
for two grant applications awards for FEMA/Citizens Group, known as CERT. Grant monies are being
offered at this point, already approved at B&F to allow them to make the application. The grant has now
been offered to the Gloucester CERT and would like to get this referred to P&D this coming Thursday
evening so that the matter can come back to the Council at their special City Council/School Committee
meeting the following week. Some of these monies need to be expended in rapid succession; and they’re
using this for training money. By using this schedule, it will help to facilitate this grant.
By unanimous consent the matter was referred to P&D.
Public Hearings:
1. PH2010-068: Creation of a Gloucester Dog Park Petition, pursuant to Sec. 9-1 “Free Petition” of the
City Charter and proposed amendment to GCO Chapter 4, Animals, Article II Dogs by adding new
section 4-16(d)
This public hearing is open.
Those speaking in favor:
Mary Lou Maraganis, Dog Park proponent and Gloucester resident was in favor of the amendment to
the Code of Ordinances for areas that are appropriate for an off-leash park which will greatly improve the
exercise and socialization of the dogs. She noted the particulars of the off-leash dog park issue were gone
over in a previous presentation to the Council a few weeks ago.
Those speaking in opposition: None.
Communications: None.
This public hearing is closed.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Theken, seconded by Councilor Whynott, the City Council
voted 9 in favor, 0 opposed to amend of the Ordinances & Administration meeting minutes of
September 20, 2010 on Page 12 of 12 by Deleting 4-15(c) and inserting 4-16(d) in the Dog Park
motion in the O&A minutes dated September 20, 2010.
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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
GCO Chapter 4, Art. II, Sec. 4-16 by adding new subsection 4-16(d) as follows:
The DPW director may designate, with the approval of the Mayor and the City Council, specific lands for
use as off-leash dog areas, with their operation being subject to regulations enacted pursuant to Sec. 716(b) of the City Charter.
Discussion: None.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Theken, seconded by Councilor Ciolino, the City Council
voted BY ROLL CALL 9 in favor, 0 opposed to amend GCO Chapter 4, Art. II, Sec. 4-16 by
adding new subsection 4-16(d) as follows:
The DPW director may designate, with the approval of the Mayor and the City Council, specific
lands for use as off-leash dog areas, with their operation being subject to regulations enacted
pursuant to Sec. 7-16(b) of the City Charter.
2. PH2010-075: GCO Article IV, Repair of Private Ways, Sec. 21-83 and Sec. 21-84 re: Petition for
Road Repairs St. Anthony’s Lane
This public hearing is open.
Those speaking in favor:
Accursio Sanfilippo, 14 St. Anthony’s Lane was in favor of the repair of the road.
Those speaking in opposition: None.
Communications: None.
Questions:
Councilor Curcuru asked how this repair and paving would be paid for on the City side.
Councilor McGeary stated he had this discussion earlier with Jim Duggan, CAO. The money will be
paid 50% by the City, 50% by the abutters. It will come out of the force account up front and then the
abutters will be “bettered” for half the cost. Michael Hale, DPW Director estimates the cost of repairs
and paving at $50,000.00.
Councilor Curcuru expressed his desire to have had someone from the Administration available to have
been present this evening to answer any questions by the Council.
Councilor McGeary read into the record the memorandum dated October 12, 2010 by Mr. Hale (on file)
addressed to Council President Hardy and himself as follows:
“Due to favorable bid prices with Benevento Asphalt Corporation, the City has secured a one year bid
price for road paving. The revised cost estimate for reconstruction and paving of St. Anthony’s Lane is
$50,000. The funding source is the Highway Force Account (Fund 230000). Pending the approval of
Section 21-84 of the Gloucester Code of Ordinances, 50% ($25,000) will be bettered to the abutters of St.
Anthony’s Lane over a period to be determined by the City of Gloucester Chief Financial Officer.”
Councilor Curcuru noting the date of the memo being today’s date and thought the memo should have
come to the entire Council as a part of their packet.
Councilor Ciolino questioned if the road would be taken over as a public road to be maintained by the
City now that it is paved.
Councilor Hardy stated the neighbors are interested in filing that request with the City, but it is not
before them at this time; they are merely voting on whether to appropriate the money for the permanent
repairs for specified work on a private way with public funds.
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Councilor Ciolino was told years ago in dealing as a Ward I Councilor on such matters that once a road
was in “tip top” condition the City would assume responsibility and was surprised that hadn’t come up
yet.
Councilor Hardy stated it was a different process and thought the process this evening would “pave” the
way to that.
This public hearing is closed.
Councilor McGeary proposed to the City Council that they approve the permanent repairs to St.
Anthony’s Lane as requested by abutters and as approved by the DPW Director whose estimated cost of
permanent repairs for specified work is not to exceed $50,000.00 with 50% of said costs to be paid by the
City and 50% to be paid by St. Anthony’s Lane abutters by means of betterments assessed under the
Gloucester Code of Ordinances Sec. 21-83(d). Further, the Council finds that the permanent repairs are
required by public convenience and necessity.
Discussion:
Councilor McGeary stated in response to his colleagues that the abutters were told this was a two part
separate process. Once the road is improved then the Council considers whether to accept it. They
understand, and it would be his hope and would work with them, to get that petition before the Council to
accept the road [as a public way], because as the Council knows, the more good, improved roads, the
better their State share of funds for road improvement.
Councilor Whynott asked what happens if the cost exceeds $50,000.00.
Councilor McGeary stated he was informed by the DPW Director it would not since it is substantially
complete.
Councilor Ciolino as he noted previously, in his capacity as a Ward I Councilor he worked with these
neighbors to try and get the road filled; and it had been a very difficult process. He felt there were a
couple of lessons to be learned. When a developer comes and put in a road, it must be decent. When they
bought their homes (shortly after) the road fell to pieces. Because of this road and the abutters’ actions,
he’s already had inquiries of other areas that want to do the same kind of thing on their streets. This will
be an avenue for people to get their roads hot topped and felt it has been a long time in coming. He was
pleased to vote on the matter and urged his fellow Councilors to vote on it affirmatively.
Councilor McGeary echoed the Councilor’s sentiment and commended the abutters who did a lot of the
leg work; while he met with them, they did all of the organizing; getting the petition signed, as well as the
follow up and deserved a lot of credit for that. He also commended the DPW Director who he felt has
used his funds very wisely in this particular case. He noted, as anyone who has driven around Gloucester
in the last several days knows that “we’re paving anything that’s not tied down”. He believed this was a
tribute to Mr. Hale’s good use of his staff and the funds available.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor McGeary, seconded by Councilor Tobey, the City Council
voted BY ROLL CALL 9 in favor, 0 opposed to approve the permanent repairs to St. Anthony’s
Lane as requested by abutters and as approved by the DPW Director whose estimated cost of
permanent repairs for specified work is not to exceed $50,000.00 with 50% of said costs to be paid
by the City and 50% to be paid by St. Anthony’s Lane abutters by means of betterments assessed
under the Gloucester Code of Ordinances Sec. 21-83(d). Further, the Council finds that the
permanent repairs are required by public convenience and necessity.
3. PH2010-069: SCP0210-011 Hesperus Avenue #82, GZO Sec. 3.1.6(b) Building Height in excess
Of 35’
Councilor Hardy announced, as stated earlier, the attorney for the applicants, Michael Faherty, has
requested a withdrawal of the application for a Special Council Permit as relates to Hesperus Avenue #82.
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Councilor Ciolino stated that the applicants have decided to go in a new direction felt they can build it
without going before the Council for any special permits for height and wished them well.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Ciolino, seconded by Councilor Verga, the City Council voted
BY ROLL CALL 9 in favor, 0 opposed to allow the withdrawal without prejudice of the SCP2010011 application of Joseph and Mary Ellen Amicone, Hesperus Avenue #82, GZO Sec. 3.1.6(b)
Building Height in excess of 35’.
Councilor Whynott left the meeting at 7:25 p.m.
4.
5.
6.
7.

PH2010-076: Amend GCO Sec. 22-270 “Parking Prohibited at all Times” re: Andrews Street
PH2010-077: Amend GCO Sec. 22-288 “Off Street Parking Areas” re: Andrews Street
PH2010-078: Amend GCO Sec. 22-292 “Fire Lanes” re: Andrews Street
PH2010-079: Amend GCO Sec. 22-291 “Tow Away Zone” re: Andrews Street

Councilor Hardy explained for the record she would open each public hearing as relates to Andrews
Street separately, discuss them jointly and then move them separately.
These public hearings are open.
Those speaking in favor:
Russell Hobbs, 1166 Washington Street stated although he does not live on Andrews Street, he is a
Lanesville resident and was at the site visits and some of the Traffic Commission meetings. These are
public safety matters. These streets are narrow; to get emergency vehicles through there is very important
at all times. The Bay View substation is closed frequently; and they need for access emergency vehicles
to travel unimpeded and have clear access on these streets. He is in favor of all the motions on Andrews
Street.
Those speaking in opposition: None.
Communications: None.
Questions: None.
These public hearings are closed.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary, the Ordinances &
Administration Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to amend the
Gloucester Code of Ordinances Sec. 22-270 (Prohibited parking at all times) by ADDING Andrews
Street, westerly side from its intersection with Langsford Street, in a northerly direction to its intersection
with Lanes Cove Road.
Discussion:
Councilor Theken stated that the Traffic Commission worked very long and hard with the people in the
community and with their Ward Councilor, Councilor Hardy on these issues which has been a long time
coming to see these motions come forward and have all been approved and recommended by the Traffic
Commission.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Theken, seconded by Councilor Tobey, the City Council voted
BY ROLL CALL 8 in favor, 0 opposed to Amend the Gloucester Code of Ordinances, Sec. 22-270
(Prohibited parking at all times) by ADDING Andrews Street, westerly side from its intersection
with Langsford Street, in a northerly direction to its intersection with Lanes Cove Road.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary, the Ordinances &
Administration Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to amend the
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Gloucester Code of Ordinances Sec. 22-288 (Off Street Parking) by ADDING Lanes Cove Lot (situated
at the end of Andrews Street) northerly side (Seawall side) to be designated “VEHICLE PARKING
ONLY” with the southerly side (bushes) to be designated “VEHICLE BOAT AND/OR TRAILER
PARKING”.
MOTION: MOTION: On motion by Councilor Theken, seconded by Councilor Tobey, the City
Council voted BY ROLL CALL 8 in favor, 0 opposed to Amend the Gloucester Code of
Ordinances, Sec. 22-288 (Off Street Parking) by ADDING Lanes Cove Lot (situated at the end of
Andrews Street) northerly side (Seawall side) to be designated “VEHICLE PARKING ONLY”
with the southerly side (Seawall side) to be designated ‘VEHICLE BOAT AND /OR TRAILER
PARKING”.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor McGeary, seconded by Councilor Curcuru, the Ordinances &
Administration Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to amend the
Gloucester Code of Ordinances Sec. 22-292 (Fire Lanes) by ADDING Andrews Street, both sides, from
its intersection with Lanes Cove Road, in a northeasterly direction, to its end, at a point 95 feet in a
northeasterly direction from pole #511.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Theken, seconded by Councilor Ciolino, the City Council
voted BY ROLL CALL 8 in favor, 0 opposed to Amend the Gloucester Code of Ordinances Sec. 22292 (Fire Lanes) by ADDING Andrews Street, both sides, from its intersection with Lanes Cove
Road, in a northeasterly direction, to its end, at a point 95 feet in a northeasterly direction from
pole #511.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor McGeary, seconded by Councilor Curcuru, the Ordinances &
Administration Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to amend the
Gloucester Code of Ordinances Sec. 22-291 (Tow Away Zone) by ADDING Andrews Street, both sides,
from its intersection with Lanes Cove Road, in a northeasterly direction, to its end, at a point 95 feet in a
northeasterly direction from pole #511.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Theken, seconded by Councilor Ciolino, the City Council
voted BY ROLL CALL 8 in favor, 0 opposed to Amend the Gloucester Code of Ordinances Sec. 22291 (Tow Away Zone) by ADDING Andrews Street, both sides, from its intersection with Lanes
Cove Road, in a northeasterly direction, to its end, at a point 95 feet in a northeasterly direction
from pole #511.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary, the Ordinances &
Administration Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to amend the
Gloucester Code of Ordinances Sec. 22-291 (Tow Away Zone) by ADDING Andrews Street, westerly
side from its intersection with Langsford Street in a northerly direction to its intersection with Lanes Cove
Road.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Theken, seconded by Councilor Tobey, the City Council voted
8 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to Amend the Gloucester Code of
Ordinances Sec. 22-291 (Tow Away Zone) by ADDING Andrews Street, westerly side from its
intersection with Langsford Street in a northerly direction to its intersection with Lanes Cove
Road.
8. PH2010-080: Amend GCO Sec. 22-267 “One Way Streets” re: Washington Street
This public hearing is open.
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Those speaking in favor:
Russell Hobbs, 1166 Washington Street stated this was his neighborhood agreed with this and thought it
appropriate to delete this from the ordinance. The Lanesville Episcopal Church can put up a one-way
street sign at Butman Avenue for services or any large event; and he can’t travel through the roadway
during those times. Now that they’re building an addition to the church which is a wonderful looking
addition and a good fit for them, they will have the right to make it one way any time there is a large
function. He didn’t feel it was appropriate for him or the other residents of that area that they would not
be allowed to drive on that street (at all times). He understood that members of the church agreed also to
delete this and come up with a new way of dealing with the parking, which will come up in the next
couple of ordinance amendments.
Joseph Grace, 75 Holly Street stated he believed this area should be two-way all the time.
Those speaking in opposition: None.
Communications: None.
Questions: None.
This public hearing is closed.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor McGeary, seconded by Councilor Curcuru, the Ordinances &
Administration Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to amend the
Gloucester Code of Ordinances Sec. 22-267 (One Way Streets) by DELETING “Washington Street from
Andrews Street to Butman Avenue, in a northerly direction, during church services including special
functions such as funeral services and special services, with portable signs to be placed by members of the
church with police to be notified for other than Sunday mornings between 9:30 a.m. and 1:00 p.m.”
Discussion:
Councilor Hardy added this ordinance was put in place a number of years ago so that on days there was
large church services there would be one-way traffic. The police agreed to allow them to put sawhorses
up at different intersections indicating for drivers to take an alternate route on Sundays and any other day
they had a church function. As Mr. Hobbs stated earlier, the church is expanding “by leaps and bounds”
with more parishioners, more services, and facilities and to be able to offer their parishioners more use of
the property. Because of the public safety vehicles not being able to get through when cars under those
circumstances are allowed to park on both sides of the streets presently, it is difficult to get an emergency
vehicle down there. It has to be diverted up to Langsford Street to come back down the other side. She
was asked to get the neighbors together at a meeting at the Communmity House which happened over a
year ago taking them to this point. Many folks from the church participated in these discussions; and they
agreed this was a great way to go. There will be parking allowed only on one side of the street to allow
traffic to go both ways in this area during church services. She strongly supported this and hoped her
fellow Councilors would do the same.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Theken, seconded by Councilor Ciolino, the City Council
voted BY ROLL CALL 8 in favor, 0 opposed to Amend the Gloucester Code of Ordinances Sec. 22267 (One Way Streets) by DELETING “Washington Street from Andrews Street to Butman
Avenue, in a northerly direction, during church services including special functions such as funeral
services and special services, with portable signs to be placed by members of the church with police
to be notified for other than Sunday mornings between 9:30 a.m. and 1:00 p.m.”
9. PH2010-081: Amend Sec. 22-270 “Parking Prohibited at All Times” re: Washington Street
These public hearings are open.
Those speaking in favor:
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Russell Hobbs, 1166 Washington Street stated this is part of the change where heading towards
Rockport, there will be no parking on the right hand side from Andrews Street to where Washington
Street connects with Langsford Street. Again this is a public safety issue.
Sandra Thoms, 1174 Washington Street and a member of the church stated the Lanesville
Congregational Church is interested in one side parking on Washington Street from Andrews Street to
McClellan Street. Church attendees have been parking voluntarily on the church side only of the street
for three years now. The Lanesville Congregational Church has not requested nor has any interest in one
side parking on Washington Street from McClellan Street northward to where Washington and Langsford
Streets reconnect. Church attendees don’t park up on that stretch of roadway at all, feeling that was more
of a resident issue.
Those speaking in opposition:
Communications: None.
Questions: None.
These public hearings are closed.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor McGeary, seconded by Councilor Curcuru, the Ordinances &
Administration Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to amend the
Gloucester Code of Ordinances Sec. 22-270 (Parking Prohibited at All Times) by ADDING “Washington
Street, southerly side from Andrews Street in an easterly direction to its intersection with Langsford
Street.”
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Theken, seconded by Councilor Ciolino, the City Council
voted BY ROLL CALL 8 in favor, 0 opposed to Amend the Gloucester Code of Ordinances Sec. 22270 (Parking Prohibited at All Times) by ADDING Washington Street, southerly side from
Andrews Street in an easterly direction to its intersection with Langsford Street.
10. PH2010-082: Amend Sec. 22-271 “Parking Prohibited from May 1 – September 15th re:
Washington Street
This public hearing is open.
Those speaking in favor:
Russell Hobbs, 1166 Washington Street stated this was there at first from May 1st to September 15th
starting originally from Leverett Street to Langsford Street. Instead of keeping that, they’re changing it to
make it full time no parking. He believed this was the right thing to do.
Those speaking in opposition: None.
Communications: None.
Questions:
On inquiry for clarification by Councilor Theken, it was noted by Councilor Hardy that the restriction
from May 1st to September 15th will be lifted with Mr. Hobbs adding that the previous motion passed
covers the no parking on the roadway on one side of the street.
This public hearing is closed.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor McGeary, seconded by Councilor Curcuru, the Ordinances &
Administration Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to amend the
Gloucester Code of Ordinances Sec. 22-271 (Parking Prohibited from May 1 to September 15-Generally),
by DELETING Washington Street southerly side from Leverett Street easterly to junction of Langsford
Street.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Theken, seconded by Councilor Tobey, the City Council voted
BY ROLL CALL 8 in favor, 0 opposed to amend the Gloucester Code of Ordinances Sec. 22-271
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(Parking Prohibited from May 1 to September 15-Generally), by DELETING “Washington Street
southerly side from Leverett Street easterly to junction of Langsford Street.”
11. PH2010-083: Amend GCO Sec. 22-270 “Parking prohibited at all Times” re: Holly Street
12. PH2010-084: Amend GCO Sec. 22-291 “Tow Away Zone” re: Holly Street
These public hearings are open.
Those speaking in favor:
Joseph Grace, 75 Holly Street stated he lives toward the middle of the street under discussion. This is a
very narrow section of it. A vehicle parked on either side prohibits the passage of emergency vehicles,
also pointing out the hills and curves of the road and was in favor of the passage of this motion.
Those speaking in opposition: None.
Communications: None.
Questions: None.
These public hearings are closed.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor McGeary, seconded by Councilor Curcuru, the Ordinances &
Administration Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to amend the
Gloucester Code of Ordinances Sec. 22-270 (Parking Prohibited at all Times) by ADDING Holly Street,
both sides from its intersection with Dennison Street in a southerly direction to pole #1095.
Discussion:
Councilor Theken stated the Traffic Commission unanimously to support these two amendments.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Theken, seconded by Councilor Ciolino, the City Council
voted BY ROLL CALL 8 in favor, 0 opposed to Amend the Gloucester Code of Ordinances Sec. 22270 (Parking Prohibited at all Times) by ADDING “Holly Street, both sides from its intersection
with Dennison Street in a southerly direction to pole #1095.”
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary, the Ordinances &
Administration Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to amend the
Gloucester Code of Ordinances Sec. 22-291 (Tow Away Zone) by ADDING Holly Street, both sides
from its intersection with Dennison Street in a southerly direction to pole #1095.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Theken, seconded by Councilor Ciolino, the City Council
voted BY ROLL CALL 8 in favor, 0 opposed to amend the Gloucester Code of Ordinances Sec. 22291 (Tow Away Zone) by ADDING Holly Street, both sides from its intersection with Dennison
Street in a southerly direction to pole #1095.
13. PH2010-085: Amend GCO Sec. 22-271 “Parking prohibited from May 1 to September 15-Generally
re: Lexington Avenue
Councilor Verga requested that the matters under the public hearings related to Lexington Avenue are
continued as the matter under PH2010-085 has to be re-advertised properly; and also to continue PH2010086 so that both Lexington Avenue matters may be taken up together by the Council.
Councilor Hardy opened the public hearing and stated that this order when voted on at the Ordinances &
Administration Meeting of 08/23/2010 there was an error in the section number which was shown as Sec.
22-271 and should have been advertised for 22-270.1 which was corrected at their meeting of October 4,
2010 by re-voting the matter for advertisement. However, as this matter must now be readvertised for
public hearing it would come before the Council October 26, 2010.
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MOTION: On motion by Councilor Verga, seconded by Councilor Theken, the City Council voted
8 in favor, 0 opposed to open and continue PH2010-085 and PH2010-086 to be continued to the
October 26, 2010 City Council meeting.
This public hearing is continued to October 26, 2010.
14. PH2010-086: Amend GCO Sec. 22-291 “Tow Away Zone re: Lexington Avenue
This public hearing is open.
This public hearing is continued to October 26, 2010.
15. PH2010-087: Amend GCO Sec. 22-284 “Service or Loading Zones” re: Elm Street
This public hearing is open.
Those speaking in favor: None.
Those speaking in opposition: None.
Communications: None.
Questions: None.
This public hearing is closed.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Verga, the Ordinances
&Administration Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to amend the
GCO Sec. 22-284 (Service or Loading Zones) to create a loading zone at the beginning of Elm Street at
its intersection with Main Street (across from #6 Elm Street) approximately 20 feet from the intersection
of Main Street on the easterly side, northerly direction, for a distance of 40 feet (to the entrance of
Cameron’s rear lot).
Discussion:
Councilor Verga recalled at the O&A meeting when the matter was taken up that there is no loss of
parking because of the location of this loading zone because Cameron’s lot has always available to
restaurant patrons. He noted there was no signage to indicate that fact which he believed caused
unnecessary congestion because no one knows they can park in the lot. It is great to be creating a loading
zone; but also that if the owners could let people know of the lot’s availability for parking.
Councilor Theken noted that had nothing to do with the matter before them; although she agreed it
would be nice, but they are not in a position to tell the owners of the lot make them say the parking is
there. When the Traffic Commission came forward, it was good to know there was this parking to the
rear of Cameron’s Restaurant available. Where the Traffic Commission designated this loading zone, it
will not result in a loss of parking. The lot at Cameron’s is for the use of their patrons; and reiterated it is
up to the owners to make that fact known.
Councilor Ciolino added that there is a problem with delivery trucks as Common Crow expands and
their business grows, the congestion has increased for the area with the delivery trucks in addition to the
Cameron’s Restaurant deliveries. This will allow the trucks to pull over into their own space and unload.
Councilor Theken stated half of Elm Street is two ways; the Traffic Commission checked and measured
to be sure clearance and turning areas were appropriate.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Theken, seconded by Councilor Ciolino, the City Council
voted BY ROLL CALL 8 in favor, 0 opposed to amend the GCO Sec. 22-284 (Service or Loading
Zones) by ADDING “a loading zone at the beginning of Elm Street at its intersection with Main
Street (across from #6 Elm Street) approximately 20 feet from the intersection of Main Street on
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the easterly side, northerly direction, for a distance of 40 feet (to the entrance of Cameron’s rear
lot).”
16. PH2010-088: Amend GCO Sec. 22-265 “Turning Movements re: Old County Road
This public hearing is open.
Those speaking in favor: None.
Those speaking in opposition: None.
Communications: None.
Questions: None.
This public hearing is closed.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Verga, seconded by Councilor Theken, the Ordinances &
Administration Committee voted 2 in favor, 0 opposed. 1 (Curcuru) recused, to recommend to the City
Council to amend the GCO Sec. 22-265 (Turning Movements) by ADDING restricting or prohibiting
right turns onto Old County Road near rear property entrance of 168 Eastern Avenue onto Old County
Road.
Discussion:
Councilor Curcuru recused himself from the vote due to a business relationship with the owners of 168
Eastern Avenue.
Councilor McGeary stated this is the old CATA bus barn, and a new business is going onto that property
which will have access onto Old County Road, a small dead-end street. In order to discourage people
from taking a right turn and ending up on a dead-end residential street, this will prevent them from doing
so and points them in the right direction.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Theken, seconded by Councilor Tobey, the City Council voted
BY ROLL CALL 7 in favor, 0 opposed. 1 (Curcuru) recused, to the City Council to Amend the
GCO Sec. 22-265 (Turning Movements) by ADDING “restricting or prohibiting right turns onto
Old County Road near rear property entrance of 168 Eastern Avenue onto Old County Road.”
17. PH2010-089: Amend GCO Sec. 22-270.1 “Resident Sticker Parking Only” re: Haskell Street
18. PH2010-090: Amend GCO Sec. 22-271 “Parking prohibited between May 1-September 15”
re: Haskell Street
19. PH2010-091: Amend GCO sec. 22-273f “Parking Prohibited between certain hours on certain days
re: Haskell Street
20. PH2010-092: Amend GCO Sec. 22-273 “Parking Prohibited between certain hours on certain days
re: Haskell Street
These public hearings are open.
Those speaking in favor:
Kerrie Donahue, 29 Haskell Street, a lifelong resident of that neighborhood, stated that the entire
neighborhood received tickets of $45 apiece the week of July 3rd. Her car was parked in front of her own
home with a beach sticker on it, and was told there it was as if it were a beach parking situation. If she
had a beach sticker on her car and was going to the beach, there are much closer places that people try to
park than in front of her or her neighbor’s houses. It was something that was never enforced, having lived
in that particular house for the past 7 years, and lived around the corner at Mt. Pleasant Avenue for 30+
years before that. All of a sudden she and her neighbors were getting these tickets. They are not allowing
them to park in front of their houses. Most folks in the neighborhood have one vehicle driveways. For
six months not being able to park in front of their homes is hard. A beach sticker should be sufficient.

City Council Meeting

10/12/2010

Page 13 of 18

She felt that if there was a City of Gloucester beach sticker on a vehicle, clearly they were a resident, and
that should be sufficient. She has neighbors who don’t want to purchase a beach sticker and would rather
have a resident sticker situation. They’re looking to be able to park in front of their homes for six months
of the year in a legal way as they have been doing all along.
Those speaking in opposition: None.
Communications: None.
Questions: None.
These public hearings are closed.
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
GCO Sec 22-270.1 (Resident Sticker Parking Only) Haskell Street, on the southerly side, from its
intersection with Rocky Pasture Road, in an easterly direction to its intersection with Mount Pleasant
Avenue, between May 1 – September 15 generally, from 9am to 5pm on Saturdays, Sundays and
Holidays.
Discussion:
Councilor Theken clarified that beach stickers are what the City has at this time for a resident parking
sticker. That can be used for residents for the beach or in front of their house; the same fee and same
sticker, and that is what they are doing around the community until they can figure out what they want.
Also, the Traffic Commission vote to recommend these.
Councilor McGeary stated this situation was called to his attention the 4th of July week by Ms. Donahue
and some of the neighbors. Apparently there had been a long-standing prohibition of any kind of parking
on the southerly side of Haskell Street, intended to discourage people from parking on the street and
walking to Good Harbor Beach. It seemed to him a reasonable compromise and solution was resident
beach sticker parking there which would alleviate the problem for the neighbors to be able to use the
street. Ms. Donahue is right; the neighbors are looking longer-term to some sort of resident
neighborhood sticker program; but he had informed her that was down the road a bit; and that they should
get this on the books now so they are protected “in case we haven’t cracked that particular nut” before
next summer. He will be supporting this and encouraged his fellow Councilors to do so as well.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Theken seconded by Councilor Mulcahey, the City Council
voted BY ROLL CALL 8 in favor, 0 opposed to amend GCO Sec 22-270.1 (Resident Sticker
Parking Only) by ADDING “Haskell Street, on the southerly side, from its intersection with Rocky
Pasture Road, in an easterly direction to its intersection with Mount Pleasant Avenue, between May
1 – September 15 generally, from 9am to 5pm on Saturdays, Sundays and Holidays.”
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
GCO by ADDING: Sec 22-271 (Parking Prohibited Between May 1 – September 15), Haskell Street,
on the southerly side, from its intersection with Rocky Pasture Road, in an easterly direction to its
intersection with Mount Pleasant Avenue, between May 1 – September 15 generally, from 9 a.m. to
5p.m. on Saturdays, Sundays and Holidays.
Discussion:
Councilor McGeary explained it may seem odd that they are forbidding parking, but believed they
first must forbid the parking absolutely then allow it by resident beach sticker. That’s why there are
four different steps to do this one thing.
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MOTION: On motion by Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Tobey, the City Council
voted BY ROLL CALL 8 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to Amend GCO Sec 22-271 (Parking
Prohibited Between May 1 – September 15) by ADDING “Haskell Street, on the southerly side,
from its intersection with Rocky Pasture Road, in an easterly direction to its intersection with
Mount Pleasant Avenue, between May 1 – September 15 generally, from 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. on
Saturdays, Sundays and Holidays.”
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
GCO Sec. 22-273f (Parking Prohibited between certain hours on certain days) by DELETING Haskell
Street, on the southerly side from its intersection with Rocky Pasture Road between May 1 and September
15, annually from 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays, Sundays and Holidays.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Ciolino, the City Council
voted BY ROLL CALL 8 in favor, 0 opposed to Amend GCO Sec. 22-273f (Parking Prohibited
between certain hours on certain days) by DELETING “Haskell Street, on the southerly side from
its intersection with Rocky Pasture Road between May 1 and September 15, annually from 9:00
a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays, Sundays and Holidays.”
20. PH2010-092: Amend GCO Sec. 22-287 “Disabled veteran, handicapped parking” re: Haskell St.
Councilor Hardy opened this public hearing while advertised correctly was misstated on the City
Council Agenda.
Linda T. Lowe, City Clerk stated as advertised there were four Haskell Street matters. The fourth
Haskell Street matter was also Sec. 22-273 by ADDING: Sec. 22-273 (Parking Prohibited between
Certain Hours on Certain Days) of parts of Haskell Street; and that is what the fourth hearing should be
and not the “Disabled veteran, handicapped parking” under GCO Sec. 22-287 re: Haskell Street.
Councilor McGeary reiterated that the advertisement for the public hearing was correct but the agenda is
in error which shows a “Disabled veteran, handicapped parking”.
Ms. Lowe agreed with Councilor McGeary expressing due to the great deal of traffic issues for the
evening it had been slightly confusing.
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
GCO by ADDING: Sec 22-273f (Parking Prohibited Between Certain Hours on Certain Days), Haskell
Street, on the southerly side, from its intersection with Rocky Pasture Road, in an easterly direction to
its intersection with Mount Pleasant Avenue, between May 1 – September 15 generally, from 9am to
5pm on Saturdays, Sundays and Holidays.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Ciolino, the City Council
voted BY ROLL CALL 8 in favor, 0 opposed to Amend GCO Sec 22-273f (Parking Prohibited
Between Certain Hours on Certain Days), by ADDING “Haskell Street, on the southerly side,
from its intersection with Rocky Pasture Road, in an easterly direction to its intersection with
Mount Pleasant Avenue, between May 1 – September 15 generally, from 9am to 5pm on
Saturdays, Sundays and Holidays.”
21. PH2010-093: Amend GCO Sec. 22-287 “Disabled veteran, handicapped parking” re:
Ciaramitaro/Gemellaro Playground at Fort Square
This public hearing is opened.
Those speaking in favor: None.
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Those speaking in opposition: None.
Communications: None.
Questions: None.
This public hearing is closed.
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
GCO Sec. 22-287 (Disabled veteran, handicapped parking) by ADDING one (1) handicapped space at
the last parking space on the easterly side of the playground parking lot (closest to house) at the
Ciaramitaro/Gemellaro Playground at Fort Square.
Discussion:
Councilor Mulcahey stated she put in this order so that a handicapped person who lives across the
street from the playground was inhibited from getting out of his house especially during the summer
months with beach traffic; and he understood it wasn’t just for his benefit but there may be other
handicapped persons who would want to use the new handicapped space in order to enjoy the park as
well.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Theken, seconded by Councilor Mulcahey, the City Council
voted BY ROLL CALL 8 in favor, 0 opposed to Amend GCO Sec. 22-287 (Disabled veteran,
handicapped parking) by ADDING “one (1) handicapped space at the last parking space on the
easterly side of the playground parking lot (closest to house) at the Ciaramitaro/Gemellaro
Playground at Fort Square.”
Committee Reports:
Ordinances & Administration: 10/04/2010
Councilor Theken stated there were no matters to forward for action by the City Council. She asked for
continued patience will the seemly slow movement of traffic orders coming out of O&A, that there are
many; and the Committee is working through them all as quickly as they can.
Councilor Tobey highlighted a document that is attached to the 10/04/2010 O&A minutes, the
Management Pay Scale Survey for Non-Union Managers. He asked all the Councilors to look at it to note
closely that because they didn’t have the survey, although they have a fine DPW Director and no adverse
reflection on him, they’re paying way above scale, 10%, compared to comparable communities. They
should also take close heed to the statutory procedure established by the Code of Ordinances and should
remember that they’re required by Sec. 4-3e of the Personnel Ordinance that it is supposed to be done
every two years. That hasn’t been the case recently. It is mandatory and is supposed to be coupled with
Sec. 4-4(g) of the ordinance recommendations relating to adjustments to the compensation plan. He felt
until that happens everyone is “basically paralyzed in place”. There are some equity issues they all need
to be mindful of. There have been some selective pay raises given out to several positions, all of which
were well earned, although during difficult times; but done without compliance to the ordinance. He felt
it was “their bad and the Administration’s bad” and reiterated this warrants being highlighted and looked
at closely. He urged the Administration to fulfill its full set of obligations under the Code of Ordinances
now that the study has been done to determine equitably what they are prepared to recommend for the
folks who are impacted by it.
Planning & Development: 10/06/2010
Councilor Ciolino stated there were no matters to come forward for action by the City Council.
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Councilor Hardy stated she would like to offer an amendment to the minutes of October 6, 2010 of P&D
on Page 1 of 9 half way down the page as relates to the height petition from Attorney Faherty, and while
realizing it’s been withdrawn, by deleting the words Planning Board and inserting Zoning Board of
Appeals.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Hardy, seconded by Councilor Theken, the City Council voted
8 in favor, 0 opposed to amend the October 6, 2010 Planning & Development Committee minutes
by deleting the words “Planning Board” half way down Page 1 of 9, and inserting the words,
“Zoning Board of Appeals.”
Budget & Finance: 10/07/10
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Hardy, seconded by Councilor McGeary, the Budget & Finance
Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to accept a donation in the
amount of $500.00 from Mr. Mort Ruderman to be deposited into Revenue Donations Account, Unifund
Account #295001.10.121.48300.0000.00.000.00.040 for the purpose of purchasing equipment for the Fire
Department and Rescue squad at the discretion of the Fire Chief.
.
Discussion:
Councilor Curcuru explained this was a donation by Mr. Mort Ruderman of 5 Wyoma Road in the
amount of $500.00 and that the money be used “solely by the Fire Department and Rescue squad to
purchase equipment” at the Chief’s discretion who has found an area to spend it.
Discussion:
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Ciolino, the City Council
voted 8 in favor, 0 opposed to accept a donation in the amount of $500.00 from Mr. Mort
Ruderman to be deposited into Revenue Donations Account, Unifund Account
#295001.10.121.48300.0000.00.000.00.040 for the purpose of purchasing equipment for the Fire
Department and Rescue squad at the discretion of the Fire Chief.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor McGeary, seconded by Councilor Hardy, the Budget & Finance
Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to approve the Harbormaster’s
Department to pay up to $947.12 from FY2011 funds for bills incurred in FY10.
Discussion:
Councilor Curcuru explained to the Committee that due to an accounting error which needs to be
rectified.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Theken, the City Council
voted 8 in favor, 0 opposed to approve the Harbormaster’s Department to pay up to $947.12 from
FY2011 funds for bills incurred in FY10.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Hardy, seconded by Councilor McGeary, the Budget & Finance
Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council a grant amendment award from
the Massachusetts Department of Public Health, Bureau of Substance Abuse for the Health Department as
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it relates to contract #INTF2354MM3900913012 for an additional $20,000.00 bringing the total grant
award for FY2011 to $120,000.00.
Discussion:
Councilor Curcuru explained to the Council that the Department of Public Health, Bureau of Substance
Abuse services contract to provide MassCall 2 Prevention Services for an additional $20,000.00 to be in
effect through June 30, 2011 has been awarded to the City.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Theken, the City Council
voted 8 in favor, 0 opposed to accept a grant amendment award from the Massachusetts
Department of Public Health, Bureau of Substance Abuse for the Health Department as it relates to
contract #INTF2354MM3900913012 for an additional $20,000.00 bringing the total grant award for
FY2011 to $120,000.00.
Councilor McGeary inquired as to the loan order motion passed the same evening at B&F.
Councilor Curcuru responded it was a motion to advertise on a loan authorization and would take up
that matter at a public hearing.
Councilor Tobey noted in reviewing the minutes of the October 7th meeting of B&F that when the item
for the loan authorization was referred to the B&F Committee it was with a request attached that the
Capital Improvement Advisory Board (CIAB) be consulted and asked if the Committee had done so.
Councilor Curcuru did reach out to one of the members by email also listing his telephone number,
Donald Fryklund; and they didn’t respond. They have yet to meet with their new members.
Councilor Tobey thought this was a problem that needs the Administration’s help. This is not
discretionary. Under the City Charter, Chapter 5-1(d) when the City Council votes on bond
authorizations, takes actions; they’re to ensure that they are, “…consistent with the Capital Improvements
program”. He believed the Council should not vote on any more bond authorization orders because they
are violating the Charter, which is law; and unless and until the CIAB telling the Council it fits into a
program. If they want to do it even if it doesn’t fit into a program, they comply with the Charter by,
“transmitting to the Planning Board a statement in writing explaining the necessity prior to taking the
action”. He expressed this was not a failure on B&F’s part. The Planning Department has an obligation
under the Charter and the Administration has an obligation to oversee it to make sure that the very
important role contemplated by the CIAB, that somebody is “directing traffic and prioritizing and putting
forward a comprehensive plan”. He asked that the Clerk communicate with the Mayor and the
Administrative Assistant to the Mayor in writing the urgent need for this matter to be reviewed by the
CIAB before this public happens, and warned he would invoke Chapter 2-11(c) until it did happen.
Councilors’ Requests Other than to the Mayor:
Councilor Verga reminded everyone that on Thursday, the 21st, 6:30 p.m., he will be holding a Ward 5
Meeting at the GHS Lecture Hall and can go to: wardfive.com for more information.
Councilor McGeary was informed that Edna New, the City’s oldest resident at the Seacoast Nursing
Home turned 111 years old today, and congratulated her on this special milestone.
Councilor Ciolino related that the Planning & Development Committee will meet at 6:00 p.m. at the
American Legion Hall on the Birdseye property to begin work on the matter, close to the Fort where “all
the action is going to take place”, and invited his fellow Councilors and the public to attend. John
Whitten, a third-party expert hired by the City to review the rezoning proposal; Suzanne Egan, General
Counsel; and Gregg Cademartori, Planning Director will also be on hand. There will be no vote taken
that evening. This will be a purely informational meeting. He invited his fellow Councilors to ask
questions and start dissecting the proposal. There will be no vote taken that evening; it will be purely
informational. He will ask the developer to speak; and while members of the public may be invited to
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speak, the Committee will be looking for new information that they haven’t heard before. He reminded
everyone the Planning & Development Committee did have a joint meeting with the Planning Board and
heard a great deal of testimony at that time. They have the Planning Board’s recommendations and may
have some discussion on that as well.
Councilor Theken announced an important meeting for Gloucester seniors who are Medicare recipients
on November 2nd regarding changes in their Medicare coverage at the Rose Baker Senior Center at 10
a.m. She thanked the Councilors who were at O&A, and made a new ordinance which will come forward
to protect the City’s water brought forward by the group, “Who Decides”, a voluntary grassroots
organization. It took a lot of work, communication and some compromise from the Committee, her
fellow Councilors, General Counsel and “Who Decides” members. She believed it to be a good
ordinance that she can live with and is very proud of it. She thanked Russell Hobbs who had attended the
City Council meeting to speak on other matters but that he was also a member of that group and asked
that he forward her thanks to the rest of his group as well. She noted an informative film they have been
showing at a local cinema. She congratulated Neptune Harvest whose fertilizer helped to grow a 1,875 lb.
pumpkin. She thanked “Jimmy T” on the television show, Survivor. She also noted past City Councilor
John “Gus” Foote having been chosen by the Amvets Department of MA to receive the “Pilgrims
Award”, their highest award for community service and Legislative Achievement and congratulated him.
Councilor Hardy thanked Mr. Hobbs for his pinch hitting on many traffic issues this evening and that he
had been involved in so many of the ward meetings and was an integral part of that process.
Additionally, she received an email from Josh Arnold, of the Gloucester Rotary Club and is in the process
of donating more playground equipment to the City and needs to come before the Council for acceptance
according to the City Auditor, Kenny Costa. She wished to refer this matter to Budget & Finance for
their October 20th so that to come back to the Council for a vote at the next meeting on October 26th.
By unanimous consent the matter of the Gloucester Rotary Club’s donation of Playground
Equipment was referred to the Budget & Finance Committee.
A motion was made, seconded and voted unanimously to adjourn the meeting at 8:36 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Dana C. Jorgensson
Clerk of Committees
DOCUMENTATION/ITEMS SUBMITTED DURING THE MEETING: None.

JOINT SPECIAL CITY COUNCIL AND SCHOOL COMMITTEE MINUTES
10/19/10
UNDER SEPARATE COVER

CITY COUNCIL STANDING COMMITTEE
Ordinances & Administration
Monday, October 18, 2010 – 6:30 p.m.
1st Fl. Council Conference Room – City Hall
-- MINUTES -Present: Chair, Sefatia Theken; Vice Chair, Ann Mulcahey; Councilor Bruce Tobey
Absent: None.
Also Present: Councilor Hardy; Councilor Ciolino; Councilor Ciolino; Linda T. Lowe; Jim Duggan;
Suzanne Egan; Nancy Papows; Candace Wheeler; Jeff Crawford
The meeting was called to order at 6:31 p.m. Items were taken out of order. There was a quorum of
the City Council
1. Continued Business
A) CC2010-023 (Tobey) Amend GCO Sec. 22-289 re: Main Street Parking Meter Time Limits
[Anti-Shuffling] (Cont’d from 09/20/10)
Councilor Tobey stated what he would like to move these issues forward to public hearings and frame the
issues and get public input about the shuffling ordinance and the removal of the parking meters. He wishes
to get a discussion going and understood the concerns of the financial aspects of the meters’ removal and
had asked Nancy Papows to speak to how revenues might be replaced if parking meters were removed. He
noted all the one-story buildings on Main Street that could have second floors on them that could be office
space, residential space if zoning had occurred and spoke about incentives of which there wasn’t a lot of as a
matter of public policy that the Council can do except perhaps as to financial matters. He wished to get a
sense from Ms. Papows and Mr. Duggan about how much revenue would be lost if they remove the parking
meters; how much re-development would it take to get that back; and are there other ways, for example,
downtown be a target area for CDGB funding; and also replacement money for the Downtown Development
Commission if the meters are removed.
Councilor Theken asked if the Councilor would allow for separation of the matters, the parking meter
removal and the anti-shuffling ordinance.
Councilor Tobey responded that as long as Committee would agree to bring both matters forward, each
receiving its own public hearing. He brought the shuffling ordinance forward as part of a solution of the
problems would occur if there were no meters.
Councilor Theken stated the Committee would ensure issues would go forward for public hearing. The
area they’re speaking of was going to be from Main Street at Tally’s Corner at the Blackburn Building all
the way up to Flanagan Square.
Councilor Tobey inquired if meters went all the way up Union Hill (top east end of Main Street)
Mr. Duggan, CAO stated the meters stop at the bottom of Union Hill. People who have purchased condos
that live above one of the stores in that area adjacent to the base of Union Hill have asked that meters be
removed because they are getting parking tickets. He advised them to park slightly further up the hill where
there were no meters, as you’re coming down (from Flanagan Square).
Councilor Theken felt they would have to ensure that the shuffling ordinance did not include Union Hill in
that case.
Councilor Ciolino stated if there are no meters there is no shuffling.
Suzanne Egan, General Counsel stated as she read the ordinance, it says one metered to the next. So it
would only pertain to one metered space.
Robert Ryan, Co-Chair, Traffic Committee suggested Main and Spring Street and Ms. Egan added that
they should then take out Flanagan Square.
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Mr. Duggan stated that area (Union Hill) is predominantly residential.
Councilor Theken added there is no long term parking in that area anyway; and there are more homes being
redeveloped in the area now; and meters shouldn’t be put in front of those homes.
Councilor Ciolino left the meeting at 6:51 p.m.; there was no longer a quorum of the City Council.
Nancy Papows, Principal Assessor had previously done research for Councilor Tobey, a spread sheet
indicating what the tax contributions of those businesses in that area to the City on an annual basis which
was about $740,000.00. His question was how they could see increased revenues to take place with the
meters. She explained that they would only going to get increased tax dollars if something prompts new
growth or there is revitalization where there are more renovations taking place, things of that nature; then
you would see increased tax dollars. In terms of the meters and shuffling if they could pinpoint something
that finite that it would contribute to why someone wants to expand their business on the second floor or
whether that enables them to do renovations because, in fact, their business is seeing more customer foot
traffic, for instance. It is difficult to say if that will prompt people to take on projects that would result in
new growth or renovate what they have. If the values there change because of the market, it’s not something
where you will be bringing in more tax dollars. If it turns out that Main Street becomes more desirable,
more activity, etc., those assessed values could increase somewhat but it doesn’t mean you’re going to be
getting any more tax dollars. It is just shifting it to that pays more that year. You would have to see new
growth or renovations. It was hard to say that something like this is definitely going to spur this. She didn’t
know if there was something else in the works that the Council was hoping to do that will revitalize
downtown. It probably is more than one thing that would factor in; there is the economy which makes it
difficult sometimes for people to improve their businesses. It could be availability of financing is not good
at this time, or it is; and those types of factors tend to change on an annual basis. If there are vacancies,
rentals are down. She felt there are a lot of factors that weigh in and reiterated it was hard to pinpoint one
item that would spur some new growth.
Councilor Tobey recalled the meter revenue split was 60/40; 40% tickets and 60% meter revenue.
Mr. Duggan thought it was which came to $180,000 annually (information presented by Jeff Towne, CFO,
at a meeting several months prior).
Councilor Tobey was struck by Ms. Papows’s analysis; the fact Main Street is producing the same tax
revenue as the industrial waterfront which has them very concerned in that sector; and that we should be
getting a lot more revenue down there by encouraging more activity and finding ways to get there.
Similarly on Main Street, he wondered if there is anything to create incentives for owners of properties on
Main Street to encourage renovation for second floor build outs, pointing out the Empire Building as an
example as sitting dormant, that could be viewed as substantive and symbolic things they could do to
encourage and enhance development. He noted he filed this order back in February it was going on yet
another business trip to a place with a vibrant downtown with a parking shuffling ordinance; and seemed
appropriate again today, being on business at College Hill near Brown University he had ‘time to kill’. It is
a vibrant, mini-downtown. It was all free parking in that business district which was seeing robust foot
traffic. However, in their traditional downtown business district with meters, no one was parking on the
street. Metered spaces were open. “We love free stuff.” It seemed to him they could make that revenue up
if a couple of those buildings (on Main Street) add second floors. He asked Ms. Papows how much
increased growth they needed to get $180,000.00 in new tax revenue which he believed was $18 million in
value.
Ms. Papows stated it was likely $18 million.
Mr. Duggan thought $18 million of development is a lot.
Councilor Tobey agreed but they needed to start. Perhaps they could pick up half of that.
Mr. Duggan wondered what would be the capacity. With CDBG eligibility for a housing component, those
recipients have to be income eligible.
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Councilor Tobey responded that from the CDBG perspective, he was looking to make up $20,000.00 for
the DDC for small improvements, etc. He felt that would be appropriate for the CDBG because it is in the
target area.
Mr. Duggan stated the DDC did get $20,000.00 for small improvements which are now $18,900 annually in
funding. They’re getting banners, flowers, holiday lights, etc. for the downtown. That wouldn’t be eligible.
Councilor Tobey wondered if they could move money around to support them to create eligibility. He
admitted it is “a big nut to crack” but if it starts moving things further forward downtown like the Savings
Bank, the development of BankGloucester and encourage people to go “up” it could make a difference.
Councilor Theken stated Palazola’s got a permit to go up but the economy turned bad, and they didn’t
move forward.
Councilor Tobey noted the block from Larson’s Store to the building next to CVS that is a “sea” of one
story roofs that could be doubled all the way back to Rogers Street.
Councilor Theken stated one side, where La Trattoria Restaurant is has to go before the Historical
Commission (to get permission to add stories) and across the street they can do whatever they want.
Councilor Tobey asked what the value, if they know yet, is for the kind of redevelopment he cited, for three
or four stories, like the Old Gray’s hardware reconstruction project.
Ms. Papows didn’t know but for this year that it is under construction; and it’s whatever was there as of
January 1st; it’s part but not all. She can get that information for the Councilor, noting they did a beautiful
job.
Councilor Tobey declared that is the vision.
Councilor Mulcahey stated if you go up with apartments or condominiums on top, there is the big
consideration of parking.
Councilor Tobey responded by pointing out what the Savings Bank built – parking. Similarly, as
expansions go forward, they, too, would be accountable to put in parking for their building(s) tenants/condo
owners. “We have to get past no”.
Councilor Mulcahey liked the idea of having more income downtown but would want to see that first
before taking away the money from the parking meters.
Councilor Tobey warned if they find the new money, they’ll spend the money on something else. They
didn’t have to look back very far in Gloucester history to see that. It would be new growth on the revenue
side.
Councilor Theken thanked Ms. Papows for her work. She was recently in the downtown on a Sunday and
was amazed. She noted the diversity of businesses in other communities in their downtown areas and gave
the example of Portsmouth, NH. She was amazed to see the volume of people in their downtown area.
Their shops were open. She thought Gloucester’s downtown waterfront was more beautiful. She’d like to
see a pier like in California where you could walk out to the water. There is no way now to do that in our
downtown. You can only walk the boulevard. Whether they take the meters out or leave them, it is a goal to
encourage development and business diversity for the downtown, which she felt Portsmouth had. She
contended Gloucester had that once and lost it and now needs to regain that kind of diversity. She also felt
however, Gloucester was more beautiful and cleaner than many other cities in the area. She did not believe
that whether or not they have meters it will not revitalize the downtown – business diversity would.
Ms. Papows noted in a nearby community with two chain stores in their downtown and with some of the
openings for rentals on Main Street, in particular the Cape Ann Savings Bank building for the first floor she
thought it a shame they couldn’t get a few there, a not too expensive but mainstream store or two.
Councilor Theken stated she didn’t think removing the meters would bring more business to the downtown;
and it will take more effort than that. When they increased the meters to 25 cents, that $10,000 in revenue,
she recalled, would go towards a parking garage. She asked where the money is for that purpose.
Mr. Duggan thought the funds could not be designated; it had to go into the General Fund and asked Ms.
Lowe to confirm this.
Linda T. Lowe, City Clerk stated it was supposed to be dedicated towards parking related functions.
Councilor Tobey stated it would have to be appropriated annually which isn’t happening.
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Mr. Duggan believed with the increase it was supposed to be approximately $40,000 with the increase in
revenue that former Mayor Bell as a result of a misinterpretation took $20,000 of it and promised it to the
DDC for downtown related issues. It was reduced to $18,900.00 from $20,000.00.
Councilor Tobey had an impression that under the previous administration that the Council voted for a
meter increase based on estimates from that administration that it would go up. What actually happened is
that the revenue dropped because they drove people away. He would appreciate if Mr. Towne could do a
snapshot in time in the same month, particularly the last year at the old rate; if they can find the data and to
date, and thought it would be telling. Maybe they could drop the fee and still realize the same revenue
because of a change in utilization (rate is currently $25 cents for 30 minutes).
Councilor Mulcahey stated since they’ve had the meter enforcement meter revenues have increased and is
way over what it has been, and the enforcement personnel are paying for themselves, so to speak. She also
noted they didn’t have that kind of enforcement years back.
Councilor Hardy asked are they able to track meter revenues based on meters by locations. Weren’t they
were able to do that with the new system (hand-held scanning devices for utilized for parking tickets).
Mr. Duggan stated the meters aren’t able to be scanned at this time. They scan the cars. They’re exploring
a kiosk. Then they could clearly read which kiosk it is.
Councilor Hardy thought the development of downtown you can see the changes, and see what they made
on one street versus another in revenue and what they’re doing right or wrong and correct it. She would like
to see if they can initiate something that could identify parking trends.
Councilor Theken stated they can do streets but not individual meters. Mr. Towne told them he could and
did come with some of that information previously. He can do individual vehicles related to shuffling. He
was able to say what downtown made with meter revenues.
Councilor Tobey stated the conversation they had tonight was why he brought this matter forward and
thanked the Committee for devoting the time to the matter.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Mulcahey, seconded by Councilor Tobey, the O&A voted 3 in
favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council Amend GCO Sec. 22-289 Main Street Parking
Meter Time Limits “to remove parking meters from the downtown area from Main and Spring
Streets to Tally’s Corner, the intersection of Main Street and Washington Street” AND TO
ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Mulcahey, seconded by Councilor Tobey, the Ordinance &
Administration Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to Amend
GCO Sec. 22-220 (Deposit to Extend Parking time beyond maximum legal time) by ADDING new
subsection “Anti-Shuffling”:
(c) In order to regulate the practice of shuffling cars from one metered space to the next throughout
the workday within the downtown area from Main and Spring Streets to Tally’s Corner, the
intersection of Main Street and Washington Street, once a meter expires it shall be unlawful to park
the car in another metered space within the area all days except Sundays and holidays between the
hours of 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING.
Councilor Ciolino left the meeting and there was no longer a quorum of the City Council.
B) CC2010-024 (Hardy) Request from Engineering Department of the DPW a copy of the City’s
Official ‘layout of the road’ at the intersection of Washington St., Holly St., Goose Cove Lane and
Vine St. (Cont’d from 09/20/10)
Councilor Hardy updated the Committee showing them a layout of the road at its intersection. At time she
asked for this it didn’t exist. She recommends that this be sent to the Traffic Commission to do a traffic
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study and gave Mr. Ryan, Co-Chair of the Commission some parameters and would email him the
information and would like to do a neighborhood meeting on it with him.
This matter is continued to November 29, 2010.
C) CC2010-054 (Mulcahey) Amend GCO Sec. 22-287 (Disabled veteran, handicapped parking) re: 21
Main Street (Cont’d from 09/20/10)
Councilor Theken thought this was wasteful to continue having public hearings at the Council level for
handicapped parking; and wondered why it can’t be done at a Committee level, especially when it is
legitimate with all the appropriate documentation filed and having had a review by the Traffic Committee.
Councilor Tobey stated they just need to change the ordinance on how they enact such an ordinance.
Councilor Hardy added she believed it was allowed for in the City Charter that the City Council can vote to
designate any standing committee to do the work of the Council.
Councilor Tobey likened the process to that of Pole/Conduit petitions now heard at the P&D level.
Ms. Lowe noted that every ordinance amendment on handicapped parking must be advertised according to
the Charter. The Traffic ordinances just keep growing exponentially. Maybe, this major change, as has
been done in other towns, is to have traffic regulations rather than traffic ordinances and then would not be
necessarily is bound by the advertising requirements that come out of the Charter or by State law. As it
stands now, the Code of Ordinances and the Charter says you must advertise and is specific as to the venue,
a newspaper, where it must be placed.
Councilor Theken asked Ms. Lowe if it could be checked into further because she’d like to see this idea go
forward.
Mr. Ryan stated with respect to handicapped spaces, the requestors are asked to come in to the Traffic
Commission, then they many times come to O&A when the matter comes to them, and then to the Council
when they have the public hearing. He pointed out that is three trips for the requestor. He could see no
problem take up the matter at the Traffic Commission and making the recommendation to O&A.
Councilor Tobey recalled when Councilor Foote was on the Committee was anxious that this kind of matter
stay with the Council. But he would welcome the opportunity to shift this kind of thing off the Council give
it to the Traffic Commission; and perhaps they could use this as a test case to do it legally and delegate it
completely to the Traffic Commission. Further, he thought many of the traffic issues could be done
collaboratively with the Committee and the Commission, especially in the case of handicapped parking.
The Committee further discussed the concept agreed there were traffic issues that could be consolidated into
a regulations situation and would look to do so after some research as to how it could be accomplished.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Mulcahey, seconded by Councilor Tobey, the Ordinance &
Administration Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to Amend
GCO Sec. 22-287 (Disabled veteran, handicapped parking) by ADDING “Main Street, #46, one (1)
handicapped parking space to be placed on the northerly side of Main Street” AND FURTHER TO
ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING.
D) CC2010-055 (Mulcahey) Amend GCO Sec. 22-287 (Disabled veteran, handicapped parking) re: 287
Main St. (Cont’d from 09/20/10)
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Tobey, seconded by Councilor Mulcahey, the Ordinance &
Administration Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to Amend
GCO Sec. 22-287 (Disabled veteran, handicapped parking) by ADDING “Main Street #287, one (1)
handicapped parking space approximately 20 feet in an easterly direction on the southerly side of
Main Street, just before the entrance of the Gorton’s satellite lot” AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE
FOR PUBLIC HEARING.
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E) CC2010-056Amend GCO Sec. 22-287 (Disabled veteran, handicapped parking) re: Arnold Way
(Cont’d from 09/20/10)
Mr. Ryan stated that at the Traffic Commission’s September 23, 2010 meeting they voted to not
recommend to the O&A Committee the creation of a second handicapped parking space on Arnold Way. On
three occasions the Commission asked the requestors to appear, but they did not. It is a small dead-end
street and the Commission felt that two handicapped spaces would hinder the remaining parking on the
street. He also added that he sends letters to each requestor of a handicapped space to advise them of the
time and date of the Traffic Commission meeting when their matter is to be taken up so they can appear. He
also added there is one handicapped space currently at that address.
Councilor Theken stated that until Councilor McGeary, who brought the original order forward, brings it
forward again, no action will be taken by the Committee.
The Committee determined no action was necessary on the matter at this time and is tabled
indefinitely.
F) CC2010-059 (Theken) Amend GCO Sec. 22-287 (Disabled veteran, handicapped parking) re: 2
Harvard Street, one handicapped space (Continued from 08/23/10)
Mr. Ryan stated at their September 23, 2010 meeting, the Commission approved the order as written and
suggested the sign should be installed as close to the address as feasible.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Tobey, seconded by Councilor Mulcahey, the Ordinance &
Administration Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to Amend
GCO Sec. 22-287 (Disabled veteran, handicapped parking) by ADDING “one (1) handicapped
parking space, in front of Harvard Street #2” AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC
HEARING.
G) CC2010-062 (Verga) Amend GCO Sec. 22-270.1 (Resident sticker parking only) and Sec. 22270 (Parking Prohibited at all Times) re: Rafe’s Chasm parking area/lot off Hesperus Avenue
Mr. Ryan stated at their September 23, 2010 meeting, the Commission did not recommend the order as
presented. They were concerned that the area could be considered a tourist attraction and should not be
‘off limits’ by being restricted to residents only. Further, they believed that current ordinances be clarified
and enforced to prevent parking. At their October 14th meeting they made a recommendation to amend the
ordinance by changing the restriction from ‘Parking Prohibited from 9 p.m. to 9 a.m.’ to ‘Parking
Prohibited from 7 p.m. to 9 a.m.” which they believed to be a compromise that addresses the concerns of
the neighbor in the area who reported rowdiness in the evenings at that location. They had also consulted
with Councilor Verga who brought the order forward. These hours will also allow continued access for
this tourist attraction.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Mulcahey, seconded by Councilor Tobey, the Ordinance &
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) Hesperus Avenue at Rafe’s Chasm (4), by
DELETING “Parking Prohibited between 9 p.m. and 9 a.m. and ADDING “Parking Prohibited
between 7 p.m. and 9 a.m.” AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING.
At the recommendation of the Traffic Commission, the Committee voted the following:
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MOTION: On motion by Councilor Mulcahey, seconded by Councilor Tobey, the Ordinance &
Administration Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to Amend
GCO Sec. 22-291 (Tow Away Zone) Hesperus Avenue at Rafe’s Chasm (4) by DELETING “Parking
Prohibited between 9 p.m. and 9 a.m. and ADDING “Parking Prohibited between 7 p.m. and 9
a.m.” AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING.
H) CC2010-063 (Mulcahey) Amend GCO Sec. 22-270 (Parking Prohibited at All Times) re: Oak &
Maple Streets
Councilor Mulcahey noted with the recent addition of sidewalks on both of these streets, both being one
way streets, it has narrowed the street considerably. Current parking has vehicles with two wheels on the
sidewalk, which is illegal and also negates the idea of a sidewalk. If they park on the street there is not
enough room for vehicles to get though.
Mr. Ryan stated the Traffic Commission recommended the order.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Tobey, seconded by Councilor Mulcahey, the Ordinance &
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 “Maple Street, northerly side from
Warner Street to Mt. Vernon Street” AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Tobey, seconded by Councilor Mulcahey, the Ordinances &
Administration Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to Amend
GCO Sec. 22-270 (Parking Prohibited at All Times) by ADDING “Oak Street, southerly side from
Warner Street to Mt. Vernon Street” AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING.
I) CC2010-064 (Mulcahey) Proposed amendment to GCO Sec. 22-267 (One Way Streets-Generally)
re: Mt. Vernon Street
Councilor Mulcahey has withdrawn the order; therefore, this matter is closed.
2. Appointments
The Committee questioned the two potential appointees to their respective Committee and Board as to their
background and qualifications, desire to serve the community as well as their familiarity with the Open
Meeting Laws. They were also asked if they had taken their State Ethics exam, and filed appropriately with
the City Clerk’s office.
Jeff Crawford

Gloucester Historical Commission

TTE 02/14/2012

Mr. Crawford told the Committee he is a carpenter by trade, and works with the Gloucester Museum
School. He greatly appreciates the history of Gloucester and its old buildings; and wanted to step forward to
volunteer in a way that incorporated both.
Councilor Mulcahey thanked Mr. Crawford for stepping forward as a volunteer.
Councilor Tobey commended Mr. Crawford having known him since 1983, a businessman, and one of the
founders of the Fish Festival; has worked long-term with the Museum School and has a commitment to the
City and was glad to see him come forward for this Commission.
Councilor Theken noted that her former home was in a historic district and were unaware. They wanted to
do outside fixes to the home, and there was no one with the Commission who were unhelpful. She hoped
the Commission would be more of a resource going forward and thanked him for his volunteering for the
City.

Ordinances & Administration

10/18/2010

Page 8 of 12

Mr. Crawford noted he would be unable to attend the City Council meeting due to a previous commitment,
and both Councilor Theken and Councilor Hardy assured Mr. Crawford that the letter of intent and interest
was very obvious; and they will support his appointment before the Council in his stead.
Robert Ryan, Co-Chair of the Traffic Commission recounted his experience with his first appointment to a
Commission which happened to be the Gloucester Historical Commission under Mayor Leo Alper who
wanted to tear down the Forbes School and put in a parking lot, offices for the City and the schools. Joe
Gibson, Peter Anastas and himself took on the Mayor saying that the building was originally the Grand
Army of the Republic building and stopped it from being torn down. Ultimately the building was renovated
to house non-profits.
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 the
appointment of Jeff Crawford to the Gloucester Historical Commission, TTE 02/14/2012.
Candace Wheeler

Clean Energy Commission

TTE 02/14/2012

Candace Wheeler recounted for her Committee her experience in Hamilton as Town Administrator for 17
years who stated she would re-take the State Ethics Exam to update it; and was very experienced with the
Open Meeting law, having had to live with it for many years in her previous position. She recounted for the
Committee that she had great experience with Hamilton who appeared to have worked on many of the same
issues that Gloucester is now doing; with the Green Communities program (Hamilton having obtained that
designation) and obtaining grants for that purpose; as well as Energy Services Contracting also similar to
something Gloucester has been exploring. She was excited to help see some of these programs come to her
hometown; as well as the work on alternative energy interests her greatly. She is looking forward to seeing a
wind turbine installed for the City as well.
Councilor Tobey thanked Ms. Wheeler and that her experience is on point and her reputation is top-shelf.
Councilor Hardy stated her intent to support Ms. Wheeler’s appointment at City Council.
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 the
appointment of Candace Wheeler to the Clean Energy Commission, TTE 02/14/2012.
3. Correspondence from Shirley Lake re: Green Street Playground
Councilor Theken read the email submitted (on file) by Shirley Lake regarding the Green Street
Playground to the Committee. She noted the memorandum from Mark Cole, Operations Manager of the
DPW to her dated today’s date (received at the meeting and on file).
Mr. Duggan thought Mr. Cole’s proposal of was a good resolution. He walked the area with Mr. Cole
today. Currently the remaining two games of the season, they will continue to park from what will
eventually be future site of an assisted living facility. There is a curb cut already there. It will serve the
purpose perfectly. It will be able to absorb all the parking and eliminate driving any further down out
towards the playground parking lot, which Mr. Cole assured him plenty of parking will be there. They’ll
develop it accordingly.
Councilor Tobey asked will this make it possible for folks to drive from the Blackburn Circle to Green
Street.
Mr. Duggan responded no.
Councilor Theken added there are jersey barriers there so they can’t.
Mr. Duggan stated the DPW has the work scheduled to be done in the spring.
Councilor Mulcahey will respond to Ms. Lake’s inquiry, and let her know of the matter’s resolution.
Councilor Curcuru entered the meeting at 7:42 p.m. creating a quorum of the City Council.
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4. CC2010-066 (Curcuru) Amend GCO Sec. 22-270 (Parking Prohibited at all Times) and Sec. 22-291
(Tow away zones) re: Centennial Avenue #20 to Leslie O. Johnson Road
Mr. Ryan stated that at the Traffic Commission’s October 14th meeting they voted to approve the order as
requested. This is on the same side as the stadium.
Councilor Tobey asked how much is that currently used legally for parking.
Mr. Ryan responded during all football games they’re using it. Again, they put in new sidewalks in there
and it has narrowed the street. The whole easterly side there is prohibited parking, all the way down. The
westerly side parking will be prohibited from Centennial Avenue in a northerly direction from Perkins Road
to Leslie O. Johnson Road.
Councilor Curcuru added they stopped at Perkins Road because the City realigned the sidewalk and moved
it out a little.
Mr. Ryan noted all the houses from that corner, Perkins Road on Centennial, to the pizza parlor there are
multi-families.
Councilor Curcuru added this is why they didn’t continue it all the way down; and the houses adjacent to
the stadium have driveways.
Mr. Ryan stated people are using the street and expected feedback from those people who park on the street
for football games Thursday and Friday evenings.
Councilor Theken stated there is room in the high school parking lot for all the vehicles.
Councilor Hardy also noted there was a school bus stop for morning pick up near the stadium entrance on
Centennial Avenue.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Tobey, seconded by Councilor Mulcahey, the Ordinance &
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 “Centennial Avenue, westerly side,
in a northerly direction from Perkins Road to Leslie O. Johnson Road” AND FURTHER TO
ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Tobey, seconded by Councilor Mulcahey, the Ordinance &
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 “Centennial Avenue, westerly side, in a northerly
direction from Perkins Road to Leslie O. Johnson Road” AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR
PUBLIC HEARING.
5. CC2010-067 (Curcuru) Amend GCO 22-270 (Parking Prohibited at all Times) re: intersection of
Summer Street and Granite Street from in front of Summer Street #21
Mr. Ryan stated at the Traffic Commission meeting of October 14, 2010 they recommended approving the
order as requested. They also recommended that along with an order for Parking Prohibited at all Times as
well as making it a Tow Away Zone that signs enforcing the ‘No Parking’ within 20 feet of the corner be
also erected to help control the parking in the area.
Councilor Curcuru stated people park on the sidewalks; children can’t get by; he’s been getting
complaints.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Mulcahey, seconded by Councilor Tobey, the Ordinance &
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 “Summer Street, westerly side from
Granite Street in a northerly direction to Orchard Street” AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR
PUBLIC HEARING.
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MOTION: On motion by Councilor Mulcahey, seconded by Councilor Tobey, the Ordinance &
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 “Summer Street, westerly side from Granite Street in
a northerly direction to Orchard Street” AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC
HEARING .
6. CC2010-068 (Hardy) Review parking situation and traffic flow on Leonard Street
Councilor Hardy stated she will have a Ward Meeting with Mr. Ryan and Mr. Ingersoll in attendance.
The Committee tabled the matter and return the matter to the agenda when Councilor Hardy is ready
to bring the matter forward again.
7. CC2010-069 (Curcuru) Amend GCO Sec. 22-287 (Disabled veteran, handicapped parking)
Re: 26 Summer Street
Mr. Ryan stated at the Traffic Commission meeting of October 14, 2010 the order was approved. They
recommended a sign should be placed on utility pole #1737 with the arrow pointing south. This would be
the space closest to the requestor’s entrance to the home.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Tobey, seconded by Councilor Mulcahey, the Ordinance &
Administration Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to Amend
GCO Sec. 22-287 (Disabled veteran, handicapped parking) by ADDING “one (1) handicapped
parking space, at #26 Summer Street” AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING.
8. CC2010-070 (McGeary)) Amend GCO Sec. 22-287 (Disabled veteran, handicapped parking) Re: East
Main Street #267
This matter is continued to November 1, 2010.
9. CC2010-072 (McGeary) Amend GCO Sec. 22-269 (Stop Intersections) Re: Bass Rocks Road at its
intersection with Atlantic Road
This matter is continued to November 1, 2010.
10. CC2010-073 (Tobey) Enact ordinance amending GCO Ch. 8, Article II, §8-16 and §8-17 Re:
Process of selection of Fire Chief
Councilor Tobey stated he had a good conversation with Mr. Duggan today as to how to proceed so they
could work from the model of the Police Chief selection and adapt it in ways that are appropriate to the
process of selecting a Fire Chief. He suggested that the City Clerk on behalf of the Committee, Mr. Duggan
and Ms. Egan could work together to come back with a draft for the Committee’s review.
Mr. Dugan stated from their good conversation today, he, in turn, asked the advice of the Personnel
Director to look at the ordinance that was passed to see what changes needed to be made to adapt the
ordinance for a Fire Chief. Mr. Bain said if there were any changes, they would be minor, if any at all.
Councilor Tobey stated they are still waiting on an answer from General Counsel on the questions
regarding the current Police Chief’s contract and how that “plays” with the new ordinance.
Mr. Duggan responded he did have a conversation with Ms. Egan. The ordinance doesn’t “kick in” until
the Mayor declares the position vacant. Chief Lane’s contract, if renewed, it would continue under the old
ordinance. Upon inquiry from Councilor Tobey, he was unsure how many times Chief Lane’s contract
could be renewed. He posed the question to Ms. Egan that, say, Chief Lane wanted to be here for 10 years
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and the administration kept renewing his contract, was that OK? She stated yes. If he or she leaves that
position, the Mayor declares it vacant, and then the new ordinance falls into place.
Councilor Theken asked to receive that opinion in writing.
Mr. Duggan stated there was one other issue in the event that a new Chief hired under the new ordinance
becomes sick and unable to perform their duties of their job, and a Lieutenant moves up in the interim is he
or she out of Civil Service protection; they are not because the position has not been vacated yet.
The Committee will wait to hear from Mr. Duggan and the Administration before bringing the matter
back to their agenda.
11. CC2010-075 (Ciolino/Mulcahey) Amend GCO Chapter 11, Hawkers And Peddlers, And Transient
Vendors
[Note: At the October 12, 2010 City Council Meeting under Consent Agenda, the order listed above was
amended to include Councilor Mulcahey as well as by friendly amendment to amend Sec. 11-5, (6) (2) by
deleting the St. Peter’s Park/Rogers Street vending location altogether.]
Councilor Mulcahey stated she was interested in exploring possible rebates to Gloucester citizens of a
certain percentage if they are successful for bidding on a vending location, which would be advantageous to
Gloucesterites.
Ms. Lowe recommended obtaining a legal opinion from Ms. Egan if it is feasible for the City to restrict
and/or rebate monies from successful bids for vendor locations by local citizens, and also can they do it
under the State procurement laws.
Councilor Theken reminded Councilor Mulcahey that the matter she just spoke of is not before them and is
not attached to this order.
Councilor Mulcahey understood and agreed. She stated with regard to Councilor Ciolino’s order that for
the last two summers the Rogers Street fixed vending location, 10 ft. east of the intersection with
Commercial and Washington Streets is a safety hazard and for that reason asked the Committee to endorse
the motion.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Tobey, seconded by Councilor Mulcahey, the Ordinances &
Administration Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to Amend
the GCO, Chapter 11, Hawkers And Peddlers, And Transient Vendors of the GCO, Sec. 11-5 Fixed
vending: site specific locations “(2) to DELETE “Rogers Street – Ten (10) feet east of its intersection
with Commercial and Washington Streets, with the exception of St. Peter’s Fiesta weekend and
renumber accordingly” AND TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING.
The second section of Councilor Ciolino’s order would be continued to November 1, 2010 when the
Councilor could be in attendance to discuss the mater with the Committee.
A motion was made, seconded and voted unanimously to adjourn the meeting at 8:11 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Dana C. Jorgensson
Clerk of Committees
DOCUMENTS/ITEMS SUBMITTED AT MEETING:
•

Memo from Mark Cole, Operations Manager, DPW to Councilor Theken re: Parking Issues
Green Street Field, dated 10/18/2010
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Map of intersection of the “Willow Rest” area submitted by Councilor Hardy

Page 12 of 12

CITY COUNCIL STANDING COMMITTEE
Planning & Development
Wednesday, October 20, 2010 – 6:30 p.m.
-- MINUTES –
Present: Chair, Councilor Joseph Ciolino; Vice Chair, Councilor Robert Whynott; Councilor Greg
Verga; Councilor Steven Curcuru (Alternate)
Absent: None.
Also Present: Councilor Curcuru; Jacqueline Hardy; Brian Tarr; Mike Hale; Mark Cole; David
Spaulding; Mary Lou Maraganis; David Anderson; James George; Jeff Brown; Amy Donnelly;
Dick & Jan Perry; James Rowe; Jeff Orfanos; Bob Tobey; Alicia Padre; Mark Robinson; Dan
Turco; Grant Harris; Steve Palazzola; Susan St. Pierre; Bruce Amero; Cris Boisvert
The meeting was called to order at 6:30 p.m. Items were taken out of order. Councilor Curcuru
sat as an alternate for Councilor Whynott until his arrival.
Councilor Jacqueline Hardy declared she was in attendance he meeting as a resident and abutter on the
Cherry Street matter; that if she should participate during the meeting on other matters, she would be
participating as a resident, and not in her role as a City Councilor
1. Continued Business:
A) COM2010-026: Request from 1907 LLC and Pavilion Mercato LLC re: BirdsEye Mixed Use
Overlay District (“BMOD”) Zoning Proposal (Rezoning #2010-003) (Cont’d from 10/14/10)
Councilor Ciolino announced that at the request of the applicant through their attorney, Lisa Mead via
email, this matter would be continued to November 3, 2010.
This matter is continued to November 3, 2010.
B) Creation of Gloucester Dog Park Petition, pursuant to Sec. 9-1 “Free Petition” of City Charter
(Cont’d from 10/06/10)
Councilor Ciolino stated the Committee has done their site visit and the Open Space & Recreation
Committee made their recommendation for the location of the off-leash dog park.
Councilor Curcuru expressed concern regarding the abutters adjacent to the Stage Fort Park area
proposed for the off-leash dog park and wished for people who live in that area to have an opportunity to
come forward and voice their opinion for or against the location. He felt this was important that the
public have that opportunity and for the Council to hear them.
Councilor Verga agreed with Councilor Curcuru; that they had the public hearing on the ordinance and
felt it only fair to have the proposed site discussed at a public hearing as well. He noted both he and
Councilor Curcuru supported the ordinance to create an off-leash dog park, but felt a public hearing on
the location was necessary.
Councilor Whynott entered the meeting at 6:36 p.m. Councilor Curcuru stepped away as alternate.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Ciolino, seconded by Councilor Verga, the Planning &
Development Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council under
Gloucester Code of Ordinances, Chapter 4, Art. II, Sec. 4-16 that it endorse the recommendation
made by the Open Space and Recreation Committee that the site for the Off-Leash Dog Park be
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located at Stage Fort Park described as Site #2 near the Stanley Marchant building, and that the
City Council shall advise the DPW Director of their endorsement AND TO ADVERTISE FOR
PUBLIC HEARING.
C) SCP2010-012: Kondelin Road #16, GZO, Sec. 5.13 PWSF (Cont’d from 09/22/10)
Councilor Ciolino stated all documentation was received in good order by the City Clerk’s office.
David Spaulding, USAI.NET noted he was here as the applicant, an internet service provider who will be
bringing internet service to the City for the Schools and the City itself as well as reaching out to key
businesses in town. He had with him Cris Boisvert, his systems administrator and network engineer;
Grant Harris from the public schools; Bruce Amero from Gorton’s of Gloucester; Jim George, a
consultant for USAI.NET who is helping him get through the process for the permitting.
Councilor Ciolino knew this particular tower has a lot of antennas on it. In the ordinance it requires a
third-party expert (Dr. Weinstrup) who usually gives them a report on the radio frequencies which should
be easily accomplished because he was sure he had all the records of what went before and what needs to
happen. He suggested Mr. Spaulding go to Community Development for that information. There is a
$5,000.00 fee for Fire Department training which is in the ordinance and has to be done.
Mr. Spaulding replied it is a standard antenna that is bringing internet connectivity from Boston to
Beverly to Kondelin Road to be redistributed to Gloucester. They were asked by the head of Public
Utilities Commission several years ago to consider the plight of Essex County and that wires have been
hanging on telephone poles for 50-70 years and don’t work very well. In order to support economic
development for retaining businesses like Gorton’s and Varian that have increased internet needs as well
as further economic development and growth to encourage new business to come here, they encouraged
to come to this community to provide new service. The antenna is simply a way to bring bandwidth here
without five years of “dragging” fiber up Rt. 128 to get conductivity to Gloucester with microwave
technology. On inquiry from Councilor Ciolino, Mr. Spaulding stated this antenna is for wireless –
point-to-point internet connectivity coming from Beverly to this tower and individual connections onto
the roofs of the schools, Fuller School mainly for connecting to the internet. There is a second radio link
down onto Gorton’s roof to provide them with greater bandwidth and “light” downtown Gloucester with
connectivity.
Councilor Verga stated this is a broadband signal.
Mr. Spaulding replied yes, point-to-point from Beverly, to Kondelin Road to the Gorton’s Building on
Rogers Street and then from there other places. This would allow for wi-fi at various locations
downtown. The phone company, he believed, has not done a good job of getting conductivity here, and
that is why they are coming to Gloucester. They are an alternate phone company. They also work with
economic development and have won awards for school mentoring programs in Haverhill. They re-lit
some secondary downtown districts in Boston under the auspices of a program out of Mayor Menenos’
office.
Councilor Verga asked if this would be creating a hot spot downtown; it is a nice broadband signal for
people to plug into.
Mr. Spaulding explained it is a point-to-point shot into Gorton’s building and from there they would do
redistribution to other buildings in town as needed. He noted Sarah Garcia had asked them if they would
consider doing wi-fi along the boardwalk, so you need to get bandwidth there to do that. That’s one of
the things they can do from that location.
Councilor Verga wondered if they could do it for City Hall (the building being notorious for lack of
signal).
Mr. Spaulding noted coming “over the bridge” one’s cell phone doesn’t work very well. They
understand internet connectivity is a problem. Gorton’s is a large business and is struggling with a couple
of DSL lines because it’s all you can get up here. The phone company has not done a very good job of
getting connectivity here, and was why there were here now. In Boston they re-wire whole skyscrapers,
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Class A & B real estate, bringing a connection to the roof and fibering down through the building.
Councilor Ciolino asked how this works as a consumer.
Mr. Spaulding stated they’re not here really for residential users; they’re mainly here to help businesses
to survive and provide jobs. In order to survive here you need for fast reliable internet connectivity which
is what they bring.
Councilor Ciolino asked about the relationship between USAI.NET and the School system.
Mr. Spaulding responded they are a state approved vendor, so municipalities can buy from them without
going to bid. They are a pre-approved as a vendor under ITT-37. The school department buys internet
connectivity from them. Last year they were paying for about 4.5 MG’s of connectivity and it was
$2,200. Right now the Schools are paying $2,200 for 20 MG’s. This is giving them a technological
upgrade without increasing the budget. They service on a wired service, the back up link. They are
unique in the way they bring service to a company; they will bring a traditional wired circuit that comes
down the street on telephone poles or in conduit. The problem is that things happen that disrupt it. They
bring the microwave connection to roofs. Where they know the wires are very old on the poles here, they
are choosing to go wireless which they know will work and work well.
Ms. Hardy asked if there was a control room.
Mr. Spaulding stated there is a hut underneath the tower at Kondelin Road that all the people who have
equipment there have access to; and is controlled from there. He noted they’d likely never go there. The
network is controlled remotely. He pointed to Mr. Boisvert stating he could control the whole network on
his laptop.
Ms. Hardy asked how many carriers were on the tower at Kondelin Road. He didn’t know how many
carriers were on that tower. He knew of several.
Mr. George stated there are at least two carriers.
Councilor Verga thought O&A (P&D) should review the ordinance to allow for antennas that go up on
existing towers.
Councilor Verga stated they will try to be as cooperative as possible.
Mr. Spaulding wanted to know what areas of the City need bandwidth. There are several options from
broadband to macro solutions.
Mr. Spaulding noted the closer this happens to snow flying it becomes more difficult for them to get this
done. Packing wires safely up the tower is a concern to them and wanted to express that he would hope
this matter could go through the process as quickly as was feasible. He knew the contractor would do it,
but he would rather have it done before snow fell.
Ms. Hardy asked which site was harder as an installation – Kondelin Road or Rogers Street.
Mr. Spaulding confirmed Kondelin Road.
Ms. Hardy noted that one has been to Dr. Weinstrup a number of times with the technology improving
since the last time he did it; it may be within the realm of this committee to waive the study; thereby
saving some money as well. That has been tested and re-tested a number of times. She suggested that it
was likely the soonest the public hearing would be before City Council would mid- to late November.
Councilor Ciolino stated they would do what they could to help shepherd the matter through the Council.
As to the report that needs to be written, he thought Mr. Weinstrup would have all he needs to produce a
report.
Mr. Spaulding confirmed everything was in their documentation of the application.
Councilor Verga thought the ordinance governing PWSF’s needs to be fast tracked to O&A for a review;
there are things that need to be re-examined.
Mr. Spaulding reiterated the company has an economic development mindset. They’re looking to help;
they helped Haverhill; they helped Boston. Along the lines of updating the ordinance, in order to come
here to serve the City, he needed to put three antennas in Beverly, three in Gloucester. In Beverly it was
15 minutes in the office and $65.00, and it was done. He did that and then came here to help the City and
asked the Committee to help him to help the City.
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Councilor Verga noted he had met with the USAI.NET people earlier before this meeting to look to
bring connectivity to Lanesville, Magnolia and West Gloucester. People are willing to help. We
shouldn’t be hindering the process.
Mr. Spaulding added that if there were initiatives they would like done in town; low income housing that
has no internet connectivity or other areas of the City that do not have coverage, they will build it and try
to reach out and help those areas that you need coverage. They would be glad to do that and for wireless.
Mr. George stated there are several options that can be tapped into. USAI.NET is trying to come in and
do what no one else has. Cape Ann in general is a rock and Verizon is not dealing with it; and they’re
trying to come up with creative solutions from the wireless and internet side. Once it’s here, he’s going to
look to increase cellular coverage for the T-Mobiles, Verizons and AT&T’s .
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Verga, seconded by Councilor Whynott the Planning &
Development Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING the
matter of SCP2010-012: Kondelin Road #16, GZO, Sec. 5.13 PWSF.
This matter was continued to November 3, 2010.
D) SCP2010-013: Rogers Street #127, GZO Sec. 5.13 PWSF (Cont’d from 09/22/10)
Councilor Ciolino advised all documentation was received in good order by the City Clerk’s office.
Mr. Spaulding stated this is an antenna that will receive its signal from Kondelin Road to an antenna on
the side of Gorton’s building, no tower installation at all; and be positioned so that it won’t be seen by the
public. It is to receive the signal. The antenna will be attached to the building on the Rogers Street side
of the building which has enough height. The main server is on Kondelin Road; and if they go to
someone in Blackburn Park, they would choose to go off of Kondelin Road tower and come back to get
another permit. In the case of downtown, they don’t need to go back because they have built enough
facility and are planning to build facilities onto Gorton’s for redistribution around the City itself. They
are considered a fairly large dish, about 2 ft. When you get to servicing smaller customers in downtown
you can make the dishes small enough so they disappear entirely. From a safety point of view, it is all
FCC approved. It is similar frequency band to a microwave oven. A microwave oven is allowed to leak
one watt around the door as its cooking. They’re doing 100 milliwatts from miles away. There is no
health impact on this. The larger the antenna, the less power they’re talking about.
Councilor Ciolino stated they are required to have a third-party review under the ordinance.
Mr. Spaulding responded they had an engineering study done by American Tower and the FCC and
wondered if that was not sufficient.
Councilor Ciolino stated the City does its own. They will have to hire Dr. Weinstrup or someone similar
to get the study done. He asked they talk to the Community Development Director to get some names
and they will file a report with the City. This is so they know there are no problems with it. He
understood Mr. Spaulding has done this before. This is a first for the City; and they’re going by the book
and to make sure the safety of the population is assured. They may need to revisit this. Right now this is
what they have on the books.
Mr. Spaulding replied he had met with Sarah Garcia and Gregg Cademartori on this to discuss how the
ordinance works out. They understand this is a process and are going through it. He thought it seemed to
be a laborious process. They will work it through.
James George, USAI.NET asked for the Committee to point out where in the ordinance it shows the
$5,000.00 contribution to the Fire Department Training from the ordinance and what section it was in.
Councilor Ciolino stated yes and found it for Mr. George and gave it to him to review.
Ms. Hardy asked will there be a control room there at Gorton’s.
Mr. Spaulding stated that the radio is controlled remotely. At their location it will go into their network
closet. The equipment goes to where their network control equipment is. Because they have so many
facilities in the Seafood Center at Rogers Street #127, it would be in the network closet there.

Planning & Development

10/20/2010

Page 5 of 11

Ms. Hardy asked about the security for the room.
Mr. Amero stated and it is guarded and the employees have passes.
Ms. Hardy asked what cools that room.
Mr. Spaulding stated the facility where the radio is there is an air conditioner on the side of their little
network enclosure that holds everything which turns on and off as they need it to. They monitor
constantly the power status. They are on Gorton’s back up generators. There is small battery back up to
get it over the hurdle of the Gorton’s generator kicking in, in the event of a power outage or another
event..
Ms. Hardy wanted to be sure the fans and air conditioning is not heard in the neighborhood; but she
imagined this was contained in the building.
Mr. Amero stated that the cabinet is in the building; and the actual device is physically is no bigger than
a laptop.
Councilor Hardy asked of the signage on the door of the closet.
Cris Boisvert, USAI.NET stated the radio equipment frequency signs are near the antenna.
Ms. Hardy stated one of the requirements is that signage has to be on the door; and that a plan has to be
on file with the Fire Department as to the location in an emergency.
Bruce Amero, Gorton’s confirmed they have plans and will see that the Fire Department has them.
Mr. Spaulding stated that the security as far as the equipment, it is within the mechanical areas where
only limited staff is able to go and there are locked doors.
Councilor Ciolino noted this information was in 5.13.12 Provisions for Safety, Fire Safety and Rescue
but didn’t name the figure of $5,000.00 but that is what they have been charging for years. He also stated
that they would like to have a site visit this Saturday, October 23, 2010, 9 a.m. and will meet at the guard
booth at the Seafood Center for a quick look.
Mr. Amero confirmed access would not be an issue to the room, the outside and the roof.
Councilor Verga asked that the matter of the $5,000.00 payment for the Fire Department training be
referred to the Legal Department to see if it is possible to waive the fee.
Mr. Spaulding saw it as a gray area if you were applying for a tower; and it was 200 ft. you’d be looking
for some kind of training of the Fire Department; even thought that is not done in the industry. He asked
the Committee to consid the option of doing additional services in lieu of money which he thought it
would be of greater value to the City, in keeping with economic development and trying to get bandwidth
across the City in outlying areas where it does not exist. The State recognizes 32 cities that have internet
connectivity problems; most are in Western MA and Essex, Gloucester and Rockport; and they’re here for
that. The City has a fire station with poor connectivity; but the school has the need for connectivity faster
than what they have existing there now. They would be willing to add another antenna, a $5,000 to
$15,000 expense on their part, to reach bandwidth out to that location. They would rather see that kind of
expenditure than cash and accomplishes the task that the State has asked of them.
Councilor Whynott asked Mr. Spaulding to put that in writing and they would refer that to the City
Solicitor. Mr. Spaulding should also check with Assistant Superintendent Brian Tarr to see if this was
OK with him as well (with regard to the schools).
Mr. Amero stated they are suffering at Gorton’s. They’ re doing the best they can by adding more
Comcast lines, trying to use technology for routers that don’t work; and as their business is growing and
they’re taking more electronic data in, they’re being handcuffed to the point where it becomes a
disadvantage to be here. That is why they’re looking for new technology. This is new to Gloucester.
They’ve not done this. Gorton’s believes in it. They need this technology to keep their company going.
Councilor Ciolino stated there would be a site visit on Saturday, October 23, 2010 at 9 a.m. for this site.
Mr. Amero assured the Committee they would have access to the equipment closet, the side of the
building and the roof as well.
MOTION: On motion by Councilor Verga, seconded by Councilor Whynott the Planning &
Development Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING the
matter of SCP2010-01e: Rogers Street #127, GZO, Sec. 5.13 PWSF.
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This matter is continued to November 3, 2010.
E) SCP2010-014: Cherry Street #32 (O’Maley Middle School), GZO Sec. 5.22 Wind (Cont’d from
09/22/10)
Councilor Ciolino noted all appropriate documentation has been filed with the City Departments as well
as the City Clerk’s office.
Brian Tarr, Assistant Superintendent stated emphatically that this is not a turbine intended to generate
power for the school; it is strictly for educational purposes; the most electricity it could generate might
run a conventional household electric toaster. He introduced Amy Donnelly, a science teacher at the
O’Maley School and Mark Robinson, President of New Day Energy, the company who would be
providing the turbine. It couldn’t generate enough energy to run a pencil sharpener in the school.
Mark Robinson, President of New Day Energy and dealer for Windspire Energy, Kingston, MA stated
Windspire Energy of Reno, NV developed this turbine. It is entirely a U.S. production. They are made in
Michigan by them with about 90% recycled materials. The attempt is to try and put electro-production
within the grasp of the average homeowner. Most can’t afford to go out and buy a large turbine to take
care of 100% of their power needs. You also can’t put it in a typical residential neighborhood. The
reason the School went with this has more to do with design than producing power. If you want to
produce power you would have to put up multiple units of the kind under discussion now. The units are
virtually silent. They do not work on a cup theory like you would with an old style anemometer. They
are air foils which work off of lift; and the turbine is being dragged around by the wind. Their
experience has been that the sound levels do support the scientific findings; you can’t hear them. At 30
mph it is almost impossible to hear and needed to approach it at 6 ft. to even hear it at all. He stated the
wind “whistling past my ears drowned out the sound of the turbine’. He described installation of 3
turbines next to a home in New Ipswich, NH where the homeowner just couldn’t hear them at all and
thought they weren’t working; which, in fact they were. They’re totally self-contained with a simplistic
structure, 3 vertical elons (sp); a large mono-pole which holds it all up; typical installation is a concrete
plug in the ground 7 ft. deep, 2 ft. diameter; and is lifted up into position. It connects directly into a
home’s electrical panel. The turbine is UL certified, #1741, so they can be direct grid connected. They’re
not intended for storing power. They’re intended for mitigating one’s power. In MA they have net
metering. In other states they ‘try to pay you’. In our state if you produce more power than you are using,
you get kilowatt power credits, which he contended was more valuable. They’re 20 years no maintenance
because there are only two contact parts. It is an air-gap generator which is made up of rare-earth
magnets which are set in layers between solid core copper windings. As the magnets rotate they induce a
current. The inverter takes the DC current and converts it to AC power. The net result shows up on the
household meter. This style is used in a school setting noting two in Hartford, one in Kingston, and
several in Mashpee for educational purposes. These come with a program that is wireless with a
transmitter; as long as they’re in 300 ft. of it, they can monitor what is going on in real time. They can see
the rpm’s of the turbine, the watts it is putting out and show the accumulation and change the
accumulation time from hours to days and produce a graph of that production. It will show rpm’s vs.
watts out so they can see the change in production levels. In Kingston they have network through the
school and is feeding back to the main office this information and able to display it in the classrooms to
see in real time what the turbine is producing. He has had positive feedback with people commenting
that they just can’t hear the turbine at all. This is one of the tools that students can see what is real.
Amy Donnelly, a science teacher at O’Maley School for the last eleven years stated they teach a weather
and climate unit every fall. A big focus in the unit is climate and climate change. She noted for 13 and
14 year old kids, as soon as they figure out the science behind climate change, they want to fix it. The
course work looks at alternative energy components; how do they step away from fossil fuel and look for
alternative energy sources to meet energy needs. They look at electricity; how it can be made by
something that simply spins; and then they go right into building wind turbines in the Birdseye Science
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Lab out of cardboard; and work with the variables how to produce power from them. The school looked
at the Museum of Science turbines, of which there are five affixed to the roof there. Out of the five when
they were there, the Windspire turbine was the only turbine spinning and noted at that time there was a
decent wind. They researched and found the information that Mr. Robinson just presented. The height is
30 ft. Seeing the shape and the fact they make no noise and the substance of what they are, she contended
the turbine fits into their curriculum and how they are teaching.
Mr. Robinson passed around pictures that were photo-shopped of a Windspire turbine as it would sit on
the roof of the school. There is a pole on the steel structure of the stack that is of the height of the turbine
and has been in place for a week.
Mr. Tarr added the funding is from the Gloucester Education Foundation. This does not come out of the
School budget.
David Brown, Gloucester School Department stated they did a lot of research and this particular
machinery is “a fabulous device”, is low impact; is manageable; does not tax the school system; because
it doesn’t go around like a pinwheel it is very effective from a teaching perspective, and from their
perspective this was a good choice; decent hardware to solve a problem.
Mr. Robinson stated they are re-using an existing structure on the roof, a decommissioned cooling tower
from an old A/C system on the roof of the O’Maley School. They don’t have to violate the integrity of
the roof. They’ll put it the main support for the turbine through the steel structure.
Councilor Ciolino asked if they went through the standards to the ordinance is noise; that it conformed to
GZO, Sec. 5.22.7 Environmental Standards, #(d) Noise: The commercial wind energy conversion facility
and associated equipment shall conform to Massachusetts noise regulations (310 CMR 7.10) and the
provisions of the Gloucester Code of Ordinances Chapter 13: Noise. An analysis, prepared by a qualified
acoustical engineer, shall be present to demonstrate compliance with these noise standards and be
consistent with MA Dept. of Environmental Protection guidance for noise measurement.
Mr. Robinson stated they did provide that information to the school, and can be found in the application.
Councilor Ciolino asked about the shadowing or flickering impacts and read the Gloucester Zoning
Ordinances, section 5.22.7 (e): Shadowing/Flicker: “Wind energy conversion facilities shall be sited in a
manner that does not result in significant shadowing or flicker impacts. The proponent has the burden of
proving that this effect does not have significant adverse impact on neighboring or adjacent uses either
through siting or mitigation.”
Mr. Robinson responded there is no shadowing or flickering because you do not have the same type of
structure. It is completely different [than a commercial structure].
Councilor Ciolino added that they needed to have these answers written down and submitted to the
Committee.
Mr. Robinson stated emphatically there is no shadowing or flickering.
Councilor Ciolino added that they needed to have these answers written down and submitted to the
Committee.
Councilor Verga asked for the dimensions of the smoke stack.
Mr. Brown stated the smoke stack where it stands on the roof of the school is above the parapet. The top
of the stack will be roughly 2 ft. below the height of the turbine installed as in the engineer’s drawings.
The diameter of the stack is 30”, between 24” to 30” as it climbs. The spire itself is a 4 ft. diameter for
the turbine with a 2 ft. differential from the top of the decommissioned smoke stack, and he pointed out
the part of the application where this information was to be found to the Committee.
Mr. Robinson pointed out the section that shows regardless of what the wind speed the turbine is
running, that it maintains itself below the normal audible level; you are not able to actually hear it.
Councilor Verga read #i) of Section 3 Supporting Plans and Documentation from the SCP2010-014
application: i) Noise and Environmental Requirements: The sound output of the Windspire is 6 dBA
above ambient at 6 ft. from the base in a 15 mph wind. Windspire wind turbines are vertical axis turbines
and by design do not generate the noise associated with traditional horizontal axis turbines In a horizontal
axis turbine, when the turbine spins, the blades pass through an area of air flow deficiency created by the
support tower. The sudden variation on air flow encountered by the lower blade causes a periodic noise
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often described as a thumping sound. In a vertical axis turbine, such as the proposed Windspire, the
blades are parallel to the tower, eliminating this effect. In addition, the Windspire spins at a much lower
tip speed than propeller turbines of the same output, making the Windspire safer and quieter. (Noise
charts are attached to the application on file.)
Councilor Ciolino asked if there was a thumping sound that would emanate from the turbine.
Mr. Robinson stated firmly, “no”; not with the Windspire turbine.
Councilor Ciolino asked if there was anything about shadowing or flickering. He was focusing on that
because usually that is the biggest problem.
Susan St. Pierre, Clean Energy Project Manager for the City stated when looking at typical turbine it is
an issue. With this type of turbine flicker and shadow are not an issue. She showed the Councilor Page 6
of the application where this issue is addressed.
Councilor Verga then read from Page 6 of the Gloucester Public School’s submission addressing GZO
Sec. 5.22.7 (e): “Shadowing/Flicker – The proposed turbine has been sited in a manner that does not
result in significant flicker impacts. Please note that this turbine is a vertical axis turbine and as such,
flicker, commonly associated with horizontal axis turbines, is virtually nonexistent.”
Richard Perry 41 Cherry Street did the turbine create harmonics in the building with a wind of 35 to 40
mph.
Mr. Robinson stated it is not hard mounted to the building but mounted on rubber shock mounts. You
may get an inch or two of displacement but it doesn’t happen until about 90 mph. At 30-45 mph it is
dampened out. Part of the reason is the assembly seems to float inside the base. He then described the
engineering which keeps the harmonics from happening. It turns with six ounces of pressure. It is the
same engineering as an anemometer, and self-stabilizing because it is a gyro. The whole unit weighs 600
lbs., 400 lb. of which is in the base assembly. It does start to shut down at about 35 mph. The only two
moving contact parts are the bearings.
Carol Blackburn 49 Cherry Street understood it was quiet and looked at the plans but didn’t understand
rpm’s. She wondered what the sound of a car horn was in comparison, and what would be the sound
going down the street as one drove by.
Mr. Robinson answered by giving the example of an installation that had an aspen tree next to a turbine;
the aspen tree’s leaves rattling in the breeze were louder 10 ft away from it. He stated again there would
be no sound from the turbine, and it will be hundreds of feet from the nearest neighbor.
Brad Marques 41 Raynard Street asked what the kilowatts output was expected per year.
Mr. Robinson stated it puts out about 2,000 kilowatt hours per year. Instantaneous output would run a
hair dryer. The turbine turns on at 8 mph which is 200 rpm’s and will operate consistently there down to
5 mph. If it goes below that the inverter shuts down. They try to site them in an area where there are 6 or
7 mph to 30 mph winds. The kids will see regular production on it.
Mr. Marques asked what about as a homeowner.
Mr. Robinson stated home owners; he personally uses around 7,500 kilowatt hours per year. It takes
about 30% of what he uses. A homeowner gets 30% back from the federal government just for
installation; payback is 10 years with a life expectancy of 25 years for the turbine.
Bob Tobey, 60 Cherry Street noted the application material indicated there would be 50 decibels of sound
at 80 ft. from the unit and didn’t say at what wind speed and wondered if it would be a higher decibel
output at a higher wind speed.
Mr. Robinson responded at 50 decibels, a howling wind would have to be blowing outside; you would
have just reached normal speech.
Ms. St. Pierre noted the chart Mr. Tobey referred to was just to show what the levels represent if you
have this much noise already in the background.
Mr. Tobey thought then the bottom line was that the unit does not produce 50 decibels.
Mr. Robinson stated it produces 6 dBA above background noise.
Councilor Whynott stated that in the City Clerk’s office with the sound ordinance, they had a list with
equivalents of decibels, the sounds made; 45 dBA was what a washing machine made 10 years ago. Six
is very low.
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Mr. Robinson stated you have to account for how far away from the turbine you are. He suggested that
if you left the conference room and went to the opposite end of the hall from the doorway, you would not
be able to hear him, and likened the travel of sound from the turbine in that manner. He didn’t think
anyone in the school yard standing where the buses come through should be able to hear the turbine at all.
Kirk Benson 42 Cherry Street asked if they could hard wire this into the school for more educational
value.
Ms. Donnelly replied the turbine will be hard wired in.
Mr. Benson was in favor of the installation of the turbine and thought it a great idea; and wondered if this
mount on the roof will hold the turbine firmly in place.
Mr. Robinson stated they have provided the engineering schematics, and that it will be supported well.
It will be tied to the steel structure. It is the same style mount as on the Museum of Science in Boston.
Alicia Padre, 38 Cherry Street thought this seemed a benign project compared to a commercial wind
energy conversion facility. She wondered if they did this and the school closes, like the Fuller School,
would that use still apply in the future so someone else could put more turbines in because permit use
usually goes with the land.
Councilor Ciolino stated the permit stays with the property. He believed a future owner would have to
come back for an upgrade on the permit to add any more turbines. He didn’t think they would allow
anything bigger than what would be there [after this installation].
Ms. Padre thought that they should specify for educational use only.
Jacqueline Hardy, 29 Cherry Street asked if there would be a site visit and that they will be able to see
the height the turbine will be.
Councilor Ciolino advised there is a pole up on the stack now at height of the full 30 ft. The ordinance
states it be demarcated by a balloon but didn’t think it would be necessary as they have the pole. He
announced that there would be no action taken on the matter this evening; there would be a site visit to the
location by the Committee on Saturday, October 23, 2010 at 8:00 a.m. rain or shine. They will meet at
the front door of the O’Maley School.
This matter is continued to November 3, 2010.
F) Petition of Residents re: 85-89 Bass Avenue: Report by Building Inspector (Cont’d from
07/28/10)
Councilor Ciolino stated this matter was placed erroneously on the P&D Agenda. A matter related to it
is anticipated to be referred out to the Committee by the City Council at its October 26, 2010 meeting and
should be taken up by the Committee at their November 17, 2010 meeting.
2. PP2010-005: Installation of J.O. Guy Stub Pole #3-84 and Anchor and Guy re: Tufts Lane
Councilor Ciolino stated since no representative from National Grid was present this evening, he would
continue the matter to November 3, 2010.
This matter is continued to November 3, 2010.
3. SCP2010-015 Kirk Road #9, Lowlands Permit, Sec. 5.5.4 Lowlands (To be cont’d to 11/03/10)
Councilor Ciolino corrected for the record that the agenda stated this matter would be continued to
November 4, 2010 when in fact it will be continued to November 3, 2010.
This matter is continued to the November 3, 2010 meeting.
4. CC2010-074 (Verga) Permitting process for use of City Property
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Councilor Verga stated he received several calls as did Councilor Curcuru on the ECB Cyclo-cross event
at Stage Fort Park. This being his first year on the Council and the first year the Council has required
permitting of events around the City, the question came forward what’s the distinction between the
Fishtown Horribles Parade and the Cyclo-cross event, what separates the events for permitting. He was
not looking for any action by the Committee this evening but rather a discussion on it; how the previous
Council got to the point where parades and other events had to have permits
Councilor Ciolino stated they weren’t questioning the DPW’s authority, but when streets are blocked,
they come before this Committee so there is awareness that roads are being blocked and that they
understood they have jurisdiction on the park. He wished to come to an agreement that if for some reason
Hough Avenue is going to be blocked to traffic that they come to the Committee.
Councilor Curcuru stated when he questioned that several years ago he was told that road was part of
the park and was not a detriment to the residents who live in that area because it was not blocking any
access to anyone’s home or property. When that road gets blocked it’s not that it deters anyone from
getting home; no one goes on that road to get home. When there is an event such as this, people go from
the other exit. The confusion this year was that the Gloucester Police Department didn’t notify the event
organizers until that morning they couldn’t supply a police detail. That’s why there was a Manchester
policeman there (the first day of a two-day event).
Councilor Whynott thought it was all the more reason to come before the Committee first.
Michael Hale, DPW Director stated there are a lot of events that the DPW issues under the Code of
Ordinances. Some may have an issue. He’s not opposed to bring anything before the Council but would
appreciate clear guidelines as to what it is. He thought closing Hough Avenue was not the same as
closing Western Avenue (with regard to access impact).
Councilor Ciolino stated they have races that have come before them for permission, that start and end
from the park using City roadways. This is a “new deal” where all of these events are being permitted.
Mr. Hale suggested that they take a look at some sort of permitting process for all of these events. He
noted this was one of the busiest summers for them in that regard. He thought it might be beneficial for
them all to take a look at the process.
Councilor Ciolino felt when an organization comes to use the park; the question needs to be asked if
they’re blocking the street. If they are, it should be the trigger that they be told they need to come before
the City Council to get permission to block the street. That would take care of it, and they don’t wish to
make it more complicated; 99% of what goes on there does not block any streets.
Councilor Verga agreed with Mr. Hale that there should be some criteria; maybe it should be, do you
need a detail; how many participants do you anticipate; how many spectators do you anticipate. Then
when it reaches that level, that they’ve determined, and then it comes to the Council, instead of everything
flowing through this Committee.
Councilor Ciolino disagreed that when a street is blocked it is then it should come be up to this
Committee to determine if their proposal is adequate; and did not think this was a duplication of effort. It
is the same criteria they use for other permits they issue. He thought it might be one or two events a year.
Mr. Hale stated whatever the Committee needs, they will provide. This was the 11th or 12th year of the
Cyclo-cross event which has always been permitted the same way.
Councilor Curcuru stated the Cyclo-cross annual event doesn’t completely block the street. You’re
allowed to go up from Western Avenue by the tennis courts and park in the parking lot; they don’t stop
you from doing that. Anyone is allowed to park there and it and the park remain accessible. There is no
charge for admission, and they have control of the road as the race starts on the lower level. The right
police detail wasn’t provided; and if it had there probably wouldn’t have been an issue.
Councilor Verga added that Councilor Curcuru was correct; and there also wasn’t proper signage to add
to the confusion.
Councilor Curcuru noted typically you would have had a policeman there who knew the process and
this particular policeman did not. He personally had to go to speak with the officer two or three times that
day. And there was no police detail at all the next day.
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Mr. Hale stated they could submit the permit applications in advance to the Committee so that they have
something to go on. He noted there was a scheduled beach soccer tournament this summer that could
have been big. That may be something that should come before the Council.
Councilor Ciolino stated they would want to see the ones that only wanted to use the roadway. He and
Councilor Verga got calls (about the Cyclo-cross event) and didn’t know the street was going to be
blocked; and reiterated this is the only body that can permit blocking the streets. Going forward they
want to be informed if the road is going to be blocked so that they can come before the Council.
There was no action taken by the Committee and the matter was considered closed.
A motion was made, seconded and voted unanimously to adjourn the meeting at 8:05 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Dana C. Jorgensson
Clerk of Committees
DOCUMENTATION/ITEMS SUBMITTED AT MEETING:
•

Photo-shopped color photographs 8-1/2 x 11 of the wind turbine site submitted by Mark
Robinson, President, New Day Energy

BUDGET AND FINANCE MINUTES
10/21/10
UNDER SEPARATE COVER

(Office) 12 Emerson Avenue
(Mail) City Hall/ Nine Dale Avenue
Gloucester, MA 01930

City of Gloucester
Office of Veterans’ Services

978-281-9740
FAX 978-282-3053
lamero@gloucester-ma.gov
TEL

Greetings,
The Office of Veterans’ Services, the City of Gloucester, and the United
Veterans Council extend an invitation to you to join us in parade and ceremony on
Thursday, November 11, 2010 in honor of Veterans Day.
The schedule of events is as follows. All times are approximate:
9:00 AM

10:45 AM
11:45 AM

Ceremony at Gloucester High School Field House
Korean War veteran and retired elementary school teacher,
Dorothy Martins will be the Guest Speaker
Parade departs Gloucester High School for ceremony at the
World War I Memorial, American Legion Square
Luncheon at the Major Fred W. Ritvo Veterans Center
12 Emerson Avenue

Please respond before November 4, 2010.
Cordially,

Jeffrey M. Williams, Director
Office of Veterans’ Services

CITY OF GLOUCESTER 2010
CITY COUNCIL ORDER
ORDER:
Councillor

#CC2010-076
Ann Mulcahey

DATE RECEIVED BY COUNCIL: 10/26/10
REFERRED TO:
O&A & Purchasing Dept.
FOR COUNCIL VOTE:

ORDERED that the Gloucester Code of Ordinances Chapter 11 “Hawkers And
Peddlers, and Transient Vendors” Article II, Sec. 11.5 Fixed Vending; site specific
locations (6) be amended to allow a 20% rebate to Disabled Veterans on fixed permit bid

Councillor Ann Mulcahey

CITY OF GLOUCESTER 2010
CITY COUNCIL ORDER
ORDER:
Councillor

#CC2010-077
Bruce Tobey

DATE RECEIVED BY COUNCIL: 10/26/10
REFERRED TO:
Budget & Finance
FOR COUNCIL VOTE:

ORDERED that the City terminate forthwith all business relationships with TD Bank
North

Councillor Bruce Tobey

