
































































































 

GLOUCESTER CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
Tuesday, August 17, 2010 

7:00 p.m. 
Kyrouz Auditorium – City Hall 

Council Meeting 2010-19 
 
Present:  Council President, Jacqueline Hardy; Vice President, Councilor Sefatia Theken; 
Councilor Joseph Ciolino; Councilor Paul McGeary; Councilor Steven Curcuru; Councilor Greg 
Verga; Councilor Robert Whynott 
Absent:  Councilor Tobey 
Also Present:  Linda T. Lowe; Jim Duggan; Kenny Costa; Police Chief Michael Lane; Sarah 
Garcia; Gregg Cademartori; Steven Winslow; Tom Markham; Dean Murray; Daniel Morris 
 
The meeting was called to order at 7:02 p.m. 
 
Flag Salute and Moment of Silence 
 
Oral Communications:   
 
Marina Evans, 81 Western Avenue, spoke regarding surveillance cameras installed in and around 
Gloucester’s harbor expressing her surprise and nervousness to read in the Gloucester Daily Times of 
their positions (“four or five near my house”) and installation feeling “violated” a bit by them. She 
believed the citizens of the community were not made aware that they were being installed until that 
article was published; although she noted the initiative was begun in 2007.  She found many people felt 
the same as she - a feeling of violation; that they were not able to take a walk on the Boulevard without 
feeling like they’re being watched all the times.  She was heartened by an article that day in which Mayor 
Kirk said she would set up a review process on the purchase and installation of these cameras.  She 
believed she spoke on behalf of others, that they should put the issue to a public referendum to allow the 
citizenry to voice their concern and to vote on the matter to decide it.  She believed they do have a right to 
their privacy even in a public space. She expressed her awareness that this was a controversial idea; and 
those she spoke with didn’t necessarily share that particular view; but that the best way for the citizenry to 
agree or decide that it is in their best interest to be “surveilled everywhere” is to bring the matter to a 
public referendum. 
 
Councilors’ Requests to the Mayor:  All Councilor requests have been received in writing and 
forwarded to the office of the Mayor. 
 
Councilor McGeary asked the Council to suspend the Council Rules of Procedure in order to take 
the Committee Report from the Special Budget & Finance Meeting held just prior this evening’s 
City Council meeting as their first order of business of the Council.  By unanimous consent the 
Rules were suspended. 
 
Special Budget & Finance Meeting – August 17, 2010: 
 
MOTION:  On motion by Councilor Hardy, seconded by Councilor McGeary, the Budget & Finance 
Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council the transfer (2011-SBT-3) of 
funds of $150,000.00 from DPW Snow/Ice Removal, Salt/Sand Road, Unifund Account 
#101000.10.423.554.10.0000.00.000.00.054 to DPW Work Order Account, Unifund Account 
#101000.10.472.54307.4200.00.200.00.054 to pay for emergency school opening maintenance items as 
outlined in the Mayor’s Memorandum dated August 6, 2010 with attachments in the amount of 
$195,500.00. 
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Discussion: 
 
Councilor Curcuru stated this was part of the emergency list of maintenance repairs forwarded by the 
Administration to satisfy the maintenance needs in order to open school August 31st.  This was one of 
three motions that will satisfy the amount that the Administration was looking for. 
Councilor McGeary observed that he asked for at the Special B&F meeting and had received assurances 
from the Administration that should they be certified with sufficient free cash that the first priority would 
be to repay the Snow & Ice account; with a second priority to build up the Stabilization Fund.  He felt it 
was a wise decision to go to the Snow & Ice account and not “raid” the Stabilization Fund and applauded 
the Administration for doing that. 
 
MOTION:  On motion by Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary, the City Council 
voted BY ROLL CALL 8 in favor, 0 opposed to transfer (2011-SBT-3) of funds of $150,000.00 from 
DPW Snow/Ice Removal, Salt/Sand Road, Unifund Account 
#101000.10.423.554.10.0000.00.000.00.054 to DPW Work Order Account, Unifund Account 
#101000.10.472.54307.4200.00.200.00.054 to pay for emergency school opening maintenance items 
as outlined in the Mayor’s Memorandum dated August 6, 2010 with attachments in the amount of 
$195,500.00. 
 
MOTION:  On motion by Councilor Hardy, seconded by Councilor McGeary, the Budget & Finance 
Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council the transfer (2011-SBT-4) of 
funds of $22,797.00 from Building Use Rental Account, Unifund Revolving Account #283007 to DPW 
Work Order Account, Unifund Account #101000.10.472.54307.4200.00.200.00.054 to pay for emergency 
school opening maintenance items as outlined in the Mayor’s Memorandum dated August 6, 2010 with 
attachments in the amount of $195,500.00. 
 
Discussion: 
 
Councilor Curcuru noted this was a continuance of the emergency repairs. This money came from the 
School Department.  He thanked them for being a part of this process and helping to find the funds to do 
this emergency work. 
 
MOTION:  On motion by Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor Ciolino, the City Council 
voted BY ROLL CALL 8 in favor, 0 opposed to transfer (2011-SBT-4) of funds for $22,797.00 from 
Building Use Rental Account, Unifund Revolving Account #283007 to DPW Work Order Account, 
Unifund Account #101000.10.472.54307.4200.00.200.00.054 to pay for emergency school opening 
maintenance items as outlined in the Mayor’s Memorandum dated August 6, 2010 with 
attachments in the amount of $195,500.00. 
 
MOTION:  On motion by Councilor Hardy, seconded by Councilor McGeary, the Budget & Finance 
Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council the transfer (2011-SBT-5) of 
funds for $20,000.00 from School Department MO Contingency, Unifund Account 
#101000.21.370.53800.2305.00.052 to DPW Work Order Account, Unifund Account 
#101000.10.472.54307.4200.00.200.00.054 for the specific purpose of providing funds for the School 
Department School Food Service Point of Service System software (reference the School Committee 
08/12/10 vote). 
 
Discussion: 
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Councilor Curcuru explained that this was to pay for the Food Service Point of Service software, and 
the School Department is going to be transferring the money so it can be paid for. 
Councilor Hardy stated the $20,000.00 from the School Department is paying for the Point of Service 
system for Food Services, and it was not coming from Snow & Ice account on the City side. 
Councilor Curcuru confirmed that to be the case. 
Councilor Ciolino stated he would support this and would like the School Department or their Food 
Services Department to report back to the City Council after it was installed in a month or so to let them 
know how it was working and whether it was on budget. 
 
MOTION:  On motion by Councilor Curcuru, seconded by Councilor McGeary, the City Council 
voted BY ROLL CALL 8 in favor, 0 opposed to transfer (2011-SBT-5) of funds for $20,000.00 from 
School Department MO Contingency, Unifund Account #101000.21.370.53800.2305.00.052 to DPW 
Work Order Account, Unifund Account #101000.10.472.54307.4200.00.200.00.054 for the specific 
purpose of providing funds for the School Department School Food Service Point of Service System 
software (reference the School Committee 08/12/10 vote). 
 
Presentations: 
 
1 of 2:  Update of Community Development by Sarah Garcia, Community Development Director 
 
Sarah Garcia, Community Development Director reviewed for the City Council the activities of her 
department, thanking the Councilors for their support and asked from their input. She noted the two-page 
outline of her department’s activities that was in the Mayor’s packet.  She noted they organized their 
priorities around the Mayor’s priorities of economic development; aging infrastructure; and fiscal 
responsibility.  Economic development was noted as a priority specifically around the harbor.  Last year 
they got the 2009 Harbor Plan approved and this week the draft Economic Development Plan was up on 
the City website which she noted as a “wonderful milestone”.  Mt. Auburn Associates, Carl Seidman,    
Vine Associates collaborated to produce a document about what they all know about the harbor and most 
importantly, what should be done with the steps to make it happen.  She noted some of the points in the 
document were not radically different; support for the visitor-based economy and the emerging maritime 
industry.  What were different were the steps to accomplish them.  They are looking forward to the 
Seaport Advisory Council with their economic development money to have someone manage half time 
the implementation of this plan so it doesn’t go on a shelf.   “It was not a paperweight” with more 
information coming forward.  Ms. Garcia harkened back to her start with the City at the time that the 
Phase 1 expansion of Blackburn Industrial Park was taking place; the road was built and the funds were 
secured and yet it took a long time to sell the lots of the industrial park; and concern was expressed that 
who would want to come to Gloucester and that the park would never fill.  She was impressed by the 
Phase 3 build out of the industrial park.  They’re down to the last few lots “which is a huge success for 
the City of Gloucester”.  Having their focus turn to the downtown was not inappropriate now because it, 
in the meantime, was languishing.  She believed there was good reason why people will want to invest on 
the City’s waterfront.  The Harbor Economic Plan lays that out.  The Harbor Walk idea is to make this a 
place people want to invest; having been told by businesses if there was a harbor walk they wanted to be 
there.  She noted the economic development list, with the purchase of I4-C2 central to that list.  She felt 
even not yet redeveloped, I4-C2 has been an asset; just by taking down the fences and clearing the lot, 
more people are commenting on how the downtown just looks different.  They have new site plan review 
which facilitated the release of the Doyon’s Appliance building on the waterfront, long vacant; will now 
be the new home of the Cape Ann Brewery.  The Harbor Plan is having the effect they’d hope for with 
supporting activities like the Maritime Development Fund which they established with CDBG money. 
They are trying to help property owners if they need someone to fit out their building, as long as they’re 
creating a job, they can lend them small amounts of money, $35,000 to $50,000.  They will make the 
funds available for the harbor area to help make it easier for people to be located there.  Gregg 
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Cademartori, Planning Director; the Planning Board, and her department have been working through the 
proposal for the Birdseye Mixed Use Overlay District rezoning; evaluating it; and holding public 
meetings.  Since their update from the Mayor’s packet, they did receive $400,000.00 in new loan funds 
for the Brownfields program.  Their Grants Administrator, Sharon Dubois, hired one year ago, brought 
those funds into the City.  The fund had been down to its last $100,000.00 which meant that the 
$800,000.00 they had before has been moving. $350,000.00 is supporting the Paint Factory 
redevelopment.  Under aging infrastructure she noted their completion of the Facilities Capital 
Management Plan which contains the square footage of the City’s structures, their condition and 
incorporated the Police and Fire Department’s facilities survey from the management audits.  They look 
forward to citizen’s proposals which help to give them guidance with values expressed in meetings.  The 
Open Space and Recreation Plan will be presented tonight, the first in a long time. They don’t always 
have the capacity and staff to manage these many wonderful open spaces.  They need new strategies and 
clear rules to manage them.  There is the Mass in Motion Action Plan on the website which encompasses 
physical activity and nutrition in the community and Steve Winslow will discuss that as to how the 
neighborhoods can get out and around and moving and how to initiate better nutrition for the community 
(mostly the nutrition piece is focused on the schools).  Fiscal responsibility equates with how to make do 
with less money and be positioned to do that.  That was why they’re looking at the wind turbine proposal 
which has been a focus for two years.  The $50,000.00 grant for the feasibility study will be done in the 
fall; and they’ll look for design funds by the end of the year; and coming to the Council as to how to 
structure the ownership/management of the turbine.  They also run good housing programs to help people 
to be able to afford to live in Gloucester.  She pointed to their housing rehab program, a first-time 
homebuyer’s fund. They continue to run those programs with CDBG funds.  The Affordable Housing 
Trust continues to meet being local and caring and have supported several applications which have come 
before it and were a great resource.  The plans that have come out of Community Development she felt 
would position the City for the future when there is an economic turnaround and State funding flows 
more freely it will set them up to be ready when the monies become available.  They have the draft 
economic plan; the Open Space and Recreation Plan; the Facilities Capital Management Plan; the HUD 
Five-Year Consolidated Plan is required for CDBG and home funding which was put together by the 
CDBG group.  It is before HUD now for approval. They’ve had new hires from grant funding like Steve 
Winslow stating that was why the Open Space and Recreation plan was produced by City staff, along 
with the Open Space and Recreation Committee.  She noted an in-house study of a section of the harbor 
from St. Peter’s Square to Harbor Loop to look at the different connections they could make in order to 
identify each section in order to estimate the cost of the Harbor Walk.  She pointed out normally you’d go 
out and hire consultants to do this for about $30,000.00 to $50,000.00. She felt it moves them forward 
faster.  The Mass in Motion Action Plan was done with 18 partners, a mix of organizations and people, 
shepherded by Mr. Winslow.  She mentioned Mr. Cademartori, Ms. DuBois, Susan St. Pierre and Matt 
Lustig; and the roles they have played in many of her department’s successes and that of the City.  She 
applauded their efforts and that of the Council. 
Councilor Hardy asked for an update on the status of the municipal campus and where the 
Administration and Community Development are in making a determination as to where they are in that 
process. 
Ms. Garcia stated they received community values from the public meetings.  They have a draft  list of 
community values statement.  The next step will be for the Administration to advance proposals 
consistent with these values.  The role of the committee was to develop the status of the buildings; to look 
into the kinds of options; and now will be looking at what kinds of proposals are out there that are 
consistent with the values.  Several people have approached the Administration in that regard, and she 
was letting that work its way out to see whether there are viable options before bringing it back to the 
committee.  She noted what a good committee they had which met throughout the year and expected to 
reconvene the committee to craft the draft values to final ones. 
Councilor Hardy asked had the Administration made any steadfast rules as to the location of the 
municipal campus in the future. 
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Ms. Garcia stated no.  She knew the Mayor feels she heard strong sentiment to keep the campus 
downtown.  What they heard from the values was that they had to look at fiscal responsibility, long-term 
maintenance, city ownership of the assets and their fitness for use, which are all real concerns.  There 
were no hard and fast decisions yet. 
Councilor Hardy asked at what point in time it would come to the Council. 
Ms. Garcia stated that no decision on City leases, purchases get made without Council involvement. 
Councilor Hardy asked when the Council would make their own outreach via public hearings, or round 
table discussions of their own. 
Ms. Garcia stated when the Administration advanced any sort of a proposal or the committee itself but 
ultimately any proposal would come from the Administration. 
Councilor Hardy replied that the Council was anxious to move forward on the issue.  
Councilor Verga hoped they do something sooner than that based on Ms. Garcia’s statement of the 
Mayor hearing sentiment of a downtown municipal campus.  He noted his recent letter to the editor of the 
Gloucester Daily Times, that at the neighborhood meetings it was 23 out of 30,000 who spoke in favor of 
a downtown campus.  He told the Council he had more than that number, three or four times as many, tell 
him quite the opposite.  He hoped that doesn’t mean, “let’s go work on a proposal based on those two 
dozen people; then comes to the Council because it’s “tens of millions of dollars”.  He expressed he 
would not vote for something not accountable for how they got to that point.  He hoped the Council 
“picks up the ball” and doesn’t wait for something that’s a predetermined conclusion. 
Councilor Hardy stated she would be pleased to work with Councilor Verga on the matter to determine 
when they can get it before the Council and involve the public as well. 
Ms. Garcia stated they used the example of the Fuller School versus the City Hall campus as they 
seemed to be the most logical choices.  Their goal through the City listening posts was to gain the values 
to guide them not to let the public make the decision.  It wasn’t going out for public referendum.  There 
was a clear role for the Council in any deliberation for a real proposal but that they want to be consistent 
with public values. 
Councilor Verga agreed; however, he felt public values as presented by 23 people wasn’t enough 
information yet.  Regardless of whether it was a decision of Fuller versus City Hall by those 23 people, or 
these are the values by those 23 people, they aren’t there yet, “and they need to get there”. 
Councilor Whynott agreed with Councilor Verga, feeling the same way asking that they look at the 
practicality of the issue and not just sentiment. 
Councilor Ciolino stated that the 30,000 other people had their opportunity to come forward to express 
their views on the subject, and they didn’t come. He didn’t feel that could be used as a gauge as to 
whether something was good or not.    
Councilor Mulcahey stated the meetings she had been to that many were there to keep this building (City 
Hall) and maybe to go partly over to Fuller School, but ultimately seemed torn.  On the particular meeting 
she attended she felt no one wanted anything downtown.  She felt elderly folks wanted the convenience of 
paying their bills where they’d always had, downtown; and the majority wanted the Fuller School 
location. 
 
2. of 2:  Open Space and Recreation Plan by Steve Winslow, Senior Project Manager and Gregg 

 Cademartori, Planning Director 
 
Gregg Cademartori, Planning Director and Steve Winslow, Senior Project Manager reviewed for the 
City Council the extensive draft document of the Open Space and Recreation Plan for their review (Power 
Point presentation submitted prior to the City Council Meeting and on file).  The Open Space and 
Recreation Committee is chaired by Daniel Morris, which includes Noel Mann, Charles Crowley, Susan 
Hedman, John McElhenny, Kathryn Leahy (now resigned and noted the recent vacancy), and Dean 
Murray; Patty Amaral has also been in attendance (who was a member on the now defunct Clean City 
Commission), to many of their meetings and hoped she would possibly become a member at some point.   
He opened his Power Point presentation to the Council by reviewing the history/timeline of how they 
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came to the draft Open Space and Recreation Plan and the planning process to meet the needs and wants 
of the community, as well as upcoming grants with provisional approval coming forward from the 
Department of Conservation Services.  The Draft Open Space and Recreation Plan is posted on the City’s 
web site for community review and comment on broken down into various pieces, and was a very large 
document.  He noted the contribution of Dan Morris, Chair of the Committee and their representative to 
the CPA Committee.   Sarah Garcia was a collaborative contributor to the plan.  Steve Winslow was the 
master “drafter”, incorporating all the comments from all the directions they came from and importantly 
being cognizant of what was required to be in the plan.  David Sargent, Shellfish Warden was also an 
important contributor, working for the City but also as a citizen. Mr. Cademartori noted this plan was 12 
years in the making.  There were lost opportunities because a plan was not in place as it has been tied to 
how the State looks at the community for other grant opportunities, not necessarily dealing with open 
space grants.  They now have a comprehensive list of open space and recreation lands and facilities.  They 
have all this information encapsulated in the City’s GIS mapping system so they can not only answer 
questions but use it as a planning tool for analysis and project development.  They have provisional status 
at this point.  One of the requirements of the plan is that they have an ADA Assessment of all the 
facilities.  Additionally, they need research in defining the protected status of some of the open spaces 
which will take some deed research and assistance in “chasing down” owner unknown properties; there 
are over 13,000 parcels.  He noted the attendance at their meetings and thanked the Council for their 
enactment of the ordinance for the Open Space and Recreation Committee. 
Daniel Morris, 363 Essex Avenue, Chair of the Open Space and Recreation Committee, echoed praise of 
the Community Development staff, lauding their leadership, expertise and efforts in helping the 
Committee and the community come to this point.  He reviewed how members of the Committee became 
members due to their family and personal experiences from interaction in the community, their needs and 
interests.  While they all came to the Committee with their specific interests, they needed to know where 
their interests fit into the needs of the community and how they could help to improve these spaces.  He 
enumerated questions they looked to have answers for (see Power Point presentation).  He noted there 
was a long “to do” list from his Committee and hoped to advise the Community Development 
Department as a start of a conversation and what the priorities are and should be. 
Steve Winslow, Project Manager stated he enjoyed his participation with the Community Development 
Department to learn more about Gloucester.  He realized that Gloucester is rich in resources like the ones 
enumerated in their draft plan.  It is hard to understand all the facets of the City’s open spaces because of 
their vast array.  They tried to have a geographical diversity also in the representation on the Committee.  
He spoke of the five main goals, the first of which was to improve stewardship which meant completing 
inventories, making a plan for responsible management and who is responsible for them and rules to run 
them.  He noted the non-profits who own large tracts of land in Gloucester like the Audubon Society, the 
Essex Greenbelt Association and working with them and others to develop stewardship partnerships.  He 
spoke of the complexity of the inventory process.  Knowing who manages these properties was also 
important.  Not all are in the City ordinances which focus more on fields rather than places like Dogtown.  
They’ve asked for National Park Service assistance in stewardship issues.  Improving existing 
recreational facilities and to create new areas as needed; they’re now eligible for PARCs grants to fund 
improvements, e.g. Burnham’s Field, support Newell Stadium improvements and partner with other 
organizations to improve existing fields.  They’ll look for partners to help meet matches in grants.  He 
spoke of improvement of gateways to open spaces; and to answer the question, is there public ownership 
of these access points.  Access by emergency services is also key in these areas.  They looked at 
interconnecting open spaces like Magnolia to Stage Fort Park, as an example.  Strategic preservation was 
also touched upon.  In the next five to seven years there may be opportunities for these kinds of interests 
in development activities focusing on acquisitions to enhance existing open spaces and to work with 
funding partners, on projects such as the Harbor Walk.  They want to move forward with actions to 
maintain open space in face of climate change also.  In reviewing the GIS map of land, he noted there was 
over 16,000 acres of open space in Gloucester; 5,500 acres are officially dedicated open space, about 
35%. 
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Ms. Garcia closed by noting the ambitious nature of these goals.  But having a Committee there to take 
this on was a step forward for the City.  Anything of substance will come forward to the Council e.g. 
easements, acquisitions, funding and ordinances.  Comments from the public on the draft plan are invited 
until September 30th then the Committee will respond to comments from the State and submit the final 
draft plan to be in compliance.  She asked the Council to look for anything they may have missed that has 
been brought up by their constituents, particularly for long-term thinking for the Committee to consider. 
Councilor Hardy asked how the public may deed their property over to a charitable organization in order 
to preserve it as open space.  She knew there were citizens who had come forward over the last couple of 
years who have done just that. 
Ms. Garcia stated there are many different methods, ways to take tax deductions for giving charitable 
donations; easements for access where you don’t give up your land by giving a right of way to people 
who have always used it and never have bothered them and think it’s important they continue to access 
there or if you actually want to give the land outright to the City. 
Mr. Cademartori noted there were a number of ways that donation could be done; if someone had the 
idea of wanting to give it directly to the City with care and custody to the Conservation Commission is 
one avenue.  They are in an area that has very active non-profit organizations like Green Belt and 
Trustees of the Reservation.  They are often approached before someone comes to the City because 
sometimes it involves lot line changes or defining easements on a plan.  They can come to their 
department to gain a sense of what they’re looking for.  Very often if it is in proximity to other lands 
owned by non-profits might be the best custodian or steward to annex a larger conglomeration of parcels 
together or open space purposes. 
Councilor Hardy stated if someone was interested in doing this, they could go to Pond Road to the 
Community Development Department office for assistance and they’ll guide them through it. 
Mr. Cademartori responded they would. 
Councilor Hardy pointed to the actual draft plan in the hands of Councilor Ciolino at the dais stating the 
amount of work that had gone into the document was “phenomenal”.  For some it may be difficult to read 
the document on the web site and that there were paper copies available for review. 
Ms. Garcia noted that the library and her office had copies of the draft Open Space and Recreation Plan. 
Councilor Hardy also made note a copy would soon be at the City Clerk’s office for reference. 
Councilor Ciolino noted that his Committee wished to wait until after this presentation to the Council 
before taking up the matter.  It will be on the agenda where P&D can ask their questions.  The matter was 
continued.  He noted that to get standards for their draft plan, they used the National Parks and 
Recreations Association Standards (See page 83 of the draft plan) which points to what they need for the 
future.  It was a short list that states these standards against which Gloucester falls below.  He asked for 
the five areas to be enumerated and the plan to move forward. 
Mr. Winslow responded that they looked at and counted up the facilities, and out of that it came down to 
five.  One was a shortage of Little League fields, which was Dean Murray’s motivation to become 
involved with the Committee.  It’s hard to find practice fields, and felt they were 25% short.  The Little 
League has come up with some suggestions to help remedy this situation.  They technically have a 
shortage of soccer practice fields because there are so many competition fields at Magnolia Woods, which 
can be used as practice fields when not in use for games; and also noted a slight shortage of basketball 
courts.  A community of this size normally has a dog park, and there is a petition for one now.  
Community gardens are not a part of the current Gloucester fabric, and will look to see if that can’t be 
added.  They do have school yard gardens and will talk with that group to see if there is an interest to 
expand them beyond that.  This analysis was made against the national standards to come up with this list. 
Councilor Ciolino thought by using the National Parks Recreation Standards to see how Gloucester 
measures up with other communities believed it was a valuable asset.  He had been asking for the 
Committee to regain vibrancy and felt the Mayor and the people on the Committee were doing a terrific 
job.  There is a lot of information in the draft plan and felt sure going forward it would be used as a 
“bible” for the City going forward.  
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Consent Agenda: 
 

• MAYOR’S REPORT 
1. Special Budgetary Transfer Request (#2011-SBT-3) from the Legal Department     Refer B&F 
2. Special Budgetary Transfer Request (#2011-SBT-4) from the Treasurer’s Department     Refer B&F 
3. Special Budgetary Transfer Request (#2011-SBT-5) from the Personnel Department     Refer B&F 
4. Memorandum from the Fire Chief re: permission to spend $35,935.40 from Fire Stations-Design & Repair Accounts for repairs Refer B&F 
5. Memorandum from Police Chief re: approval to pay EMT expenses incurred during FY2010 with FY2011 funds  Refer B&F 
6. Report from City Auditor re: accounts having expenditures which exceed their authorizations    Refer B&F 
7. Appointments to Capital Improvement Advisory Board: 
   Joel Favazza TTE 02/14/2013                        Refer O&A 
   Kersten Lanes TTE 02/14/2013                        Refer O&A 
8. Assessor’s Department Quarterly Report         Info Only 

• APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
1. City Council Meeting Minutes:  08/03/10                     Approval/File 
2. Special City Council Meeting Minutes:  08/10/10                    Approval/File 
3. Standing Committee Meetings:  O&A 08/09/10, B&F 08/10/10 (under separate cover), P&D 08/11/10, B&F 08/17/10 
   (under separate cover)                      Approval/File 

• APPLICATIONS/PETITIONS 
1. SCP2010-010: 15 Middle Street, GZO Sec. 2.3.1.7, Sec. 1.10.1, Sec. 3.1.6, Sec. 3.2.2.a                    Refer P&D 

• ORDERS 
1. CC2010-058 (Ciolino) Amend Gloucester Code of Ordinances §9-1 and §9-2(A)                    Refer O&A 
2. CC2010-059 (Theken) Amend GCO Sec. 22-287 “Disabled veteran, handicapped parking” re: 2 Harvard St. 1 handicapped space  Refer O&A 
3. CC2010-060 (Mulcahey) Amend GCO Sec. 22-287 “Disabled veteran, handicapped parking” re: Ciaramitaro/Gemellaro 
                                    Playground                        Refer O&A 
 
Items to be Added/Removed from the Consent Agenda: 
 
By unanimous consent the City Council accepted the Consent Agenda as presented. 
 
For Council Vote: 
 
1.  Warrant for State Primary Election – September 14, 2010 
 
The City Council voted by unanimous consent to approve the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Warrant for State Primary of September 14, 2010.   
 
The Council then signed the warrant. 
 
Scheduled Public Hearings: 
 
1.  PH2010-060: Amend Chapter 17 “Police” Article II re: the non-civil service process of selecting 
  the Police Chief (Continued to 08/31/10) 
 
Councilor Hardy opened the public hearing and stated the matter would be continued to the August 31, 
2010 meeting of the City Council so that the Personnel Director, currently on vacation, can be present at 
that meeting to answer Council questions. 
 
2.  PH2010-061: Amend Gloucester Zoning Map and Zoning Ordinance re: 33 & 47 Commercial 
  Street (Birdseye Mixed Use Overlay District) (Continued to 10/26/10) 
 
Councilor Hardy opened the public hearing and stated the matter as agreed to by the applicant’s 
attorney, Lisa Mead, was to be continued to the October 26, 2010 meeting of the City Council.  However, 
after agreeing to the October 26th date, Attorney Mead’s client asked that the matter be brought back for 
public on September 28, 2010, and the request of Attorney Mead’s client was received in writing.  
Therefore the matter was continued to the September 28, 2010 City Council meeting. 
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3.  PH2010-062: CC2010-016(A) (Verga) Reinitiated Order to amend Gloucester Zoning Map and  
  Zoning Ordinance re: Rezone 71 Concord Street from Extensive Business to General Industrial 
and R- 
  20 Medium Density Residential 
 
This public hearing is opened. 
Those speaking in favor: 
 
Kathy Hurlburt, 6 Causeway Street stated a few years prior the neighbors were told there would be a 
rezoning of the properties in question and were against that.  Then there was a Memorandum of 
Agreement that if DeMoulas didn’t build there, it would change back to the original zoning.  She brought 
it to former Councilor Devlin when DeMoulas opened up in September 2009 their Market Basket 
Supermarket in their new location and asked him to start the rezoning process the previous year after the 
Market Basket opened.  She was told DeMoulas’ hadn’t withdrawn their application at that point.  She 
then reinitiated the effort to revert the parcels, all three – the small house, the open meadow and the 
residential buffer which is the woodland; all one parcel.  That way they could block the rezoning to go 
back in April of 2009.  She asked Councilor Verga to reinitiate the reversion of the lots to their original 
zoning stating the neighbors would like to have it back to where it was originally, that they were 
promised. She didn’t know what the Council felt about DeMoulas trying to block the process to revert the 
zoning but reiterated that the neighbors want it changed back. 
Those speaking in opposition: 
Communications:  None. 
Questions:  None. 
This public hearing is closed. 
 
MOTION:  On motion by Councilor Verga, seconded by Councilor Whynott, the Planning & 
Development Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council for the lot on the 
corner of Concord Street and Rt. 128 to be rezoned back to Residential 2 (R2) [current designation R20] 
and General Industrial (GI) agreed upon in the Memorandum of Agreement between DeMoulas 
Supermarket and the City of Gloucester dated January 3, 2007; and therefore to amend the Gloucester 
zoning map and corresponding districts in the Gloucester Zoning Ordinance by rezoning the 12.95 acre 
parcel of land located at 71 Concord Street, Map 234, Lot 38  from Extensive Business (EB)  to 7.9 acres, 
formerly shown as Assessors Map 234 lot 42, General Industrial (GI) district and approximately 5 
acres formerly shown as Map 234, Lot 38 and 39 Low Medium Residential (R-20 )  respectively. 
  
Discussion: 
 
Councilor Ciolino explained the Council back in 2007 made a promise to the neighborhood that if the 
project didn’t come to pass that the zoning would go back to where it existed before the project came 
forward.  It was the feeling of P&D that this City Council should honor the promise made by a former 
City Council and why they unanimously agreed that it should go back to its previous zoning; an 
honorable thing to do and urged his fellow Councilors to vote in the affirmative. 
Councilor Whynott stated it wasn’t that just the Council had promised the neighborhood; DeMoulas’ 
stood before them and stated they would also revert the zoning and had no reason not to revert it back to 
its original rezoning.  He felt it was a “double promise” and should be fulfilled that evening. 
Councilor Verga agreed with Councilors Ciolino and Whynott.  He felt one of the big things people 
needed to keep in mind was that citizens brought forward a petition which educated him on the matter as 
it was before his time on the Council.  It was straightforward that DeMoulas had made this promise.  
They made a few attempts to get DeMoulas to come to their meetings or to respond to them and that they 
didn’t respond to their outreach efforts.   Since they weren’t fighting it, their Committee didn’t have much 
of a conflict in voting to endorse this and urged his fellow Councilors to do so that evening. 
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Councilor Theken asked about the turning of the lots from three to one, and was it legally appropriate.  
Councilor Verga stated he was not an expert on the matter but believed that there were 3 different 
distinct zonings parcels that DeMoulas owned or eventually owned; believing they bought the house. 
Councilor Theken asked if P&D went through to see what is legal or not legal. 
Councilor Ciolino noted the motion brought forward from P&D was written by Suzanne Egan, Legal 
Counsel.  
Mr. Cademartori responded in his capacity as Planning Director for the City and related that the report 
of the Planning Board and their recommendation that one of the items being brought up now was a fine 
point.  DeMoulas did come forward to the Planning Board in April, 2009; and the property that they 
owned was 3 lots; one small residential lot on the street as well as the two larger parcels - the former drive 
in use and the wetland to the north of the property and wanted to combine them into one.  The effect of 
that combing of the lots is it preserves the zoning in effect at the time for three years from the 
endorsement of that plan.  The Council could vote to rezone or revert to the older zoning.  But for a 
period of time from that endorsement, about 21 months, anyone who owns that property can continue to 
file for a permit under the EB designation or what you proposed to rezone it to this evening.  It was 
brought up at the Planning Board’s public hearing that it was not contemplated in the agreement they put 
forward.  The course of action of the initiation of the rezoning by the citizen petition didn’t also follow 
the sequence of the agreement.  DeMoulas is not taking any particular stance should the City pursue a 
rezoning was coincident that if an ANR had progressed that they were denied by the City Council for 
obtaining the Special Council Permit for the shopping center and didn’t prevail on appeal, that was the 
condition they said if a year from that time the City moves forward with rezoning; the Planning Board 
moves forward with a rezoning or the applicant would potentially move to rezone the parcel back to the 
General Industrial.  He believed they were in a position where the course of action did not “follow to a T” 
the agreement laid out but at the same time it did not contemplate the idea they would combine the lots 
and preserve the EB district for a period of time by an ANR freeze. There’s nothing in the agreement, 
should the City chose to rezone the property less than a year, and they’d have the ability to do that as 
well.  The language that is in that agreement is reiterates the process they are going through now by 
having a rezoning proposal, referring it to public hearing, and then taking action on it.  There is nothing in 
that the agreement that could have prohibited the exact same scenario they have in front of them. 
Councilor Theken stated if this passes, they or any purchaser of the property still have 21 months to go 
by the current zoning. 
Mr. Cademartori stated yes; they could file a Special Council Permit application for certain uses with 
the City Council or act under as “of rights” in the EB district.  The protection of the EB district will 
sunset with that three year period (when the “freeze” ends). 
Councilor Ciolino noted after the 21 months if someone wants to develop that property, the neighbors 
would again have the opportunity to work with that zoning and go through that process again.  He felt it 
was such a congested area that the neighbors should have an opportunity to provide their input. 
Council President Hardy stated that she was among the Councilors that approved the initial rezoning of 
these parcels with the understanding that the Memorandum of Agreement would come into play if the 
development did not go forward as represented. She said that she could see Atty. McKenna standing right 
there (at the microphone) agreeing that DeMoulas/Market Basket would not stand in the way or appeal 
the reversion of the rezoning of the property if the development of the Demoulas/Market Basket grocery 
store did not go forward.  She quoted from page 3, paragraph 4 of the Memorandum of Understanding: 
  
..... Demoulas will not oppose or appeal the Reversion and if such Reversion is not instituted by 
Gloucester, the Planning Board, Board of Appeals, the Regional Planning Agency or by petition of ten 
registered voters of the City of Gloucester, within one (1) year of the date of the occurrence of the 
completion of the events described above... then Demoulas shall file a petition to accomplish the 
Reversion. 
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For these reasons she stated, she would support this petition; but wanted to make sure that the lead 
proponent, Ms. Hurlburt, was clear on a couple of points.  Ms. Hurlburt was asked if she understood 
clearly what she was asking for and is this what she really wanted - did the proponent(s) understand that 
they were giving up one set of zoning use protections for  another set of zoning use protections and that 
they understand the ramifications of that.  Councilor Hardy stated that she believed the Planning Board 
asked those questions also, but she wanted to ask herself so that she would feel comfortable with her vote. 
Ms. Hurlburt felt until they knew who was going to develop the property there was nothing to 
understand and that there had been no protection before.  She noted the rock crushing entity which was 
“illegal” and that a car dealership which was already in the neighborhood and parking on that property.  
They would once again have a buffer along Causeway Street with the reversion to the previous zoning. 
Councilor Hardy stated that it was her understanding that in April of 2009 the property owner 
(Demoulas) was before the Planning Board for an ANR and that it was granted - and that the current 
zoning stays in place (also known as "freezes") for three years from that date; therefore, even if the 
Council approves the rezoning tonight that it would not become effective until 3 years from the date the 
ANR was granted; which would put the date the property to be rezoned back to GI and R-20 to April of 
2012 which is approximately 20 months from now.   She stated that she was not an attorney, but 
questioned whether or not an "implied waiver" of the ANR freeze was in play here, because if there is an 
implied waiver, the effective date of a positive vote this evening would mean that the rezoning was not 
frozen and was effective after the appeal period runs on this vote - and she reminded all that according to 
the MOU the DeMoulas promise it would not stand in the way of the rezoning. 
Councilor McGeary asked if the City solicitor would look into the matter for further clarification which 
as to the rezoning, whether the 2007 rezoning is “frozen” until April 2012 due to the 2009 ANR or did 
DeMoulas “waive” the freeze impliedly.  
 
MOTION:  On motion by Councilor Ciolino, seconded by Councilor Verga, the City Council voted 
BY ROLL CALL 8 in favor, 0 opposed for the lot on the corner of Concord Street and Rt. 128 to be 
rezoned back to Residential 2 (R2) [current designation R20] and General Industrial (GI) agreed 
upon in the Memorandum of Agreement between DeMoulas Supermarket and the City of 
Gloucester dated January 3, 2007; and therefore to amend the Gloucester zoning map and 
corresponding districts in the Gloucester Zoning Ordinance by rezoning the 12.95 acre parcel of 
land located at 71 Concord Street, Map 234, Lot 38 from Extensive Business (EB)  to 7.9 acres, 
formerly shown as Assessors Map 234 lot 42, General Industrial (GI) district and approximately 5 
acres formerly shown as Map 234 Lot 38 and 39 Low Medium Residential (R-20 ) respectively. 
 
Committee Reports: 
 
Ordinances &Administration:  08/09/2010 
 
There were no matters to be brought forward for action by the City Council.  She wished to take the 
reorganization off but is going forward with the advertisement of the position but not the reorganization 
plan at this time.  The plan will not yet be advertised for public hearing.  
 
MOTION:  On motion by Councilor Theken, seconded by Councilor Mulcahey, the City Council 
voted 8 in favor, 0 opposed to advertise for public hearing for the position of Facilities Manager. 
 
Councilor Hardy stated they’d try for a public hearing on the “Facilities Manager” on August 31st. 
 
Special Budget & Finance Committee: 08/10/2010 
 
Councilor Curcuru noted there was no matter bring forward for action by the Council from this meeting. 
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Planning & Development:  08/11/10 
 
Councilor Ciolino added a disclaimer prior to the voting below from Planning & Development making 
clear he represents Santa Claus for the Downtown Christmas Parade, which was to be one of the 
beneficiaries of the Celebrate Gloucester Concert. 
 
MOTION:  On motion by Councilor Verga, seconded by Councilor Whynott, the Planning & 
Development Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to recommend to the City Council to endorse the 
Van Ness Group, Inc. production of the event known as the “Celebrate Gloucester” Concert to take place 
on Sunday, September 5, 2010 at 65 Rogers Street (also known as I4-C2) between the hours of 3 p.m. to 
10 p.m., with net proceeds to benefit the Gloucester Fund which satisfies the requirement for public 
benefit. 
 
Discussion: 
 
Councilor Ciolino explained in addition to the endorsement of the Planning & Development Committee, 
the Mayor had submitted a memorandum also expressing the Administration’s support of the event.  The 
public benefit exists as people can vote on the Downtown revitalization project they want to receive the 
funds from the proceeds; and the Gloucester Fund will distribute it for the top three vote getters.  He 
believed this was a good event and hoped it would be successful.   
Councilor Hardy reiterated that the fishermen have the right to their parking there and it was to be kept 
open and available to them during the event; and assured that those rights will always be protected. 
 
MOTION:  On motion by Councilor Ciolino, seconded by Councilor Theken, the City Council 
voted 8 in favor, 0 opposed to endorse the Van Ness Group, Inc. production of the event known as 
the “Celebrate Gloucester” Concert to take place on Sunday, September 5, 2010 at 65 Rogers Street 
(also known as I4-C2) between the hours of 3 p.m. to 10 p.m., with net proceeds to benefit the 
Gloucester Fund which satisfies the requirement for public benefit. 
 
Councilors’ Requests Other than to the Mayor: 
 
Councilor McGeary noted the GFAA 7 Mile. Run on the 22nd of August a brand new event.  They hope 
it will be one of three “Cape” road races, the Falmouth Road Race, the Cape Elizabeth, ME Road Race, 
and the Gloucester Road Race.  It’s for the GFAA, and e encouraged everyone to come out and support 
the event. 
Councilor Ciolino stated Planning & Development Committee will be taking up the double pole issue 
and have decision-makers coming in to help solve the problem, which is to be held as a workshop. He 
reminded that downtown on Saturday night is another Block Party. 
Councilor Mulcahey reminded the community to attend the Kevin Riley fundraising baseball game.  The 
proceeds will be going to Kevin Riley Cancer fund.  It will take place Thursday evening, 6 p.m. Stage 
Fort Park at Boudreau Field.  She will be playing in the game along with Councilor Hardy and Councilor 
Theken will be the umpire. 
Councilor Theken noted the Kevin Riley fundraising baseball game was a good cause and will be a lot 
of fun.  She noted she’s never umpired before!  She also noted that the Ordinances & Administration 
Committee will be this coming Monday at 6:30 p.m. at City Hall.  There will be many traffic issues taken 
up in that meeting.  She encouraged interested parties who have items pending to check with the Traffic 
Commission, view the agenda on the City’s website or call their Ward Councilors with any questions they 
may have on any of their pending matters and expressed her regret that due to the volume of traffic 
requests some matters were taking longer than usual. 
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Councilor Whynott asked the Council President to place on the next joint School Committee meeting 
agenda as to how vandalism is handled by the schools, as they were told on their recent tour of the 
schools to view maintenance issues, that it was an internal matter. 
Councilor Hardy noted that she had recently spoken with Chairwoman Gilman who informed her that 
the School Committee would soon be reviewing their policies related to this matter and that the subject 
would be on the next joint meeting agenda. 
Councilor Verga added that he, too, will be playing in the Kevin Riley baseball game.  He also asked 
that the citizens voice their opinions one way or the other on the Fuller versus Downtown campus and the 
values to call the Mayor, or your Ward Councilor and let their voice be added to the other 23 people. 
Councilor Curcuru thanked the people who showed up on the Washington Street corridor Joint Ward 
Meeting and asked if there are any further issues or ideas to please to contact him or Councilor Mulcahey 
or their respective Ward Councilor, and they will be glad to help them out. 
Councilor Hardy requested a site visit noting inquiries she’d had since that meeting, and added she 
thought it was a well run meeting.  The site visit would allow Community Development can mark where 
the ‘nubbins’ are going to be.  She felt people were confused as to whether or not it’s going to be a 
marking on the ground for a bump out or whether it will be an elevated pavement with a sidewalk coming 
out. 
Councilor Curcuru understood the preliminary design was just that.  All those discussions on the actual 
design will take place after they put forward the “go ahead” to do that part of the project.  He didn’t think 
there was anything “cut in stone” at the moment. 
Councilor Hardy felt so they could get to that 25% degree, there would be more consensuses if they 
could view it in person to see where those nubbins are and hoped a site visit could be arranged soon. 
 
A motion was made, seconded, and voted unanimously to adjourn the meeting at 8:52 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Dana C. Jorgensson 
Clerk of Committees 
 
DOCUMENTATION/ITEMS SUBMITTED DURING MEETING:  None. 
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CITY COUNCIL STANDING COMMITTEE 
Ordinances & Administration 

Monday, August 23, 2010 – 6:30 p.m. 
1st Fl. Council Conference Room – City Hall 

 
Present:  Vice Chair, Councilor Ann Mulcahey; Councilor Steven Curcuru (Alternate); Councilor 
Paul McGeary (Alternate) 
Absent: Councilor Theken; Councilor Tobey 
Also Present:  Councilor Hardy; Councilor Verga; Robert Ryan; Roslyn Frontiero; Russell Hobbs; 
Gail Darrell; Sandra Thoms; Bruce Maki; Damon Cummings; Carmine Gorga; Ann Rhinelander; 
Dave Lincoln 
 
The meeting was called to order at 6:30 p.m.  Items were taken out of order. 
 
1. Continued Business 
 
 A) CC2010-026 (Hardy) Adoption of Ordinance under GCO Chap. 2, Art. V, Sec. 2-400 
  re: Responsibilities of designated member of their Board, Commission or Committee 
  (Cont’d from 05/03/10) 
 
Councilor Mulcahey announced the matter would be continued to the September 20, 2010 meeting when 
Linda T. Lowe, City Clerk could be in attendance. 
 
 B) CC2010-033 (Hardy) Amend Sec. 22-292 (Fire Lanes) of the GCO by ADDING Andrews Street 
  from Lanes Cove Seawall et. al. (Cont’d from 07/26/10) 
 
Robert Ryan, Chair of the Traffic Commission stated at the July 29th meeting of the Commission that 
they voted to recommend the order that the GCO be amended 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.  They met with 10-15 residents of the affected area and Councilor 
Hardy.  There was a question whether or not the City had jurisdiction over private ways, and they 
received a ruling from Suzanne Egan, General Counsel who stated they do; citing GCO Sec. 22-152 
which allows the City Council the authority to designate private ways.  The Commission recommended 
the fire lane from Lanes Cove Road to Pole #511. 
Councilor McGeary asked for a definition of a fire lane. 
Mr. Ryan clarified it is no parking either side.  The question came about because even though you own 
the property opposite each other across a road, you still would not be able to park on the street.  Mr. Ryan 
also noted they would be designating two other areas, one for vehicle parking only and another for vehicle 
boat/trailer parking to assure orderly parking areas right after 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. 22-292 (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 AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR 
PUBLIC HEARING. 
 
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 
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point 95 feet in a northeasterly direction from pole #511 AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR 
PUBLIC HEARING. 
 
Mr. Ryan stated at their July 29th meeting of the Traffic Commission and subsequent to a site visit, 
meeting with the residents, there was much confusion – vehicles parked all over, boat trailers in the way 
obstructing the fire lanes to the homes at the ends of Andrews Street.  The Commission felt by 
designating the northerly side being vehicle parking and the southerly side for vehicle boat and/or trailer 
parking, it would make it safer and more orderly.  This leaves the middle open for a fire lane and a clear 
roadway to the homes there.  This will make it safer and more organized.  The neighbors are all in 
agreement with the proposed designation of the parking.   
Councilor McGeary confirmed the parking of the trailers was on the side opposite from the boat ramp 
with Mr. Ryan. 
Councilor Hardy stated this allows people to drop off their trailers and then park their vehicles on the 
other side so vehicles could get out.  Some of the cars were being blocked in by trailers. 
Russell Hobbs, 1166 Washington Street stated during that meeting there was talk of time limits on the 
boat trailers because they didn’t want the boats to be put in for long periods of time; and wanted to know 
if this was proposed to be put in the ordinance, limiting parking to 24 hours. 
Mr. Ryan stated they didn’t have an ordinance to address a time limit.  That’s not to say they couldn’t do 
it, but they would need a request for an ordinance change for that to be put in place. 
Councilor McGeary stated this would be appropriate to pass this and then come back to amend the 
ordinance to have no overnight parking in that area. 
 
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. 22-288 (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” AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING.   
 
Mr. Ryan stated the following ordinance amendment was a result of the narrowness of coming down off 
of Langsford Street down Andrews Street heading into the Cove.  Cars are parked on the right side of the 
street and making visibility difficult for drivers the parking on both sides making vehicle passage difficult 
as well. 
Councilor Hardy noted it was difficult to see coming out of Lanes Cove Road and that part of Andrews 
Street, especially on a snowy day is hard to get momentum to the top of the hill.  This will help in both 
directions. 
 
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 AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC 
HEARING. 
 
Councilor Hardy stated this next amendment will allow the police to take action on illegally parked cars. 
 
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 AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING. 
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The Committee also agreed with the recommendation of the Traffic Commission that once the above 
orders are physically in place that signs reinforcing the “NO PARKING” within 20 feet of the intersection 
be installed on both the Langsford Street and Andrews Street ends to make the intersection more visible 
for drivers coming out of Andrews Street by the DPW.  They recommend that the DPW remove the sign. 
“NO PARKING HERE TO CORNER” on the southeasterly corner of Andrews Street and Langsford 
Street. 
 
Councilor McGeary asked who ensures that the signs are removed/erected once the GCO is amended. 
Dana Jorgensson, Clerk of Committees informed the Councilors that once the City Council passes the 
ordinance changes, the Certificate(s) of Vote are forwarded to the DPW with true copy attested minutes 
showing any instructions by the Council for signage pertaining directly to those Certificate(s) of Vote out 
of the City Clerk’s office. 
Councilor Mulcahey added that if the Councilor wanted a sign saying, “no parking here to the corner” 
from a distance of 20 ft., that was simply a matter of calling the DPW and making that request. 
Councilor Hardy also noted as long as it is in the minutes it is something she can follows up with the 
DPW. 
 
 C) CC2010-034 (Hardy) Amend Sec. 22-267 (One Way Streets-Generally) of the GCO by 
  DELETING Washington Street from Andrews Street to Butman Avenue in a northerly direction  
  et. al and ADDING GCO Sec. 22-270 (Parking Prohibited at all times) Washington Street, 
  southerly side in an easterly direction to Langsford Street 
 
Mr. Ryan related that the Traffic Commission after discussions with Councilor Hardy and approximately 
15 residents from the area, the consensus was that the requested No Parking area was too long on 
Washington Street.  After a site visit with residents and Councilor Hardy the Traffic Commission at their 
July 29th meeting, they concurred that the current one way ordinance be deleted and to prohibit parking at 
all times on Washington Street southerly side from Andrews Street in an easterly direction to its 
intersection with Langsford Street. The Traffic Commission felt that the Sunday parking on both sides of 
the street was making driving hazardous and hard for emergency vehicles to get through.  The 
Commission recommended that the parking be on one side of the street.  There was only one individual at 
the time of the site visit who did not agree with the concept. 
Councilor Mulcahey noted an email dated 8/20/10 from Anni Melancon, 181 Washington Street and 
read it for the record (on file). 
Mr. Ryan responded that the concern of the Traffic Commission were cars on a Sunday morning parked 
on both sides of the street, on the sidewalk making it very difficult to get through.  They are 
recommending they prohibit parking on one side, allowing parking on the northerly side which is the 
church side.  That way no one crosses the street; there’s adequate room for emergency vehicles to pass 
and for residents to access their homes, rather than making it one way and having to go all the way 
around. This was after walking the area with residents, with only one individual who was expressing 
concern at that time and then with the unanimous decision of the Traffic Commission. 
Sandra Thoms, 1174 Washington Street stated the Congregational Church had no interest in seeing that 
the parking is only on one side beyond McCullough Street going easterly on Washington Street.  
Extending this for the entire length of Washington Street to where it meets Langsford Street wasn’t a 
request of the church but rather the wisdom of the Traffic Commission during that site visit.   
Mr. Hobbs stated there is an ordinance already in place (but that the signs are gone) that prohibits 
parking on Ms. Thoms side of the street from Leverett Street to Langsford Street from May 1 to 
September 15.  No one could park there anyway if the signs were up.  They were removed during the 
North Gloucester sewer project and never replaced.  He would like to see the ordinance put all the way 
through as per the Traffic Commission now.  The street will be very narrow if parking is allowed on both 
sides along that corridor.  Noting the lack of fire protection in Lanesville, they need the security that 
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emergency vehicles can get through that area at any time as every second counts.  There are many events 
that cause the streets to be blocked regularly.  He felt it was very dangerous and was in full agreement 
with the Traffic Commission’s recommendation. 
 
[Councilor Verga entered the meeting at 6:45 p.m.  There was now a quorum of the City Council.] 
 
Councilor Hardy stated this came forward at a Ward meeting attended by approximately 60 people with 
two people speaking in opposition to this at the time.   This came forward so that they could get 
emergency vehicles through as Mr. Hobbs said.  They worked with the church also.  The compromise was 
that parking would be restricted on at least one side of the street and chose the church side of the street 
because of many anticipated athletic use of the grounds with the installation of basketball courts and 
hoops.  Rather than having children running to the opposite side of the street, it was better this way.  
Because they don’t have the Bay View Fire Station open all the time, rather than having the emergency 
vehicles go all the way around Langsford to get there, it did not make sense.  She believed it to be a good 
compromise. 
 
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 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. AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING. 
 
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 AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING. 
 
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 AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING. 
 
 D) CC2010-041 (Hardy) Amend Sec. 22-270 (Parking Prohibited at all Times) of the GCO by 
  ADDING Holly Street, both sides from its intersection with Dennison Street et. al. (Cont’d 
  from 07/26/10) 
 
Mr. Ryan reported that the Traffic Commission recommended at their July 29, 2010 meeting to approve 
the order as presented because the roads are very narrow and the way it winds around warrants that there 
be no parking on both sides of Holly Street from its intersection with Dennison Street.   
Councilor Hardy noted this was a recommendation as they were in discussion with the Traffic 
Commission.  She had requested from the Police Department that the speed sign go up there. 
Councilor McGeary asked how far down pole #1095 was. 
Mr. Ryan noted pole #1095 is on Holly Street.  They’re asking to prohibit parking on Holly Street at its 
intersection with Dennison, which is about 600-700 ft, just before the very winding section of the street as 
you come up from the Willow Rest area. 
Councilor Hardy asked if the prohibited parking extended to the end of Holly Street and where was that 
located?   
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Mr. Ryan stated their recommendation was that it ends at pole #1095 which he believed was about 600-
700 feet on the northerly side of Holly Street just before the intersection with Dennison.  They’re starting 
from the other end, the narrow end right where it intersects with Dennison coming back towards Holly. 
 
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 AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING. 
 
 E) CC2010-042 (Hardy) Amend Sec. 22-291 (Tow Away Zones) by ADDING Holly Street both 
  sides from its intersection with Dennison Street from its intersection with Dennison Street in a 
  southerly direction to pole #1095. 
 
Mr. Ryan reported that the Traffic Commission recommended at their July 29, 2010 meeting to approve 
the order as presented.  The Commission also recommended if this order is passed that the City Clerk 
forward a request to the Gloucester Police Department for a preliminary study to be done and then 
forwarded to the MassHighway district office. 
 
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 AND 
FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING. 
 
 F) CC2010-043 (Hardy) Ordered that the Speed Limit on Holly Street from its intersection with  
  Dennison Street in a southerly direction to Pole #1095 be posted at 20 m.p.h. 
 
Mr. Ryan reported that the Traffic Commission recommended at their July 29, 2010 meeting and after 
speaking with Councilor Hardy, to approve the order amending it to read for the entire length of Holly 
Street in both directions.  Mr. Ryan added that if you do not see a sign posted, then it is automatically 30 
m.p.h. speed limit.  It was noted that requests for changes of a speed limit once approved by the Council 
then are referred to the Police Department for a preliminary study and then go to Mass Highway’s district 
office for approval. 
 
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 that the 
Speed Limit on Holly Street for its entire length be posted at 20 m.p.h. in both directions. 
  
 G) CC2010-047 (Curcuru) Amend Sec. 22-270 (Parking Prohibited at all Times) of the GCO by 
  ADDING from #5 Wells Street to intersection of Beacon Street (Cont’d from 07/12/10) 
 
Mr. Ryan reported that the Traffic Commission recommended at their July 29, 2010 meeting to approve 
the order and that there be no parking on both sides with of Wells Street with one sign installed on pole 
#5078 pointing towards Beacon Street and another sign in front of 5 Wells Street also point towards 
Beacon Street or “NO PARKING EITHER SIDE” signs be used and placed where appropriate.  This is 
for safety reasons to prohibit parking on both sides especially with trash trucks trying to get there.  The 
Committee discussed the no parking signage in order to clarify the order further.   It was also 
recommended that there be signage for “No Parking from Here to Corner” be placed 20 feet from the 
intersection on either side of Wells Street.  Presently there is a “No Parking” sign on the corner with an 
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arrow.  Mr. Ryan also recommended that the signage for the street itself with the following motion 
contain “No Parking Either Side” signage where appropriate. 
 
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 No 
parking on BOTH SIDES of Wells Street with “NO PARKING EITHER SIDE” signs, where 
appropriate, for both sides of the street. AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC 
HEARING.  
 
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 from #5 Wells 
Street to its intersection with Beacon Street on both sides AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR 
PUBLIC HEARING. 
 
 H) CC2010-048 (Verga) Amend Sec. 22-270 (Resident Sticker Parking Only) of the GCO by 
  ADDING areas of Lexington Avenue/Shore Road (Cont’d from 07/12/10) 
 
Mr. Ryan reported that Councilor Verga had discussed with him as well as with the Traffic Commission 
that there is a problem on Shore Road and Lexington Avenue.  Going down towards the water, people are 
parking on Lexington and Shore Road making it difficult for residents to leave their driveways due to 
other vehicles obstructing them.  In order to control the situation, it was the Traffic Commissions 
recommendation at their July 29, 2010 meeting to approve the order to state “RESIDENTIAL STICKER 
PARKING ONLY be amended to be SEASONAL May 1 – Sept. 15, Lexington Avenue both sides from 
its intersections with Cliff Avenue and Oakes Avenue in a southerly direction (towards Shore Road).  In 
discussion with the Councilor, they suggested making it seasonal, giving the residents of the area some 
relief.  The whole idea was to restrict out-of-town vehicle parking during the summer months. 
Councilor Verga noted when this came through originally to O&A, the residents who attended the 
meeting submitted photographs of Winnebagos, literally coming in caravan, arriving 8:00 a.m. or 9:00 
a.m., staying all day in the area, all from out of state.  There were updated shots which he forwarded to 
the Committee members showing the congestion of RV’s continuing to date.  He believed it was a fair 
thing making it resident sticker parking only on a seasonal basis to alleviate tremendous congestion.  
Noting the summer was winding down, he wondered if perhaps at Council it could be done on an 
emergent basis to be effective for the final days of the season. 
Councilor Hardy noted the previous emergency orders for some of the recent Lanesville street, the 
necessary signage had yet to go as they had to be ordered and had only just been received in by the DPW. 
 
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 ADDING Lexington Avenue both sides from its intersections with Cliff Avenue and 
Oakes Avenue in a southerly direction (towards Shore Road) AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE 
FOR PUBLIC HEARING. 
 
Mr. Ryan clarified for the Committee that by designating the area as a tow away zone that if a vehicle 
was in violation, whatever the ordinance was, resident sticker parking on a seasonal basis or otherwise, 
that the vehicles in violation of the ordnance governing the parking there would then be able to be 
ticketed and then towed. 
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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 Lexington Avenue 
both sides from its intersection with Cliff Avenue and Oakes Avenue in a southerly direction 
(towards Shore Road) AND FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING. 
 
 I) CC2010-049 (Verga) Amend Sec. 22-287 (Disabled veteran, handicapped parking) of the GCO 
  re: Lexington Avenue (Cont’d from 07/26/10) 
 
Councilor Verga asked that this order go through as soon as possible.  The handicapped person’s mother 
recently emailed informing him that this person’s mobility was rapidly deteriorating.  This would literally 
mean moving a sign two spaces up from where it is currently located on the street.  It will make a huge 
difference for this person. 
Councilor Hardy suggested that since the Traffic Commission was meeting in three days, on August 
26th, that the Committee could add the wording, “pending the Traffic Commission’s recommendation” so 
that it could be addressed for advertising and get it going to the Council for public hearing. 
Mr. Ryan stated they have looked at it and didn’t see any problem, pending their affirmation at their 
Thursday meeting to approve the order.  He confirmed it was a matter of moving the space up and making 
it more convenient and accessible for the individual. 
 
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. 22-287 (Disabled veteran, handicapped parking) by 
DELETING Lexington Avenue westerly side, beginning at a point one hundred forty-four (144) feet 
from its intersection with Shore Road for a distance of twenty-two (22) feet in a northerly direction 
and further by ADDING Lexington Avenue westerly side beginning at a point one hundred fifty 
(150) feet from its intersection with Shore Road for a distance of approximately twenty-two (22) 
feet more or less, in a northerly direction pending the Traffic Commission’s recommendation and 
FURTHER TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC HEARING. 
 
A recess was called at 7:44 p.m.  
[Councilor Verga left the meeting at 7:48 p.m. There was no longer a quorum of the City Council.] 
The Committee reconvened at 7:49 p.m. 
 
 J) CC2010-052 (Mulcahey) Amend Sec. 22-284 (Service or Loading Zones) re: 6 Elm Street 
  (Cont’d from 07/26/10) 
 
There being no recommendation from the Traffic Commission, the Committee continued the matter to 
September 20, 2010. 
 
 K) COM-33: Letter from Citizen Group “Who Decides” (Continued from 07/12/10) 
 
Councilor Mulcahey noted that the Committee had received language from General Counsel as to a 
possible ordinance for the protection of the public water supply for the City of Gloucester and shared it 
with the Citizen Group members of “Who Decides” in attendance at the meeting.  She read as follows: 
 
“Section 1.   Purpose 
 
In recognition of the City of Gloucester’s ownership of its public water supply and 
infrastructure and growing pressures to privatize the infrastructure, this ordinance is 
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enacted to declare and affirm Gloucester’s commitment to retain its ownership interest in 
the public water supply and infrastructure. 
 
Section 2.  Declaration 
 
The public water supply, system and infrastructure necessary for the distribution of water 
within the City of Gloucester and owned by the City of Gloucester shall be retained and 
not conveyed to any other entity.  The City of Gloucester shall retain all rights of 
ownership and control over the public water supply, water system and infrastructure.”     
 
Russell Hobbs, 1166 Washington Street and member of “Who Decides” noted they came forward with 
an ordinance worked on for many months (presented at the O&A meeting of 7/12/10 and on file 
previously), stated with due respect to General Counsel, she had “watered down” the ordinance feeling he 
and his group would believe that this doesn’t protect the residents of the City of Gloucester at all.  He 
read the descriptive paragraph Ms. Egan wrote in her memorandum: “Below please find a proposed and 
edited ordinance regarding the public water supply.  I have not included a provision in the ordinance 
regarding a public referendum, as the charter authorizes the city council with the approval of the mayor to 
amend an ordinance, and an ordinance enacted by the city council may not restrict that authority.”  He 
stated Ms. Egan didn’t include a provision for a referendum and believed there would be no protection in 
that ordinance of keeping the water in the hands of the City because another City Council or another 
Mayor in the future could change it.  A referendum vote by the people would “seal its fate”.  He 
contended the people are who own this water; that it doesn’t belong to the City Council or the Mayor.  
This was about the rights of the people.  He reiterated the ordinance as proposed by the City Solicitor 
doesn’t protect the rights of the people.  It only states that the City retain the rights.   
Councilor Curcuru stated they are recommending a referendum on the ballot then the only way it could 
be eliminated is also by referendum. 
Mr. Hobbs responded that the only way it could come on and off was by referendum, in their language as 
proposed by “Who Decides”.  As this ordinance was written, there was no statement of law and read the 
“Who Decides” language of their proposed ordinance, “Section 3. Statement of Law:  Public water 
systems and the infrastructure necessary for distribution of public water supplies within the City of 
Gloucester shall be owned by the City of Gloucester or a municipal authority of the City, held as part of 
the public trust for the residents of the City of Gloucester and the ecosystems within the City of 
Gloucester.  Section 4. Statement of Law: It shall be unlawful for public water systems and/or public 
water system infrastructure within the City of Gloucester to be owned by any entity other than the City of 
Gloucester, unless a proposed transfer of an ownership or other financial interest in that system or 
infrastructure is submitted to a referendum vote of the people of the City of Gloucester, and approved by 
them.” 
Councilor Curcuru believed in order to put this ordinance in their language as proposed that it would 
have to go to a public hearing. 
Councilor Mulcahey felt the reason Ms. Egan wrote as she did was there that a number of grants tied up 
with the Gloucester water system and that it may be a restriction of ownership.  There was much money 
tied to it. 
Councilor Curcuru didn’t believe that would have any bearing. 
Councilor Hardy noted that she and Councilor Mulcahey were the only two Councilors, of those present, 
at the last meeting of O&A when the “Who Decides” matter was first taken up.  One of the things that the 
group was striving for was to put this on a referendum ballot; that if they didn’t, any City Council could 
change the ordinance.  If it was on a referendum that it could only be changed by referendum by the 
people.  The people put it on so the only way it can come off is by referendum by the people.  This would 
be like the same way they did the Police Department. The Police Chief was put on by referendum and the 
only way he can be taken off was by referendum.  It passed and went to the Statehouse.   
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Councilor McGeary noted the “Who Decides’ language only says that it can be repealed by referendum.   
Councilor Hardy stated that if you put it in place, its automatic you can only take it off by referendum.  
If you put it in this way (as proposed by the language from General Counsel), the next City Council can 
take it off 
Councilor McGeary stated “Who Decides” language says that it is put in place by ordinance of the 
Council and repealed by referendum. 
Mr. Hobbs concurred. 
Councilor McGeary noted that you can’t make it subject to a referendum unless you’ve adopted this by 
referendum. 
Councilor Hardy stated it goes to the people as a referendum and then the Council (should it pass) then 
adopts it. 
Councilor Curcuru added it has to get on the ballot and be voted in. 
Mr. Hobbs stated they want their language put in place for a referendum vote. 
Councilor Hardy expressed that the language would need more work to refine it. 
Councilor Curcuru felt at the next meeting of O&A General Counsel should be present to be a party to 
the conversation.  
Councilor Hardy stated the way in which it should appear on the referendum that language needs to be 
worked on also.  There should be a clear goal of what the end result would be and to formulate the 
ordinance and work backwards, and then formulate the language, so the matter can go for a referendum 
on next year’s ballot. 
Councilor Curcuru asked what precipitated the generation of this proposal. 
Mr. Hobbs stated at one time some people came into the Mayor’s office and offered to buy the City 
water supply; and the Mayor refused.  He reiterated “Who Decides” believes that the City should not sell 
the water supply or infrastructure to anyone.  It belongs to the people of the City of Gloucester.  No 
Mayor or City Council should have the authority to give up the City’s water supply or infrastructure, any 
part of it, to anyone, any corporation, willing to purchase it.  It belongs to the residents of the City of 
Gloucester. 
Councilor Curcuru asked if this was an on-going trend in the United States and was there legislation 
with other municipalities trying to put these kinds of ordinances in place now. 
Councilor Hardy felt other municipalities have been reactive, and our community was looking to be pro-
active and get this on the books. 
Mr. Hobbs stated there have been communities who have sold their water supplies and regretted it.  
There have been privatizations of water systems.  They want to maintain that this (the water supply and 
infrastructure) belongs to the people which he maintained this was what “Who Decides” proposed 
ordinance language was about. 
Councilor McGeary asked if this would preclude the City from joining in a regional water authority 
because when a municipality joins a regional water authority, they are giving them an interest in it.  He 
was concerned with the language proposed by Mr. Hobbs’ group in that regard.   
Mr. Hobbs responded by reading their Sections 3 and 4. Statement of Law again to the Committee of 
their proposed ordinance language (on file and noted above). 
Councilor McGeary noted then that Gloucester could not join a regional water authority unless there is a 
vote of the people, according to their language.  When a municipality joins a regional water authority, 
they take control of the pipes.  The concern was when you transfer ownership to a regional water 
authority, they could then privatize.  That language says that if the City wanted to, say, form a Rockport, 
Gloucester, Manchester, Essex Water Authority, it would have to be submitted to the people for 
referendum. 
Ann Rhinelander, 16 Pine Street responding to the question of patterns globally and nationally with 
regards to privatization of water supplies, stated there are patterns of relinquishing control of water 
supplies to private businesses.  The prelude to the process is the breaking down of communities, with one 
crisis after another, until they’re declared beyond help and then go to receivership.  After that pattern is 
initiated, often by a single mayor, then almost immediately there is a massive escalation of costs and an 
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immediate reduction of quality, as these companies cut back on chemicals, labor.  Then the municipality 
loses control.  There are not many happy privatized municipalities’ water supplies.  Atlanta, GA was one 
such community.  
Roslyn Frontiero, 12 Beacon Street, noted they had invited a guest from Barnstead, NH who had this 
happen in her community and began working with other communities to stop the privatization and the 
actual legal extracting of water in NH and ME and introduced Ms. Gail Darrell. 
Gail Darrell, 180 Shatford Corner Road, Center Barnstead, NH, noted her involvement began working 
with the community environmental defense fund when a community two towns over from hers had their 
town council approve permitting for a bottling plant right in their community.    The community is at the 
headwaters of the watershed that provides all of the water for the seacoast of New Hampshire.  Despite 
several attempts by the community to bring scientific, geological and hydrological studies and 
information forward, the selectmen agreed to allow the USA Springs Corporation to come into the 
community under a State permit to build a water bottling plant there.  When a local ordinance to not allow 
water bottling in the community was rescinded by their selectmen, she worked with them to pass a local 
water rights and local self-governance ordinance that they drafted at the legal defense fund allowing the 
people to maintain control and ownership of the water; and to be “the determiners” of if ever that water is 
to be sold.  She related that most New Hampshire people are on wells; so they don’t’ have the same 
situation in Gloucester where a public water supply is managed by a municipal water department.   But 
they have found several cities are faced with this difficulty where the infrastructure is crumbling.  They’re 
faced with having to repair their infrastructure and provide water for their community.  Oftentimes, 
business entities come in and offer what looks like a good deal and will take over control and ownership 
of their water supply, repair that damage and provide water for the city.  She noted she had never seen a 
case where it worked well for the community.  She now full time assists communities to draft language to 
protect them from any corporate entity who might wish to “snatch control” from the communities. 
Carmine Gorga, 87 Middle Street added if a private corporation comes in they aren’t “a white knight” to 
come save a community from a tremendous amount of expense.  Once they come in, we have to conceive 
of them as making a loan to us.  It’s not a grant.  It is a loan which means we have to repay with interest 
because in addition to the normal costs, they have to recover that money and make a profit on it. 
David Lincoln, 7 Amero Court reviewed for the Committee patterns developed in a number of 
communities, like Cincinnati, Atlanta and Cleveland.  They see infrastructure declining and an offer from 
a company is made to help the municipalities to manage their infrastructure in a joint venture. Gradually 
the company takes over more and more responsibility for the maintenance of the infrastructure; the 
building and monitoring of the infrastructure.  Over time they see the corporations have a tendency to lay 
off a number of workers.  They go to the federal and state governments and bring in money which the 
municipalities should have access to but which the corporations lobby and focus their efforts to channel 
that money in a way that “involves short-term gain and long term pain”.  He pointed to Atlanta, Georgia’s 
collapse of their water infrastructure.  They not only had to fire their operator but to “literally buy back 
their own infrastructure”.  They’re now facing drought and infrastructure issues, and federal and state 
money is not very available; that the money was already channeled to the corporation to benefit them and 
their investors instead.  They will present to this Committee a series of documented cases which show 
cities lose control of their water and control of their future to maintain a quality and safe water system. 
Councilor Mulcahey noted while they couldn’t say what will happen in the future; they’re proud how far 
they’ve come with the City’s water supply and infrastructure.  The DPW has done a fantastic job to make 
everything in excellent working order.  Looking towards the future, she felt the City should protect the 
water supply and wished to continue the matter to their next meeting to further explore it. 
Councilor Curcuru again reiterated that it would be appropriate to have Ms. Egan, General Counsel at 
their next meeting when this matter is taken up again. 
Ms. Rhinelander noted a parallel process is going on a new piece of legislation the Water Infrastructure 
Financing Commission headed by State Senator Eldridge.  The Commission made up of 16 people who 
have some privatization interests.  Others have private companies that work with municipalities.  The 
outcome of that commission’s charge to be completed by December is to come up with either a 
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recommendation of privatization “to get the whole load off the Commonwealth’s back” or some equitable 
financing of the infrastructure throughout the state.  They’re trying to keep an eye on the State.  The 
governor has said he has a parallel system and that this is unnecessary; but Senator Eldridge disagreed 
and felt there was a need for this.  She believed there was an opportunity to watch the process closely that 
is going to affect all of them.  The Commission’s first meeting had a presentation by the DEP and EPA of 
all the needs.  There is new federal legislation to implement more financing for safe water. 
Councilor Curcuru asked who appointed the Commission members and who was on it.   
Ms. Rhinelander pointed out it was the Governor who made the appointments, and Bruce Tobey is on 
the Commission. 
Ms. Frontiero understood that Councilor Tobey was on two of the governmental working groups. 
Mr. Hobbs reread Councilor Tobey’s endorsement of the proposed ordinance from “Who Decides” (on 
file from the minutes of the 7/12/10 meeting). 
Councilor Hardy noted the first paragraph of the ordinance needs to be rethought.  As Council President 
she invited “Who Decides” to use the Kyrouz Auditorium when no one else is using it and have them put 
on a presentation of their documentary which tells a great deal on the subject.  It would be open to all 
Councilors and would try to get CATV to broadcast it.   
 
This matter was continued to September 20, 2010. 
 
2. Appointments 
 
 Joel Favazza, Capital Improvements Advisory Board (CIAB), TTE 02/14/2013 
 
Councilor Mulcahey asked if Mr. Favazza had taken his bar exam and asked what he also would bring to 
the Capital Improvement Advisory Board and what attracted him to it. 
Joel Favazza, 10A Luzitania Avenue replied that he had taken them but wouldn’t know until November 
if he passed.  He became aware of the board a few weeks ago when he saw an editorial by the Mayor 
mentioned the Board was under staffed, and was soliciting citizens to step forward to volunteer.  For the 
last seven years he has been attending undergraduate school (Brandeis University) and law school 
(Boston University) in the greater Boston area. He returned full-time to Gloucester upon law school 
graduation this past May.  He wanted to get involved in the community and felt he could bring a view of a 
younger generation, a fresh face to the Board to help the City move forward feeling he would be here a 
long time.   
Councilor Mulcahey explained that the Board works with the Community Development Department on 
a continuing basis and explained briefly what the Board does.  She appreciated his stepping forward. 
Councilor Curcuru asked if Mr. Favazza was familiar with the Board and what he would be doing as a 
member. 
Mr. Favazza stated he had gathered from the Code of Ordinances and the one report currently on line and 
related the CIAB works with various departments, the School Committee when they are looking to make 
improvements of a capital nature for buildings, land, equipment prior to their going to the City Council.  
They come to the Board who researches and reviews the request to help provide an opinion on the merits 
of the request for the City Council and the Mayor. 
Councilor Curcuru noted this Board had previously been very dominant for quite some time.  Their last 
report was 2-1/2 years ago.  CIAB will have a big job ahead of it.  The Council was looking forward to its 
revitalization as there was much work to be done on City buildings and hoped he was up to the task. 
Councilor McGeary asked if Mr. Favazza had any particular skills in construction or finance.   
Mr. Favazza stated he did not, necessarily, aside from general handyman intuition. 
Councilor McGeary explained, as Councilor Curcuru had pointed out, there was a very long list [of 
;projects] and it will be the CIAB’s job to prioritize that list.  The problem will be that there are many 
good things and many worthy projects and will have to pick out the ones that are most urgently needed.  
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He warned it will be a lot of work because there are a lot of worthy projects out there to be done with 
limited funds and done as effectively as possible.  He didn’t envy him the task. 
Councilor Curcuru added that there will be things Mr. Favazza may see as a Board member would like 
to see put forward a lot quicker than some of the items that need to be done and won’t have any choice in 
the matter. 
Councilor Hardy stated she had spoken to Joel a few moments before the meeting and asked if he would 
kindly provide the Council with a resume which appeared to have been omitted from the Mayor’s Report; 
and he would do so.  She also reiterated the importance of the CIAB.  She had hoped to get someone with 
more of a background and expertise with the trades and/or the area of finance; and would look forward to 
reviewing his resume with that in mind.  She asked Mr. Favazza to include any background at all that may 
fit those two criteria. 
 
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 the 
appointment of Joel Favazza to the Capital Improvements Advisory Board, TTE 02/14/2013. 
 
3. CC2010-058 (Ciolino) Amend Gloucester Code of Ordinances §9-1 and §9-2(A) 
 
Councilor Mulcahey noted that the matter would be continued to September 20, 2010. 
 
4. CC2010-059 (Theken) Amend GCO Sec. 22-287 (Disabled veteran, handicapped parking) 
 re:  2 Harvard Street, one handicapped street 
 
There being no recommendation from the Traffic Commission, the Committee continued the matter to 
September 20, 2010. 
 
5. CC2010-060 (Mulcahey) Amend GCO Sec. 22-287 (Disabled veteran, handicapped parking) 
 re:  Ciaramitaro/Gemellaro Playground 
 
There being no recommendation from the Traffic Commission, the Committee continued the matter to 
September 20, 2010. 
 
A motion was made, seconded and voted unanimously to adjourn the meeting at 8:20 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Dana C. Jorgensson, Clerk of Committees 
 
DOCUMENTATION/ITEMS SUBMITTED DURING MEETING:   None. 



 

CITY COUNCIL STANDING COMMITTEE 
Planning & Development 

Wednesday, August 25, 2010 – 6:30 p.m. 
1st Fl. Council Conference Room – City Hall 

 
Present:  Chair, Councilor Joseph Ciolino; Councilor Greg Verga, Councilor Jacqueline Hardy 
(Alternate) 
Absent:  Councilor Whynott 
Also Present:  Councilor Jacqueline Hardy; Fire Chief Phil Dench; Charles Mahoney, Electrical 
Inspector; Mark Cole, DPW Operations Manager; John Upham, National Grid; Jane Lyman, 
Comcast; Stan Usovicz, Verizon 
 
The meeting was called to order at 6:30 p.m. 
 
Councilor Ciolino thanked the guests in attendance for coming to the meeting to work towards solving 
the problem of double poles in the City of Gloucester.  It was the goal of this meeting to open lines of 
communication and to work towards removing all double poles from City streets and sidewalks and 
working within the parameters of the City’s Pole ordinances (see Sec. 23-77 et. al.).   He noted Councilor 
Hardy, the previous Planning & Development Chair, thought that it might be wise to put all the parties in 
one room to solve the problem of double poles.  He passed out copies of the Gloucester Code of 
Ordinances sections which covered the rules and regulations on poles and wires. 
Councilor Hardy thanked Councilor Ciolino for taking the matter up and to put it on course.  The new 
City Council picked a few items to tackle proactively this year, and this was one of them feeling everyone 
needed to understand the policies.  The previous Council heard several different stories; and now the 
Council wanted to know how they can work proactively with the utilities to solve the double pole 
dilemma.  
Councilor Ciolino asked who owns the poles.  He had heard many versions of who owns them.  One 
such story was that years ago one side of the tracks that run through Gloucester was owned by AT&T, 
and the other Mass Electric.  He wanted to know how it all was sorted out. 
John Upham, National Grid Coordinator-Community Relations/Economic Development NE stated 
they’re jointly is designated as the maintenance party, which means they actually set the poles.  If the 
telephone company had a project in Gloucester, and needed a pole set, National Grid (NG) would set the 
poles; unless it was a solely owned pole, then they would set their own, and the same for NG.  In 
Gloucester, the electric company is responsible for setting poles.   If they need to extend a line for a new 
customer, or refurbish an existing line for a customer along the street, NG would set the poles.  
Sometimes NG does it for their own benefit.  Those Gloucester Avenue and Hawthorne Street were some 
of the areas he’d looked at prior to coming to the meeting.  Those were areas that they’ve set poles that 
they’ve transferred off.  The progression on a pole is: electric is on top, then communications (fire alarms, 
telecoms.  They’re normally the first off then they cut and the rest transfer over time.  The last person off 
normally “takes the dead wood”.  Sometimes the pole is set in the existing hole, and that’s called a “cut 
and kick”.  They’ll take the old pole and pull the butt out; set the new pole in; and then the poles are lash 
the old pole to the new pole until all parties transfer onto the new pole.  Those are the normal two ways 
you would find a double pole situation. 
Councilor Ciolino stated then that NG owns the poles. 
Mr. Upham responded they’re jointly owned.  But NG is responsible for setting any new poles.  Half the 
pole is theirs (Verizon), and half is for NG.  Comcast and others lease space on the poles.  
Stanley J. Usovicz, Regional Director-External Affairs, Verizon stated if the pole is cut, and they’re the 
last one off, they take the ‘dead wood’.  If it’s in the same hole, and it’s not cut, then they have to contact 
NG. 
Councilor Hardy asked is there a set order on the pole. 
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Mr. Usovicz stated typically it is electric and street light (NG) first in Gloucester. Fire alarm is next after 
the street light has been removed; then cable, Comcast; and then finally telephone.  As much as the 
electric company is first off first on; telephone is last on, last off.  Everything trickles down on the data 
base so that all the ‘players’ know what the status of each pole is, and who is next. 
Jane Lyman, Senior Manger- Government & Community Relations, Comcast noted the term was “ball in 
court”.  So they’ll communicate to each other, ‘how many BIC’s do you have 
Councilor Verga asked about fire alarm wires, which now is no longer in use. 
Chief Dench stated they haven’t completely shut down the system yet.  They’re close with Stop ‘n’ Shop 
Supermarket and the Hovey School condos off of Summer Street remaining to go wireless.   Those are 
two privately owned buildings.  They’re contracted and are in the process of receiving equipment and 
getting installation of equipment or they have the equipment and are waiting to install.   
Councilor Verga asked how the new system would work. 
Chief Dench explained it is part of their alarm system.  Right now it runs on wires that are either on the 
telephone poles or in manholes.  They’re switching over to a wireless system and eliminate the use of the 
wires; and use a radio box.  In addition to those two privately owned buildings, there are three buildings 
owned by the City; Fitz Henry Lane House, Maplewood School and Magnolia School that they have to 
get the money in place to switch them over.  They’ve already shut down a portion of the system, certain 
branches of it.  Those areas have had their hard-wire systems shut down from the fire station.  Their 
problem is they have no money to take them off the poles to pay L.W. Bills to physically remove the 
wires.   
Councilor Verga followed that the City would be responsible for those alarm wires.   
Charles Mahoney, City Electrical Inspector stated once everybody’s off that system they need to find 
someone to take the wires down.  There is a lot of it to come down.  He didn’t know how much copper 
was in the wires but felt it could be worth something. 
Chief Dench had asked L.W. Bills to give him an estimate.  There’s so much of it throughout the City, 
they’re reluctant to even try to do that.  The feeling is anyone would be reluctant to make a guess on what 
it would cost. 
Councilor Ciolino wondered if “we were our own problem”. 
Mr. Mahoney replied there are 15 poles on the list (produced by NG and on file) that the City owns; 
that’s holding up poles to move to the next step. 
Councilor Hardy realized that unless the fire alarm wires come down, Comcast and telephone can’t 
come down. 
Mr. Upham clarified numbers on the list stated he checked the three highest streets (in terms of number 
of double poles) where it said the BIC for the electric company; he assumed the paperwork is in 
someone’s in box because it didn’t get updated in the database.  The numbers were for 46 for the electric 
company, and now it’s 21 as of today’s date. As soon as NG sets the pole, they transfer it.  They want to 
get off the old pole and get the new circuit working.  The old circuit gets in their way to get the new 
circuit installed. 
Chief Dench noted this year in his budget proposal they had $25,000.00 in the account to take care of for 
fire alarms which included $9,600.00 that went to L.W. Bills for emergency alarm work, and the rest was 
going to go towards removing wires this year.  The other $15,000.00 was intended to start the wire 
removal but was cut out of the budget.  They had to pay LW Bills for emergency work and now have 
$300 in that account left. 
Mr. Upham understood the objective is to eliminate double poles.  He felt it was hard because they’re 
always upgrading their system, as is Comcast and Verizon.  There’s always going to be double poles.   He 
offered to the Councilors and the others in attendance that if they have a double pole that’s there a long 
time – the dead wood, he asked that they call him and in turn he can call Mr. Usovicz; and they can get 
rid of it.  He was not 100% sure the data base was accurate from what he’s seen.  If there are certain 
locations, where constituents are calling them; they can make the extra effort to get them out of the way, 
on the sidewalks etc.  He urged them to call any of the three of them (Ms. Lyman, Mr. Usovicz or 
himself). 
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Councilor Ciolino noted the some narrow sidewalks with double poles, in particular one on Bass 
Avenue, right at the terminus of Rt. 128 that he knew to have been there for years, making the sidewalk 
inaccessible.  He felt above all else, those double poles are the ones that are a serious problem. 
Mr. Upham stated that pole wasn’t on their list, but he would check immediately on it. 
Mr. Usovicz asked for the troubled areas from the Committee.  Some of those poles they have he’ll go 
back to their construction and ask them to take the dead wood that’s listed there. 
Ms. Lyman noted that it’s nearly impossible to end this process completely.  The poles get old and dry 
out and need to be replaced, struck by vehicles; equipment is added.  There will be new reasons for them 
to go through the double pole process. 
Councilor Hardy noted what was disconcerting to them is that they’re looking at the same poles for 
years and years.  
Mr. Upham reiterated those are the nuisance poles they really want to take care of.  
Councilor Hardy asked if Mr. Mahoney could tell by looking at the pole who is next BIC. 
Mr. Mahoney stated yes with the help of the list.  It’s a rotating list.  Poles get fixed; poles get deleted 
and added all the time. 
Councilor Hardy made note of many double poles in Lanesville that didn’t appear on the list they had in 
their packet.   
Mr. Mahoney stated he had a completely different updated list given to him by another NG employee, 
Doug Wagner, and didn’t have the most up-to-date list Mr. Upham kept referring to.  
Mr. Usovicz stated if you know there are poles that aren’t on the list they can verify it if they can provide 
an address and a pole number and enter them onto the list. 
Councilor Verga noted it seemed small percentages of these poles are for the City BIC; the majority say 
not attached to pole.  “We’re not our worst enemy” for the vast majority on the list provided to the 
Committee.   He asked the utilities representatives what was the hold up if it’s not the City, what they 
have to do to get the double poles removed. Most don’t have the fire alarm wires on there. 
Mr. Upham there’s 20 for National Grid.  Gloucester Avenue has 10, Gross Street has 6, and Hawthorne 
Street there was 9 with BIC for NG.  He checked them before the meeting and noted they are transferred 
off of them.  It’s about 20.  They’re always going to be changing poles.  There will always be a number of 
poles but cautioned that they need to be location specific. 
Councilor Verga understood that NG has identified their issues and asked for the plans from Verizon and 
Comcast. 
Ms. Lyman noted as of that meeting, Comcast had 9 poles in Gloucester.  Sometimes it is a matter of 
justifying hiring a crew or contractor to come into the City to do the work.  They hire contractors who are 
paid by the pole.  Nine poles isn’t a full day’s work.  It depends.  If they have any pole they’d like them to 
address let them know.  They like a certain number to send a crew to any city or town.  Nine isn’t a large 
enough a number to them. 
Councilor Verga replied “but for Gloucester it is.  He felt it was one of “those obvious things”.  He 
appreciated this was a constantly evolving list but didn’t think it looked much different from the last list 
several months ago.  He’d like to see it all cleaned up on the current list they have and then move forward 
from that. 
Councilor Hardy read into the record the following from the Gloucester Code of Ordinances, Sec. 23-77,   
Pole specifications:  “All poles for telegraph, telephone and electric lines shall be straight, properly 
trimmed and painted, in all respects, to the satisfaction and acceptance of the city engineer.  Such poles 
shall not be less than twenty-five (25) feet in height from the ground, shall be, if of wood, not less than 
six (6) inches in diameter at the smaller end, and ten (10) inches in diameter at the ground.  Such poles 
shall be properly set in the ground to a depth of at least five (5) feet and shall be octagonal in shape 
whenever the city council shall so require.  When it shall be necessary during the installation of a new 
pole to temporarily maintain a double pole, the permanent repairs shall be rendered forthwith and the 
superfluous pole be removed within thirty (30) days.  Failure to comply with the ordinance shall be 
punishable by a fine of not more than one hundred dollars ($100.00) per instance to the owner(s) of 
record the pole or poles in question.  This amendment shall become effective as of May 1, 1997. 
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She asked if the specifications in this section of the ordinance governing poles were at the current 
standard and wondered if the City needs to update the ordinance. 
Mr. Upham stated the diameters vary as do the heights.  There are different voltages on the top of poles, 
34,000 volts, 13,000 volts or 4,000 volts.  They stipulate how high they have to be because everyone has 
to be away from them.   That’s why they have a separate corridor at the top of the pole.  Depending on the 
voltage and where they’re putting the pole - if on a corner does it need a guy wire; if it’s in a straight shot 
– what are the stressors on the pole.  There are a lot of variables on size and class or the diameter 
(thickness) of the pole.  They exceed those limits (in the ordinance) in most cases unless it’s a very old 
pole set years ago and had no reason to touch it. 
Councilor Hardy thought they should rework the ordinance, then to be more reflective of the current 
usages.  She asked how deep they now plant the poles, is it still 5 ft. 
Mr. Upham stated it varies by height; it’s a percentage of the pole that goes into the dirt.  Twenty percent 
of the pole goes into the ground.  It’s five percent of the pole.  If it’s a 30 ft. pole, then 5% of the pole 
would be in the ground.  He could send the exact wording of how they do it so as to assist the Councilor 
in the reworking of the wording of the ordinance so it would comply with the class pole, diameter, 
planting depth, etc.   
Councilor Hardy asked about the superfluous poles “when we say years, we mean years.”   
Ms. Lyman reminded the Committee to keep in mind that at least four different parties have to coordinate 
to do the work within 30 days which is extremely difficult to accomplish. 
Councilor Hardy stated it’s who owns the poles.  National Grid should tell them to get off if they’re a 
tenant.  
Ms. Usovicz stated its data base driven. 
Councilor Hardy asked that they do their job so that they don’t have to constantly hear from their 
constituents. 
Chief Dench noted the fire alarm wires are hung on hooks and asked was there some liability issue that 
the wires couldn’t be re-hung by National Grid. 
Mr. Upham stated it’s that and a union issue.  They’ve been asked that in multiple communities. 
Councilor Hardy asked when a new pole petition comes to the City, whose office processes the 
application.   
Mr. Upham stated it was National Grid.  They set the poles so they petition the City.  When they see 
them asking for Verizon and National Grid it is because they’re jointly owned poles. 
Councilor Hardy asked for a photograph of what type of a pole they’re asking to put in so they know 
what it is. 
Councilor Ciolino stated they don’t know, for instance, what a “J” pole is.  When large poles go in, 
people get upset. 
Mr. Upham stated an air brake pole (or “J” pole) helps them to isolate a problem, energize as many 
customers as they can and repair the broken wire.  He urged the P&D Committee if get a pole petition 
they aren’t comfortable with, and they have questions that aren’t being answered by their representative 
present at their meeting, they can always continue the matter and contact him to get the answers they need 
in order to approve the petition. 
Councilor Ciolino stated Councilors should go through their wards to note the double that have been 
there for years and give that list to Mr. Mahoney, and who will check it against their data base. 
Councilor Hardy was pleased to have a good beginning to a working relationship. 
Councilor Ciolino stated they’ll make a list and pass it on and meet in six months and see how they’ve 
done with the list.  If there’s movement they won’t have to have a meeting. 
Mr. Usovicz asked if it was possible to circulate any changes to the ordinance, so that those present 
would be able to review a draft.   
Councilor Ciolino remarked that downtown during the windstorms the arm and the head went away on a 
particular street light.   They have been trying to get the arm replaced with the light since that time.  The 
last they heard was that they didn’t have any parts.  He found that very hard to believe that it’s taken 
months, and a large chunk of the downtown is dark.  He asked Mr. Upham to expedite it. 
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Mr. Upham indicated he’ll get it done. 
Councilor Hardy noted there were a few problems on the lights in the West End of the downtown as well 
and noted a light on Church Street that was dark (#3241 across from #9 Church Street).  The resident was 
told that the light was “turned off to save electricity” at the request of the City. 
Mr. Upham noted if they “red cap” it, then it is shut off.  They only shut a light off if the party that’s 
paying for it asks for it to be shut off.  There is a photo cell at the top of the pole; you have the round 
glass on the bottom and aluminum on the top and on the very top of the pole is an actual red cap which 
can be seen from the ground. 
Councilor Ciolino didn’t believe the City would do such a thing. 
Councilor Hardy thanked the group for their joining the Councilors and City employees and they’ll call 
them if they need to. 
 
MOTION:  On motion by Councilor Hardy, seconded by Councilor Verga, the Planning & 
Development Committee voted 3 in favor, 0 opposed to request the amendment of the Gloucester 
Code of Ordinances, Sec. 23-77 Pole Specifications, and to refer the matter to the Ordinances & 
Administration Committee for further action. 
 
A motion was made, seconded and voted unanimously to adjourn the meeting at 7:06 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
Dana C. Jorgensson 
Clerk of Committees 
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CITY OF GLOUCESTER 2010 
CITY COUNCIL ORDER 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
Ordered that the City Council enact an ordinance as required by Chapter 217 of the Acts 
of 2010 to “An act establishing a linkage exaction program in the City of Gloucester”.  
 
And further 
 
Ordered that this matter be referred to the Ordinances and Administration Committee and 
General Counsel for proper language, which follows the requirements of Chapter 217 of 
the Acts of 2010.  
 
   Councillor Jackie Hardy  
      
 

 

ORDER:  #CC2010-061 
Councillor                  Jackie Hardy 

DATE RECEIVED BY COUNCIL:  08/31/10 
REFERRED TO:                              O&A 
FOR COUNCIL VOTE:         



 
CITY OF GLOUCESTER 2010 
CITY COUNCIL ORDER 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
Ordered that the Code of Ordinances Sec. 22-270.1 “Resident sticker parking only” be 
amended by 
 
ADDING:  Rafe’s Chasm parking area/lot off Hesperus Avenue adjacent to the entrance 
to Rafe’s Chasm 
 
And Further  
 
Ordered pursuant to Code of Ordinances Sec. 22-125 “Duty of director of public works 
to place and maintain; conformity to state standards”, to post signs at Rafe’s chasm “No 
Littering or Dumping” per Gloucester Code of Ordinances Sec. 9-8, and Sec. 1-15, Sec. 
9-10 “violators to be fined $300.00” 
 
And Further 
 
Ordered that pursuant to Code of Ordinances Sec. 22-270 “Parking prohibited at all 
times” signs be posted on Hesperus Avenue including “Tow Away Zones” and “No 
Parking” all as provided in Gloucester Code of Ordinances adopted September 24, 2002. 
 
And Further 
 
Ordered that the Police (once signs are posted) enforce “No Parking and Tow Away 
Zones”.  
 
And Further 
 
Ordered that this matter be referred to the Traffic Commission and the Ordinances and 
Administration Committee for review, recommendation and measurements.  
 
 
   Councillor Greg Verga 
      
 

 

ORDER:  #CC2010-062 
Councillor                  Greg Verga 

DATE RECEIVED BY COUNCIL:  08/31/10 
REFERRED TO:            O&A, TC, DPW & POLICE 
FOR COUNCIL VOTE:         



 
CITY OF GLOUCESTER 2010 
CITY COUNCIL ORDER 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
Ordered that Code of Ordinances Sec. 22-270 “parking prohibited at all times” be 
amended by  
 
ADDING: prohibited parking on one side of the street on Oak Street and Maple Street 
 
And further 
 
Ordered that this matter be referred to the Traffic Commission and the Ordinances and 
Administration Committee for review, recommendation and measurements.  
 
 
   Councillor Ann Mulcahey  
      
 

 

ORDER:  #CC2010-063 
Councillor                  Ann Mulcahey 

DATE RECEIVED BY COUNCIL:  08/31/10 
REFERRED TO:                              TC & O&A 
FOR COUNCIL VOTE:         



 
CITY OF GLOUCESTER 2010 
CITY COUNCIL ORDER 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
Ordered that the Traffic Commission and the Ordinances and Administration Committee 
review, the parking situation and traffic flow along the entire length of  Mt. Vernon Street 
to address the accidents occurring because the street is so narrow,  and to take into 
consideration the following: 
 
Ordered that the Code of Ordinances Sec. 22-267 “One Way Streets – Generally” be 
amended by  
 
ADDING:   Mt. Vernon Street, for its entire distance   
 
   Councillor Ann Mulcahey  
      
 

 

ORDER:  #CC2010-064 
Councillor                  Ann Mulcahey 

DATE RECEIVED BY COUNCIL:  08/31/10 
REFERRED TO:                              TC & O&A 
FOR COUNCIL VOTE:         



 
CITY OF GLOUCESTER 2010 
CITY COUNCIL ORDER 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Ordered that the Gloucester City Council send a letter to Senator Bruce Tarr and Representative Ann-
Margaret Ferrante requesting that they secure state money to study the feasibility of a bypass road either 
linking Nugent Stretch in Rockport to Blackburn Circle in Gloucester or exploring the possibility of 
another route to establish the link.  
  
Further, that the Gloucester City Council invite the Rockport Selectpersons and our State delegation to a 
joint meeting to engage in a comprehensive discussion about a possible joint venture related to the issues 
involved with the proposed linkage.   
  
This order is put forth with the condition that protection to Gloucester's natural resources including, but 
not limited to, its watershed and reservoirs are of the highest priority and with the understanding that 
there will be no compromise related to the protection of same. 
  

Jacqueline Hardy 
City Council President 

  

ORDER:  #CC2010-065 
Councillor                  Jackie Hardy  

DATE RECEIVED BY COUNCIL:  08/31/10 
REFERRED TO:                       City Council       
FOR COUNCIL VOTE:         
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