PLANNING BOARD

MEETING MINUTES
Thursday March 15, 2012 at 7:00 PM
Kyrouz Auditorium, City Hall, 9 Dale Avenue, Gloucester
Richard Noonan, Chair
Members Present:
Rick Noonan, Chair, Mary Black, Vice Chair, Karen Gallagher, Henry McCarl, Joe Orlando,
Marvin Kushner, Linda Charpentier
Also present: Planning Director, Gregg Cademartori

Also present: Councilor Ciolino, Councilor McGeary, and Councilor Verga
I.

BUSINESS
A. Call to Order with a Quorum of the Planning Board
Mr. Noonan explained the regular meeting process to the public. He explained that when
public hearing is reopened, each proponent will have 30 minutes each for rebuttal and that
public comment limited of 10 minutes each. Mr. Noonan opened the meeting and introduced
the board to the public.
Councilor Verga introduced the Planning & Development Committee members.
B. Approval of Minutes of February 16, 2012 & March 1, 2012
The meeting minutes of February 16 & March 1, 2012 were continued to the April 5, 2012
meeting.

II.

PUBLIC COMMENT - None

III.

ANR APPLICATIONS

1. Michael J. Faherty to re-divide property at 18 Sargent Street, Assessors Map 27 Lot 38.
Presenter: Joel Favazza, representing Sargent Willow LLC
Mr. Favazza stated that recent zoning decisions have been made that apply to the division of the
property. There are 2 separate decisions for the two new lots.
Mr. Cademartori stated there is existing adequate access to both the proposed lots. There are no
issues.
Motion: The subdivision control does not apply to the division at the property at 18 Sargent
Street, Assessors Map 27 lot 38.
1st: Henry McCarl
2nd: Karen Gallagher
Vote: Approved 7-0
2. James and Judy Gifford to re-divide property at 29 Starknaught Heights, Assessors Map 161
Lots 47 & 49, respectively.
Mr. Cademartori stated that two months ago there was an application to divide this property. The
application was approved and this is a readjustment of the line of the two lots. Frontage and access to
the two lots is the same as it was two months ago.
Motion: The subdivision control does not apply to the division at the property at 29 Starknaught
Heights; Assessors Map 161 Lots 47 &49.
1st: Karen Gallagher
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2nd Marvin Kushner
Vote: Approved 7-0
IV.

CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING

In accordance with the provisions of MGL Chapter 40A, Section 5, and the Gloucester
Zoning Ordinance, Section 1.11, the Gloucester Planning Board will hold a continued
public hearing to consider the following petition to amend the Zoning Map and Zoning
Ordinance as follows:
Amend the Gloucester Zoning Map by creating an Hotel Overlay District consisting of
3 +/- acres in the Marine Industiral district located at 33 & 47 Commercial Street,
Assessor’s Map 1 Lots 22 and 33, respectively, and to amend the Gloucester Zoning
Ordinance by adopting a corresponding new Section 5.25 entitled Hotel Overlay
District (HOD) govenring the permitting hotel and accessory uses by City Council
special permit in the overlay district.
PUBLIC COMMENT WILL BE ENTERTAINED AT THE DIRECTION OF THE CHAIR

Mr. Noonan reopened the continued public hearing.
Mr. Cademartori stated there is a correction in the agenda. The section should read 5.25.
Ms. Black motioned to open the public hearing with a second by Mr. Orlando. Vote: All
approved 7-0.
Presenter: Attorney John Cunningham
Attorney Cunningham stated we have had time to reflect on the input from the public and
would like to address a few points. Beauport Gloucester LLC will never pursue a TIF or tax
increment financing for this project. There will be no requests for a TIF as part of this project.
The HOD does not allow nor does the underlying MI district, residential condominiums. There
will be no residential condominiums, no conversion to condominiums or cooperatives status, no
timeshare, and no extended stay for the Beauport Gloucester Hotel. When we get to an
appropriate stage we would accept a condition in the special permit that provided that. There is
a general consensus that Gloucester needs a hotel. The testimony of Gregg Verdine was
important. There is a common goal in the city in developing the promising opportunities to
develop a hub of marine technology and science base business in Gloucester. We need to have
the basic infrastructure elements in place and one of those is a hotel. Gregg Verdine is
successful businessman and he wants to make this happen. He told us it won’t or can’t happen
with out a hotel. You will hear testimony this evening that there are no feasible downtown sites
that are adequate in size, suitable or have an attractive location. Or more importantly, there are
no owners who want to build a hotel. You have a real opportunity to facilitate the new maritime
port economy. We have heard that the parcel is necessary to keep an the inventory for a
potential, unidentified marine industrial user. This is a beachfront parcel, that is deteriorated,
unusable building, there is no wharf or pier or access to Gloucester’s inner harbor. We all know
there are harbor front parcels for sale and the real scarcity are the purchasers with the ability to
purchase and create a business in today’s economy. All this is despite the DPA regulations
which ensure that these parcels on the inner harbor can only be used for water dependent,
industrial use under Chapter 91. For that reason there will be no domino effect. Hotels and all
other residential uses are categorically excluded in the DPA that reins our harbor. There was a
discussion about variances and comparing them with the process for seeking a zoning
amendment. Attorney Cunningham stated as an example; if I wanted to add a deck to my own
home, I don’t come in for the rezoning; I seek a variance, because that deck is for my own
private benefit. An overlay district provides many public benefits; employment, tax revenues,
business activity that spills out through the community. And more importantly providing a
necessary component to our strategy of developing marine technology and science use in the
city. The Mayor has stated that the proposal is consistent with the city’s planning. We also
heard concern about the allowable building height. We have shown concepts for the hotel, the
shape and roofline. Our goal is to work with City Council and the Planning Board to develop an
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HOD that will allow us to apply for and receive a special permit to build a hotel at this site as in
the sketches. If using the current MI height of 40 feet is preferred that will be acceptable to us
with the knowledge and understanding that the hotel, with a pitched roof and tower is
contemplated and will need relief as part of the special permit process. The project architects
anticipate that a peaked roof adds about 20 feet to building height over a flat roof. We prefer
the peaked roof design. The building height will be above the 40 feet and the height of the
tower could be considered separately. The proposed HOD boundaries are shown on the map
and attached to the draft that was displayed on Monday. At time of the purchase of the Birdseye
site it was agreed that space for overflow parking from the hotel could be available in the
chamber parking area on weekends and evenings. Under Massachusetts zoning law hotel
parking must be an allowable use for that parcel and that was the reasoning behind including
the adjacent parcel.
Public comment in favor of proposal:
Mark Vidal 24 Rowley Shore
Mr. Vidal stated that it is important to have a hotel where business meetings can be held.
People are ready to invest time and money to get this going and attract more business to
Gloucester.
Alan DeLorenzo 1 Horton Street
Mr. DeLorenzo stated he is a recent college graduate who has been offered an opportunity to
work at his university in a research lab. He stated that part of his success was from learning the
necessary skills working in the hospitality industry with his mother Sheree DeLorenzo. He
stated this opportunity must be seized and the Birdseye site is the best location.
Ginger Attaya, 73 Rocky Neck Ave
Ms. Attaya stated she reviewed the zoning maps for downtown. The harbor is underutilized
and is mixed with nonconforming usage. Once the DPA parcels are eliminated, there are no
unused parcels that have the size necessary to create a hotel for the needed capacity,
technology, and parking. There is no owner who has a sufficient size lot or passion to build a
hotel. The Birdseye site is the only site that offers all that is necessary for a successful hotel in
Gloucester. The Beauport LLC is a benefit for our city.
Jack Lavie
Mr. Lavie stated we have an opportunity to work with a solid group of people. It will be the
cornerstone for tax revenue for the city. Parking and traffic may be a problem, but the same
was said up at Gloucester Crossing and look how great that turned out.
Jason Grow, 12 Marble Road
Mr. Grow stated the HOD should be approved because it is a sound investment and good for
local economy of Gloucester. It will generate tax revenues, and increase tax base. Increase tax
base makes the difference between opened and closed fire stations and properly funded
education and delivery core services to our residents. Our city budget is insufficient to provide
even the most basic level of service. This hotel will not save Gloucester but it will say we are
open for business. The current assessments of the property generate 27 thousand dollars in tax
revenue right now. A hotel at this location will generate 10x more than that, in addition to
creating new jobs and the stimulation it will provide to other businesses. Decades of targeting
MI zoning have not generated the business development that is needed to keep Gloucester
healthy and thriving.
Kathy Clancy 78 High Poplar road
Ms. Clancy stated she lives 20 feet from the border of the Ocean View Inn and was concerned
about many of the same problems being discussed. However, they have been very respectful
neighbors and can’t imagine anything less with the people involved with Cruiseport. Being on
the school committee we know we need money for our schools and other vital services.
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Through discussions with this group they made a commitment that they would be involved in
local education.
Scott Memhart 9 Greystone Road, Owner Cape Pond Ice Co.
Mr. Memhart stated that our property is underutilized as a result of contraction of commercial
fishing. We do still pump ice onto the fishing boat and load bags of ice onto trucks. We offer
tours and sell merchandise, but we are actively looking for other uses for our property to
diversify and stay in business. It will inherently be a challenge, but I don’t believe the mix of
MI and tourism is incompatible. The Fort is a successful example of mixed use in a district.
Another example is Beacon Marine, Harbor Loop, Captain Carlos and Rocky Neck.
Commercial St is a dead end road and the vehicle turnaround at the end must be widened as
part of this project. The city owns the vacant lot and needs to be cleared by the city for turning
and improving traffic flow. Big semi trucks and busses must back down the street 50 feet or
more into the private alley way of Cape Pond Ice and O’Donnell Usen building trespassing on
our land and hitting our parked vehicles. I believe this is a constructive change.
Val Gilman
Ms. Gilman stated she has worked for 25 years worked in human resources and had always
struggled in the past to be able to have meetings in Gloucester. At this time our city is starting
to thrive. We need the revenue for the city.
Steve Cefalo, Colburn Street
Mr. Cefalo stated that the new Maritime Port Economy was written after the Maritime Summit
and is full of information and how Gloucester should seek opportunities with firms related to
oceanic study, biotechnology, aquaculture and green energy. Which of these industries are
knocking on our door to develop businesses here? One of the key projects highlighted at the
Summit was Ocean Alliance. Ocean Alliance has since run into funding problems and ceased
the rehabilitation of the paint factory. This illustrates that revenue and funding outweigh
idealism. On page 4 of the report it says there must be greater flexibility
and predictability in the harbor area regulations and the DPA. It then goes in detail on how the
restrictive zoning is a major source of frustration and one of the biggest obstacles in the
transition toward the many innovation of maritime industries. Many fish processing plants have
moved inland. Good Harbor Fillet left the Birdseye property for the Blackburn Industrial Park,
then they filed for bankruptcy and now they are gone. This proves that fish processing is not
alive and well and not just in the MI district. The city needs to find ways to become less
restrictive.
Clark Sandler, Offshore Fisherman, Hamilton, MA.
Mr. Sandler stated I4 C2 was supposed to be a Ramada Inn 25 years ago. It is still empty. I
don’t see any future processing in that building. I support plan and proposal.
Blake Gilson 3 Becker Circle
Mr. Gilson stated the Gloucester Marine Railways property barely pays more than a single
condo unit on the backshore. The city needs to move forward with this plan.
Rosalie Parisi, 108- 110 Commercial St
Ms. Parisi stated she owns the property and small business at this location. She is the only
fisherman settlement agent in Gloucester. She stated she has talked to her clients they said the
hotel will not have an impact on the commercial fishing industry. At the last meeting it was
stated there was no MI property to rent. For the record I have a 33,000 square foot building on
the water zoned MI. It is empty and is available. Preserving our heritage is very important, but
it is not what it was and there needs to be a compromise.
Ron Geary 209 Atlantic Road
Mr. Geary stated that everyone is aware of the 2009 harbor plan and one of the pieces on page
118 was a case study of Commercial St. It said “while the old Birdseye factory lies outside of
the DPA it has great potential for redevelopment. Additionally the uses and use options will be
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increased once the area of the Fort that lies outside the DPA is removed from the MI zoning
district.” Demographics show we are losing our young people. Between 1990-2010, 2549
young people of Gloucester ages 20-39, have left in that same period there was an increase of
2155 people ages of 50-59. We have to adopt a different approach to business development.
Public Comment: opposition
Michael Faherty, Representing VJ & E Realty LLC and Vincent & Gino Mortilaro
Attorney Faherty stated he would address comments on the affect of the overlay proposal on
the zoning ordinance itself, the affects of this proposal on the neighborhood and the issue of
conflicts. In respect to the ordinance itself; the hotel is not an allowed use in the MI district.
This proposal removes the requirement of getting a variance and allows it as a matter of right.
in this district subject to the special permit requirements. It eliminates, in Section 5.25 2.3 in its
entirety Section 5.18 of the zoning ordinance. 5.18 is a separate section that has 5 different.
criteria that have to apply to proposals in the MI district. In Section 2, anytime you have an
application in the MI district that is non marine related; will the proposed use preempt the use
of the surrounding property for future development of water related use? Will the proposed use
be compatible with the working waterfront character of the zone? To what extent will the
proposed use beneficially affect the preservation of water related uses in the area? This will be
gone and any proposal that comes in front of the City Council, none of those criteria will be
allowed to be applied. We have heard about the necessity for a conference center. Do you
realize that there is not a single line in our zoning ordinance that allows a conference center? Is
there a reason we haven’t had a conference center before? It’s because there isn’t a line that
allows it. In the final section of the ordinance, it prohibits any activity that is not otherwise
allowed in this ordinance. But what does this overlay district propose to do? Take something
that isn’t in the ordinance, but would be good to have in the ordinance, and allows it as a matter
of right if it’s connected with the hotel. Again it takes something that is not otherwise allowed
and puts it under accessory uses. That is no way to write an ordinance.
In respect to the conflict on the neighborhood; one of the fundamental purposes to zoning is to
prevent conflict between competing uses. Let’s say the potential for conflict is 50/50 and
examine what this ordinance will do:
Lot area per every two guest units; in this district there will not be any requirements that there
is a minimum lot area for a guest unit. It’s the same thing with open space; zero requirement. If
this hotel was proposed on Main Street, which has no setbacks, it would still require 2500
square feet of lot area per every two guest units. When you have more people you have more
opportunities for conflict.
Front yard – no set back requirement asked for. They want zero setbacks. Even in the General
Industrial district in Gloucester there is a 10 foot setback. Side yards- zero and Rear yard- zero.
One of the most important parts of the ordinance is footnote E in schedule 3.23. It states “
a building built on a lot that adjoins the harbor shall be setback from one side lot line by a
distance equal to 1/3 of the building height but not less than 10 feet.” that is another section that
is gone because it’s in the language of the overlay district. Parking is another section where
they have taken the guts out of the rest of the ordinance and the neighborhood and creating
conflict. They are proposing one parking space per guest unit, but for the accessories uses there
would be no requirement to provide any other parking for those uses. Over two hundred people
could frequent this venue, and no parking is being provided in the planning stage for those
people. If a valet service is provided, it seems that would create additional traffic issues in the
area. Many companies on Commercial Street use their parking during their workday and the
workday starts much earlier than guests will be getting up- another potential conflict.
Does this plan address the needs? This ordinance has affect and people have relied upon it.
Hillary Fry 27 Beacon St
Ms. Fry stated once the construction begins, it will be effectively blockade the Fort. It will be
disrupting the homes and commerce and bring them to a halt and to their knees.
Dennis McGurk, Concord Street
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Mr. McGurk stated that property values will be driven up. The numbers don’t add up. This
hotel will cost a third of the 75 million that was described. A hotel will bring in about 5 million
dollars per year, with another 2 ½- 5 million in added revenue, 100 people employed
throughout the town, that would be 30% of the revenue. Please do the homework on the
numbers and make sure they work.
Reverend Rona Tindal, 44 Fort Square
Reverend Rona read a letter from former Maine Senator, Dennis Damon (available for
review).
Val Nelson 7 Sunset Road
Ms. Nelson stated that she believes some of the arguments for the hotel are not factual. One of
the arguments has been that we should just go ahead with the hotel because the fishing industry
is dead and that there are 25 boats in the harbor. There are 240 boats in the harbor. Let’s make
sure of the facts. There is an opportunity on the 28th of this month for a public briefing on the
Maritime Summit report. What will come out in the briefing is that Gloucester has never really
formulated a designated port and working water front plan. When we have received a couple of
million dollars in federal and state investment for the waterfront, New Bedford has secured
$100 million dollars. We are just at the beginning the process and the opportunity is great for
our waterfront. There are documented histories of displacement of putting a hotel so close to
the waterfront. In regards to the hotel being important for conferences; this hotel is not a
conference hotel. It has one room for 125 people and I encourage you to research what this
hotel will be. The statement was made that this would employ 100 people and when I
researched hotel employment, the only way to get to 100 people is with a high end luxury
hotel, with spas, fitness centers, and stores. This is what is New Balance is doing. Westin
Hotels and New Balance shoes are in partnership. Will this be a New Balance Westin franchise
high end luxury hotel? Conferences do not hold their events in those kinds of hotels.
Peter Favazza, 3 Doanne Road- representing Jenny Fazazza and Frank Lucido owner of
10 Fort Square
Mr. Favazza stated his concern about increased property taxes, increased traffic. He stated that
no one has contacted him about this project. The people are not being good neighbors already.
End of Public Comment
Mr. Noonan explained the rebuttal portion of the public hearing to the public.
Attorney Cunningham
Attorney Cunningham stated he will respond of the legal issues in writing to the board. We
don’t agree with the characterizations of the HOD and we say as in our initial remarks that we
intend to work with the Planning Board in shaping the dimensional requirements. There are
three factual matters to address. The construction budget numbers do not come from us. We
only have conceptual sketch at this time. We stand behind the employment numbers. Sheree
DeLorenzo has extensive experience in hotel management and restaurants. New balance has
nothing to do with this project.
Nathaniel Mulcahey, 33 Middle Street
Mr Mulcahey stated he was speaking on behalf of the entire group and will make several
points. The Mount Auburn Associate Report clearly states on page 89 stated that the hotel
should be located adjacent to but outside the DPA marine industrial districts. This is going
against the specific reports that the city has commissioned. The questions of scientists coming
in: I am a scientist; I’ve created jobs in 13 different countries and have organized conferences
elsewhere. The industries that two scientific colleagues spoke of today don’t need MI space, so
they cannot speak to the MI need in this town. In terms of the availability of room space, there
are plenty of rooms in this village.
Mr. Noonan opens discussion to the board members.

Planning Board Minutes 3/15/2012 - Page 6 of 9

Mr. Orlando stated he would like to research and review the information that has been
presented. He will frame his questions over the next two weeks and ask them at the April 5
Planning Board meeting. Mr. Orlando asked Mr. Cunningham why the 33 Commercial St
property is part of the HOD.
Mr. Cunningham stated 33 Commercial Street is not owned by Beauport Gloucester LLC. At
the time the purchase was negotiated, one of the terms was that Beauport Gloucester LLC could
use the Chamber parking lot for overflow parking when not used by the owner on night and
weekends. Under Massachusetts zoning law, for us to be able to use parking on that site, it has
to be zoned for hotel as well, so the overflow parking could be lawfully used. If the Planning
Board wants to discuss the boundaries of the HOD we will be happy to do so.
Councilor Verga stated he would like to get some clarification from Bob Ryan, from the traffic
commission to deal with that discrepancy on the 20,000 per week versus 20,000 per day study.
Mr. McCarl stated the Attorney Faherty mentioned interesting things about the setbacks and
Attorney Cunningham mentioned they can be worked out. My main concern is the movement
of the traffic in and out of the Fort.
Ms. Black, Mr. Kushner and Ms. Gallagher stated they would form their questions after the
review of the minutes.
Councilor Ciolino stated he would like clarification from the City Planner of 5.25.1 4.1 the
dimensional table and the minimum frontage and minimum side yards as they are all zero, zero,
and how they ended up that way.
Mr. Cademartori stated they used a MI district setbacks as a template, however there currently
are not setbacks for the use in the MI district for hotel use. There are two separate issues that
have to be resolved. The first is the appropriateness of the location for the use. There is a
district boundary that has been proposed to enable new uses in that area. The second issue is
how the use would be permitted? If you look at the breakdown of the proposal, it is the
intensity of use, and the process by which it would be reviewed.
The MI district is very liberal and there are few dimensional standards. We do have standards
of hotel use in all the other districts. If everyone is desirable of a downtown hotel the ordinance
that we have in place in the CB district is not promoting a high room count hotel of 30 units or
more. There has been a recent proposal to address the same issue at other locations for hotels in
the city. Some of those dimensions have been borrowed from what we used for residential
standards such as lot area per unit. The “per two guest units” density that is allowed in other
districts stems from the density of residential use we allow in these areas. The first question is
about the district and appropriateness of use and then the impacts related to that use that you
can address by the dimensional standards and conditioning of a project. It’s building upon
what’s allowed in the MI district which is very liberal. There are many smaller lots on the inner
harbor, these standards allow unfettered use of the properties because of their size and the
activities that occur on them.
Councilor Ciolino stated that he understands that the existing MI has these setbacks and that is
where these numbers came from.
Mr. Cademartori stated yes they are the basis, however because hotel use is not currently
allowed in the MI district some are being newly defined in the proposed ordinance. In Section 3
of the ordinance have requirements for hotel use in various districts. That is what would have to
be created for this overlay.
Councilor Ciolino asked how tall the Birdseye tower is.
Attorney Cunningham stated 75 feet. We wanted to find some number to put into the table.
We used the height of the existing tower as a starting point.
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Mr. Noonan stated asked Attorney Cunningham to talk about the expectations of the tower.
How does that relate to height exception versus a height limit and do we need to contemplate a
power provision. How will you reconcile ridge lines, heights, and the tower?
Attorney Cunningham stated we should break the analysis into two components. One is the
height of the ridge and the height of the tower. The tower might have a footprint of less than
400 square feet. We feel the tower is important to the project and to the community.
The height of the tower above the ridge is something architects can consider we are open to
what the Planning Board and City Council views are. You can allow the ridge height by special
permit and you could separately allow height cupolas. If we were to develop a method to get to
the height of the building and separately by special permit the height of the tower.
The subject is complex.
Ms. Gallagher asked if 33 Commercial St. is included in the HOD, would the owner of that
property be able to request a special permit to build another hotel.
Attorney Cunningham stated yes they could.
Councilor McGeary stated one of the key issues will be the trade off between maritime
industrial and downtown. Does the city have a map that outlines the downtown area?
Mr. Cademartori stated we have a business district and central district, but the core of
downtown is mixed with different districts.
Councilor Ciolino defined downtown: The Railroad station, Flanagan Square, down Rogers
Street, Harbor Loop, Commercial Street, The Fort, down to the Fisherman’s statue, Railroad
Station on Washington Street. That is the downtown definition.
Mr. Noonan explained the process of the hearing moving forward. He stated the Planning
Board is charged to discuss zoning issues as they come forward and referred out by City
Council. Public Hearings area held like this one. The information is reviewed and will be
discussed at our next meeting on April 5. The Planning Board will make a recommendation to
the City Council based on the received information. Planning & Development will also
deliberate and make their recommendation to the City Council. The City Council will then open
another Public Hearing on the zoning and recommendations made.
Councilor Verga stated the Planning and Development meeting will not be a public hearing.
Nathanial Mulcahey stated there are several formal requests that a formal economic impact
study being conducted by the City of Gloucester to determine whether the hotel will have a
positive or negative impact on the local economy. Has this study been done? And if not, will it
be done before your recommendation to City Council.
V.

ADJOURNMENT

Amend the Gloucester
Zoning Map by creating an Hotel Overlay District consisting of 3 +/- acres in the
Marine Industiral district located at 33 & 47 Commercial Street, Assessor’s Map 1
Lots 22 and 33, respectively, and to amend the Gloucester Zoning Ordinance by
adopting a corresponding new Section 25 entitled Hotel Overlay District (HOD)
govenring the permitting hotel and accessory uses by City Council special permit
in the overlay district with a second by Mr. McCarl. Vote: All approved

Ms. Black made a motion to continue the public hearing to

Motion to adjourn the Planning and Development.
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VI.

NEXT MEETING
Next regular meeting of the Planning Board is Thursday April 5, 2012
Planning Board Members: If you are unable to attend the next meeting please contact the
Planning Office at (978)281-9781.

The following attached documents were submitted by hand at the meeting by:
Ginger Attaya
Jessica Anders
Leonard McCollum
D. Nathaniel Mulcahy
Mayor Carolyn A. Kirk
Concetta Tarantino
Leslie Turner
Nicole M. Grandmont Parker
June Cook-Madruga
Valerie Nelson
Peter Anastas
Ernest Morin
Thomas Testaverde
Kathleen Clancy
Sam Parisi
Patricia Scearce
Dennis Damon
Ronn Garry
Rosalie Parisi
Steve Cefalo
Scott Memhard
Jason Grow

Alan DeLorenzo
Denise Foley
Lois A McNulty
Jane M. Gibbs
Gina Favazza Rowland
Ron Gilson
Joey Ciaramitaro
Catherine Palmisano
Annette Tarantin
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