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The meeting took place on Monday, September 25 at 6:30 PM in the City Council Chambers on the 
second floor of City Hall.  It was a hybrid meeting which allowed for the public to join via Zoom.  It was 
also being recorded by Cable Access TV.  The public was able to submit comments by email to 
apalomba@watertown-ma.gov.   

Those attending included all the members of the Committee on Public Works and the Committee on 
Rules and Ordinances (see above) as well as City Council President Sideris and Councilor Gardner.  Also 
attending were Steve Magoon, Assistant City Manager and Director of the Department of Community 
Development and Planning , Michael Albano, Zoning Code Enforcement Officer, and Andy Campagna 
from the Bicycle Pedestrian Committee.  Joining on Zoom were Greg St. Louis, Superintendent of the 
Department of Public Works, Dean Martino, Susan Flint from Watertown for All Ages, Joan Gumbleton, 
and Cindy Wentz. 

PLEASE NOTE:  The meeting lasted nearly 3 hours and 30 minutes.  The minutes represent an effort to 
report on key discussions and decisions.  Please visit 
http://vodwcatv.org/CablecastPublicSite/show/2772?site=3 to view the full recording of the meeting. 

The purpose of the meeting was to continue discussion in order to make recommendations on a 
Sidewalk Snow Shoveling Ordinance. 

Councilor Piccirilli asked that the Committees refer to the Sidewalk Snow Shoveling Exemptions – 
Regulations for Watertown Ordinance draft dated 12/13/22 from the Administration (see the 
attachment).  It should be noted that the Exemptions are appearing in the Regulations and not in the 
Ordinance because it allows for changes to be made based on new information without amending the 
Ordinance. 

There are two major reasons for allowing an exemption – 
1) The applicant must be over 65 years of age or have a disability
AND
2) be income eligible.
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In addition “all members of the household or residential structure must qualify”. 
(Please see the draft for specifics about income limits and proof of disability.) 
There was also an exemption that the City Manage or designee could make for unusual or extenuating 
circumstances, such as corner lot where snow has been piled. 

 In response to a question about what exemptions other communities have in their snow shoveling 
ordinances, Mr. Magoon noted that Belmont only allows an exemption if the owner is going to be  

absent for more than five days and that Newton does allow for exemptions based on hardship and 
health and based on financial or religious circumstances.   

Discussion Among Members of the Committees 
There was little discussion regarding the issue of age or disability, but significant discussion regarding 
the income requirement and the requirement that all members of the household or residential structure 
must also be over 65 years of age or have a disability AND be income eligible. 

Regarding the income limits, there was a suggestion that an owner who is renting apartments may not 
be eligible for an exemption because they are running a business and therefore might not meet the 
income requirements.  However it was pointed out that even if this is so the expenses of running a 
business may exceed the rental income and thus the owner may still quality.  It was suggested that the 
income limits be a combination of income and assets which is what the Assessor uses when determine if 
a senior qualifies for a tax exemption.  Finally, there was the question of how “income” is calculated by 
HUD – is it total income or adjusted income.  This discussion did not result in any changes to the draft 
Regulations. 

There was more discussion regarding the requirement that all members of the household qualify for an 
exemption.  During the discussion we learned that tenants are not responsible for shoveling any area 
rather it is the owner who is responsible, by state law, to clear the path between the house and the 
sidewalk and the driveway.  The Ordinance would now make the owner also responsible for clearing the 
sidewalk in front of their property.  We also learned that a personal care attendant cannot be 
considered a member of a household as they are usually an employee of an agency.  In addition it was 
clarified that a condo association would be responsible for shoveling and would not be exempt and the 
association would be ticketed if the sidewalk was not cleared. 

 A key issue was whether anyone in the household, who does not qualify for the exemption, could be 
responsible for shoveling the sidewalk.   For example, if a son or daughter is living with their mother who 
owns the property and who is 65 years of age or has a disability and meets the income limits, then there 
would be no exemption, since not everyone in the household qualities.   

 Related was the concern of what is meant by “residential structure”.  If a father and mother live on the 
first floor of a two family house and their daughter and her family live on the second floor, but do not 
pay rent, can the house be exempt.  In such a situation, which is not usual, the property would not be 
exempt since the Regulations reads “All members of the household or residential structure must be 
qualified.”   (Note: While there is a definition in the Ordinance for “small residential property”, there is 
no definition for “household” or “residential structure”.)   



Eventually, Councilor Feltner made a motion to strike the words “or residential structure” from 1D 
which was seconded by Councilor Palomba.  Following additional discussion and a statement by 
Councilor Gannon that his ultimate goal throughout the process is to make Watertown a more walkable 
city and that exemptions should not be given easily, the motion passed 4 in favor and 1 opposed, with 
Councilor Gannon voting against the motion.  

The members of the Committees agreed to three additional changes to the Regulations. 

1) Under Application – #4 the Committees agreed to add the Commission on Disabilities, the
Watertown Police Department, and the Department of Public Works.

2) Under Application – #3 the Committees agreed to add the words “to be appointed by the Manager”
at the end of the first sentence.

3) Under Application – #5 The Committees agreed to add the words “to household receiving an
exemption” after the word, “assistance”.

Councilors Feltner and Gardner raised a concern about the narrowness of #2 under Application as it 
could be read to imply that applications can only be made in September and October and did not take 
into account are variety of possibilities such as someone became disabled after those dates.  It was 
decided that the Administration could address these and other similar situations and that the intention 
was to get as many applications as possible submitted so a list of exempt properties could be developed 
and ready to be distributed to the departments listed above.  It was noted that resident Cindy Wentz 
agreed with Councilors Gardner and Councilor Feltner that #2 was not clear and would be interpreted to 
mean application were only accepted in September and October. 

The discussion on the exemptions concluded and the Committees moved on to a number of specific 
questions that had been brought up at an earlier meeting. 

1) The first question was addressed to the Administration regarding how exemptions would be
managed, particularly where there is an exemption on a sidewalk that has a high volume of users or is
on a busy road.  Mr. Magoon spoke about the volunteer program through the Recreation Department
and Senior Services, but noted that there are more requests for help than there are students to help.
Another suggestion was to pay students but upon discussion with the Recreation Department it was
determined that there are not a lot of students willing to work in the winter months during school.
There was also consideration of hiring snow removal crews.  However at this time the Administration
has not approved spending money to shovel the walks of exempt properties, in part because there is no
data yet on how many exemptions there will be.  Continued discussion included the following
suggestions:

a) Estimate the cost of a hiring crews based on the square footage that would need to be shoveled and
the number of anticipated exempt properties.



b) Appeal to neighbors to help those whose properties are exempt and possibly creating a “Help Your
Neighbor” campaign.
c) Call on the many civic groups in the City to have their members be responsible for a certain number of
exempt properties.

Mr. Magoon offered that he would speak with the Administration and others and come up with a one-
page statement about the approach that will be followed to address this particular problem and share it 
with the Committees. 

2) The next question was about enforcement.  After a discussion with the Committee members and Mr. 
Magoon there was consensus that:

a) There should be a robust awareness/education campaign about the new Ordinance using the City’s
social media platforms, the web pages of individual departments, and the outreach capacities of civic
groups – Watertown Business Coalition, Watertown Community Foundation, etc.
b) The City does not have the resources to actively look for those individuals who do not comply with
the Ordinance and that enforcement will continue to be compliant driven.
c) That the City’s main goal on all code-related issues is compliance not punishment.
d) That it is possible to go through the first winter only issuing warnings except for those individuals who
are continually in violation of the Ordinance.
e) That the City, depending on the availability of staff, would re-inspect properties that have been issued
a warning and if the walk has not been shoveled they would issue a ticket.
f) Enforcement personnel hope to have hand-held devices that would produce the ticket at the location
and would flag a property that has already been warned or ticketed.  Presently this is not possible.
g) The Administration will develop a one-page statement about how enforcement would work during
the first year the Ordinance and share it with the Committees.

3) The next issue had to do with the shoveling of sidewalks abutting city property.  We received a list of
all bus stops and crosswalks cleared by the Department of Public Works as well as a list of school
sidewalk routes that are cleared (see the attached lists and related memo from Superintendent St.
Louis).   Councilor Piccirilli noted that there are a significant number of sidewalks abutting city properties
and asked how these walks would be cleared and what department would be responsible for doing it.
He also was concerned about snow plow operators leaving large piles of snow on the corners and
crosswalks of intersections.  Superintendent St. Louis said that DPW does shovel the walks abiding city
property but may not do it until a day or two after the snowfall.  He also stated that if DPW was to
shovel all the walks abiding City properties in the 24-hour period required by the Ordinance it would
require more personnel and additional financial resources.

4) There was a discussion of properties that do not naturally abut a resident’s property (for example on
Arsenal Street near Toyota), that are under the control of DCR (for example on Wheeler Street), and that
are simply not tended to by DPW (for example on Cozy Street).  The Committee agreed to request that
DPW create memo that includes a complete inventory of all city-owned streets, state properties, and
special situation such as the Arsenal Street example (above), prioritize the inventory based on factors
such as level of use, offer a strategy of how to clear those priorities, and include an estimate of what
resources would be needed to do so.  There were two additional requests to this memo:



a) Clarify and update two lists of sidewalks that DPW says are plowed – “Bus Stops and Crosswalks to be
Cleared” and “School Sidewalk Routes”, and
b) Address the problem of snow plow operators plowing corners of intersection in such a way that result
with high piles of snow at the crosswalk and the corner of the intersection.

5) Councilor Gannon identified a mistake in the Ordinance in E under Section 96.99 Penalty such that 
35.05 should read “36.06 of the code”.

6) Regarding a concern raised at the last meeting, it was stated that the opinion of the City’s attorney 
was that the word “anyone” that appears in Section 96.99(C) under Section 96.99 Penalty in the 
Ordinance does not need to be changed to “abutting property owner” (see the attached memo from KP 
Law).

Discussions of Motions 
The Committees turned their attention to possible motions. The following motion was put forth by 
Councilor Feltner and was seconded by Councilor Gannon.  

Three Part Motion/ACTION ITEM 
a) The Committees ask the Administration to have KP Law review the final draft of the proposed
Ordinance.
b) The Committees ask the Council President to bring the proposed Ordinance forward for a first
reading after the KP Law review.
c) The Committees ask the City Council to endorse the Regulations to the Ordinance.

However before the vote on the Motion, we heard from resident Dean Martino who asked if he would 
be liable if someone was injured on the his sidewalk since he will now be responsible for shoveling it and 
could be ticketed if he does not.   He was assured that he would not be liable.  The liability rests with the 
property owner and the property under the sidewalk belongs to the City.   He was also informed that he 
is responsible for clearing his sidewalk more than once if necessary within the 24-hour period and that 
he is not responsible for any damage to the sidewalk from salt he might use.  Mr. Martino also asked 
whether students could fulfill their community service requirements by being part of the Recreation 
Department and Senior Services program that matches students with residents who need their 
sidewalks shoveled.  He was told that this does happen.  Finally, he pointed to the sidewalk on Main 
Street in front of Saltonstall Park that is not shoveled regularly. 

The Committees also heard from Andy Campagna who was concerned about the probability that snow 
will not be removed from many of the exempt properties and that we need to manage our expectations 
and be prepared to address this problem.  He further suggested that if the Committees are going to 
review the implementation of the Ordinance after the first year that the decision should be formalized.  
He was assured that a motion regarding revisiting the Ordinance will be presented tonight. 

The Committees then voted in favor of the three-part Motion 5 – 0. 

Councilor Feltner made a motion that was seconded by Councilor Palomba. 



Motion/ACTION ITEM 
The Committee on Public Works and the Committee on Rules and Ordinances shall review the data 
after the first winter but prior to May 30 to evaluate the results of the program and propose possible 
changes to the Ordinance and the Regulations.   

Prior to voting on the motion there was a recommendation to include a date by when the data will be 
available and what data specifically should be required.   The Committees agreed to add “but prior to  

May 30” to the motion (see above).  The Committees also felt confident that the Mr. Magoon 
understood the type of data that the Committees would need in order to properly evaluate the 
program. 
The Motion passed 5 – 0. 

Councilor Palomba made a motion that was seconded by Councilor Airasian. 

Motion/ACTION ITEM 
The Committees agreed to refer to the Committee on Public Works a discussion of the how the 
clearing of sidewalks abutting municipal and state own properties, as well as sidewalks in unusual 
situations, will be addressed; and a discussion of snow plowing at the corners of intersections.    
The Motion passed 5 – 0. 

Councilor Palomba made a motion to adjourn which was seconded by Councilor Gannon and was passed 
5 – 0.  The meeting adjourned at 9:53 PM. 

The Minutes were prepared by Council Palomba 


























