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CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
TUESDAY, JULY 11, 2023, 6:30 P.M. 

RICHARD E. MASTRANGELO COUNCIL CHAMBER 
ADMINISTRATION BUILIDING, 149 MAIN STREET 

 

MINUTES 

 

ACCESS INFORMATION: 
A. This meeting will be held on July 11, 2023 at 6:30 PM in the Richard E. Mastrangelo 
Council Chamber 
B. The meeting will be televised through WCATV (Watertown Cable Access Television): 
http://vodwcatv.org/CablecastPublicSite/?channel=3 
C. The Public may join the virtual meeting online: https://watertown- 
ma.zoom.us/j/92991331344 
D. Public may join the virtual meeting audio only by phone: (877) 853-5257 or (888) 
475-4499 (Toll Free) and enter Webinar ID: 929 9133 1344 
E. Public may comment through email: vpiccirilli@watertown-ma.gov 
F. Please Visit the City Council Website here: https://www.watertown-ma.gov/350/City-
Council 
 
 
1. ROLL CALL 
 
Council President Sideris called to order a regular meeting of the City Council at 6:30 p.m. 
in the Richard E. Mastrangelo Chamber, Administration Building.  Those present were 
Councilors John M. Airasian, Caroline Bays, John G. Gannon, Nicole Gardner, Lisa J. 
Feltner, Emily Izzo, Anthony Palomba, Vice President Vincent J. Piccirilli, Jr., and Council 
President Mark S. Sideris.  Also present were George Proakis, City Manager, Mark Reich, 
City Attorney, and Brendan T. McCarthy, Council Clerk. 
 
 
 
2. EXECUTIVE SESSION – 6:30 P.M. 
 

A. Pursuant to G.L. c. 30A, §21(a)(3) to Discuss Strategy with Respect to Collective 
Bargaining as an Open Meeting May Have a Detrimental Effect on the City’s 
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Bargaining Position and the Chair so Declares - Police Supervisors Union. 
 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to go into Executive Session and Councilor Feltner seconded. 
 
The motion to go into Executive Session passed unanimously in a Roll Call Vote. 

 
 

3. RETURN FROM EXECUTIVE SESSION 7:00 P.M. 
 
  
4. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
 
5. PUBLIC FORUM 
 
Linda Scott – 55 Olcott Street – Stated that she had attempted to reach Mr. Ramdon about 
Biolab inspection, and was curious if that search for information had begun. 
 
President Sideris replied that this isn’t the typical forum for discussion, but that he was 
aware, and would get back to Linda Scott personally. 
 
 
6. EXAMINATION OF RECORDS OF PREVIOUS MEETINGS 
 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to approve the minutes from the City Council meeting from June 
13th with minor edits and Councilor Feltner seconded. 
 
The motion to approve the meeting minutes from the June 13th City Council meeting was 
approved unanimously in a Voice Vote. 
 
7. PRESIDENT’S REPORT 
  

A. City Manager’s Evaluation Process 
 
President Sideris remarked that every member of the City Council had copies of the City 
Manager’s evaluation forms and asked that they be completed in time for the next City 
Council Meeting. 
 
President Sideris also recognized that, under the city charter, when appointments from the 
City Manager or himself call for Council approval but are automatically realized if said 
approval is delayed past 30 days, he, in fact, did not feel comfortable in exercising that 
practice. He continued to name the individuals that were up for appointment and 
requested that the Subcommittee Chairs for each of the respective appointment make the 
appropriate interviews. 
.  
 
8. PUBLIC HEARINGS 



 
A. Public Hearing and vote on proposed Zoning Ordinance amendments for 

reducing the maximum Floor Area Ratio in the Central Business District. 
 
Assistant City Manager Magoon addressed the Zoning Ordinance amendments.  He also 
made note that significant members form either side of the issue have made their voices 
heard. He recognized that several meaningful development projects are underway in the 
city and concluded with his recommendation for the Council to not support the petitions 
before them. 
 
Larry Fields - Planning Board – Stated that the Planning Board report presented two key 
arguments in terms of the process itself and Watertown Square for greater density. On 
process, he stated there had been in motion since 2022, a plan to improve Watertown 
Square for residents and those outside its residents. He remarked on improvements to 
transportation, open space, and housing and zoning. The issues raised by the petition are 
squarely met in the plan. He said that because there is a concerted plan to consider the 
entire study process, that that is the correct way to address concerns raised – as opposed 
to picking one single metric. 
 
He went on to mention that Watertown Square has been the densest section of 
Watertown because it has historically been the center of transportation, administration, 
and commerce. 
 
He concluded that with those two factors in mind, the Planning Board recommends to not 
support the petitions. He then went on the say that he believes form base code process 
should be supported with the residents of Watertown being included. 
 
Linda Scott – 55 Olcott Street - Stated that one of the major concerns or the 2023 
Comprehensive was scale and character of new developments next to existing residential 
neighborhoods. A common resident concern was to keep building heights to four flights. 
She went on to say that the petition is an effect of residents concerned with larger scale 
buildings negatively affecting their lives. She requested that a vote on the amendment that 
the petition is calling for be delayed until the Watertown Square Study is completed, and a 
responsible determination can be made of the scale of new buildings. 
 
Joan Gumbleton – 32 Falmouth Road – Stated the that the petitions are a result of many 
residents’ frustrations that were brought forward to the petition writers. She continued to 
say that the petition was in response to a lack of response from comments made in public 
hearings. She commented that the development directors should listen to the concerned 
citizens of the community they plan to develop in and make an effort to be good 
neighbors. She expressed continued concern with behemoth complexes that are in 
developmental process and may continue to be proposed that are a threat to small 
businesses and residents alike.  She concluded with calling for the Council to recognize 
the petitions brought forth as the desire of the residents. 
 
Joshua Driesman – 127 Nichols Avenue – Spoke against the petition due to the need of 
Watertown Square to have increased density and not decreased. He stated that people 
should have faith in the planning process of Watertown square and found the smaller 
proposed maximum floor area ratio to be arbitrary. He concluded that the planning 
process takes a holistic approach to bring about necessary change as opposed to picking 



at certain numbers and aspects of zoning. He concluded in saying that reducing our floor 
area space would hurt the city’s tax benefit, and that that would shortcut benefits for the 
future.  
 
Kathy Green – 186 Boyleston Street – Remarked that the people present in the City 
Council Meeting who claim to speak for all the city’s residents categorically do not. She 
continued to say that the number proposed in the petition and the height restriction is 
arbitrary. She supported the project at 104 Main St, and believes that the residents of 
Watertown deserve a modern city and community. 
 
Joe Levendusky – 13 Templeton Parkway – Claimed that it is time for the City 
Government to listen to its constituent’s opinion on development. He expressed frustration 
that many concerns from the public fall on deaf ears and have little impact on decisions. 
He asked that if petitions from the public would not be heard, then what would?  
 
Clyde Younger - 188 Acton Street - Presented documents to the Council that expressed 
that the square does not have all that great density. He cautioned that before a decision 
was made, to keep in mind previous developments on Pleasant St. He asked that the 
Council clearly define any and every development in Watertown Square. He remarked on 
Watertown’s density being less than Somerville’s (16th densest in the county) – though it 
is a city of roughly the same geographical size. 
 
Dennis Holland – 29 Nyack Street – Remarked that petitions develop from a lack of 
transparency.  He offered that the public doesn’t necessarily want to stop development 
but has a different opinion as to how it should be done. He recalled Watertown Square 
was once a thriving business center, all be it chaotic, but it worked. He went on to mention 
that each new development has made the previous center of business obsolete. He 
admitted that it is time to change Watertown Square, but hoped that it wouldn’t displace 
anyone, and called for true transparency of the development overall as opposed to small 
peeks into certain projects. He concluded that he took offense to the notion of the petition 
standing in the way of the development and claimed that everyone will win on the 
development if it is a collaborative effort. 
 
Josh Rosmarin - Stated that he was in opposition to the petition and claimed that there is 
a meaningful number of the public that are for greater density in Watertown Square; there 
are people who are concerned with the housing crisis in town and want to see more 
housing in the transit center of the city. He expressed concern of falling out of compliance 
with MBTA community law. He said he believed that more density would go hand and 
hand with a revitalized Watertown Square. He also expressed concern with the petition 
interfering with the inclusive planning process for the square that is just now kicking off. 
He concluded that the planning process will reflect the wants of the full set of residents.  
 
Jamie Gordon – 84 Fitchburg Street – Requested that the Council deny the petition. She 
stated that she understood the frustration of the petitioners and mentioned that they have 
seen a lot of commercial development occur in Watertown in recent years. She agreed 
that they have a right to be concerned with what will happen in Watertown Square. She 
then took issue with the fact that the petition is targeted to one aspect of planning. She 
mentioned that the inclusive planning process is underway, and that the petitioners will 
have an opportunity to be an active part of the process. She expressed confidence that 
the process will serve as an opportunity to learn about density, and give platform to how 



the public can work with the developers to make the community thrive.  She recalled a 
similar success story with 104 Main Street which included the experience she had 
attending many meetings for it. She concluded saying that having a single consultant to 
reduce the floor area ration to an arbitrary number would severely handicap progress for 
the city and community.  
 
Elodia Thomas – 67 Marion Road – Claimed she believed there is an issue with 
communication and process, adding that no one she knew who is a concerned about the 
square is against density. She expressed concern with design and aesthetics of new 
developments including a project going on across the street from City Hall.  She believes 
that much of the miscommunication comes about from examples like in a specific 
Planning Board Committee meeting where members stated, “we don’t make the rules, we 
follow them”, to which many residents asked why they aren’t questioning the rules.  She 
claimed that that is what the petition is about. She went on to say that Watertown isn’t 
trying to be a quaint New England town or Sommerville, but something unique. She 
expressed concern her experience of going to sequential Planning Board meetings and 
hearing that the size of developments grew without input from the public. She concluded 
that she believed the last time there was a productive and collaborative meeting was pre-
covid in consideration of Arsenal Park, and called to figure out a way to bring that type of 
collaborative planning experience back to the whole community.  
 
Rita Colafella – 56 Cuba St – Asked that the Council follow the Planning Board’s 
recommendation and reject the petition. She went on the claim that the city needs density, 
and that lowering the floor area ratio to a random number will not allow the city to achieve 
it. She continued to say that she has yet to hear an explanation as to why the ratio in the 
petition is so low (2.2) while before she was aware that the number had been 6 and higher 
in Watertown Square. She expressed concern that it would lead to a violation of the MBTA 
community law, and if that were to happen, the city would be eliminating itself from state 
funds with its noncompliance, which in the long run would lead to more taxes for the 
residents. She concluded that she is a lifelong Watertown resident and remembers 
business flourishing in the past, but now she sees a concerning level of blight in square 
which can and should be addressed.  
 
Jaquie van Leeuwen – 32 Whites Ave – Supported the Planning Board’s recommendation 
that the petition be denied. She reminded that no one can claim to speak for everyone in 
the community, and expressed concern that many people she knows who support density 
were not present at the meeting. She hoped that the community favors density, and said 
that she felt that the people should respect and partake in the planning process. 
 
Marilyn Petitto Devaney – Expressed dismay for the 2-minute time limit rule in which 
citizens are allowed to speak at a time during Public Hearings, and she asked that the 
Council extend the time to at least 5 minutes. She stated that she has worked 50 years in 
the community: she was the youngest town meeting member, she served as a Councilor 
at Large, and she is the city’s Governor Councilor. She expressed that she was 
heartbroken with the recent developments in Watertown. She continued to say that 
projects are happening in the town without public knowledge, and recalled that she never 
received notice for a specific project in which she is an abutter for - a temporary school in 
place of a park named after a local war hero in Richard Moxley. She recalled calling into a 
meeting to express her concern for not being notified, being told that there had been 
dozens of meetings, and consequently muted. She concluded that the people of 



Watertown do not know what is going on in their own city, and she called for more 
transparency from the Council.  
 
Clyde Younger – 188 Acton St – Stated that it tired him that rhetoric is always “they” 
instead of “we”, and he claimed that this could be a win win for all parties involved. He 
continued to say that there is nothing in the petition saying it is against housing and 
business, but rather there are different approaches to planning. He concluded in saying 
that what people want is to get together and tackle planning on a reasonable and rational 
basis.  
 
Joe Levendusky – 13 Templeton Parkway – Supported changing the 2 minute time limit 
rule. He expressed that he has yet to meet an individual who supports the petition who 
doesn’t want housing or more density, but that it matters how we do it. He continued that 
the public’s input has not been given it’s due. He expressed concern with the idea of the 
planning process being a platform due to his doubt that if the city didn’t listen to the 
people before, why would they now. He stated that the “goal posts” continued to be 
moved, and that he believed they were being moved to nullify public process.  He hoped 
that people would be listened currently and in the future. 
 
Marilyn Petitto Devaney – Stated that the community should demand that they be notified 
for all developments in the city. She expressed dismay that the Zoning Board has created 
projects that do not welcome middle class families into the community. She cited a project 
that was brought forth by Steve Magoon and the Zoning Board that spanned from 
Pleasant Street to Main St allowing 5 story buildings but not allowing single or multifamily 
homes. She stated that only one Councilor voted no on the Ordinance, which was herself, 
and so she quit the council as an effect. She concluded that this is not a government for 
the people, and the city has suffered from the new developments. 
 
George Skuse - 43 Pilgrim Rd – Questioned if the Council had all the information to make 
a vote on the item tonight. He continued to say that if the Council can’t imagine what the 
change in FAR looks like, then they should ask and have mockups made. He went on to 
say that he believes the two most recent developments have a small FAR, which made 
him wonder if 4.0 is necessary and how big it would be. He called the MBTA community 
law a red herring and believed it would be implemented as an overlay district and would 
be ultimately irrelevant. He hoped that the planning process is inclusive. 
 
Elodia Thomas – 67 Marion Rd – Remarked a confluence of issues and complained that 
Watertown isn’t as active in conveying information to the public as many neighboring 
communities.  She continued to say she doesn’t believe most people would want to see 
another Pleasant Street or Arsenal Street. She asked the Council to be more forthcoming 
with the legal process of the petitions, and asked if they could be tabled to see what 
develops. She called for more process and does not want to see another project like the 
one on Galen Street which does not help the public.  
 
Josh Rosmarin – Spoke on process and inclusiveness being paramount, but he doesn’t 
believe that this one-off petition is the way to do it. He believes in the planning process to 
achieve that goal. 
 
President Sideris thanked the people who brought about the petition and agreed that 
there is always room for improvement in terms of process. He acknowledged that there is 



much frustration from either side of the issue. He recognized the hard work that the 
boards and the public put into the issue.  
 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to approve the zoning amendment and it was not seconded. 
 
The motion failed for lack of a second as declared by the President.  
 
 
  
 

B. Public Hearing and vote on proposed Zoning Ordinance amendments to 
the transitions requirements between business, industrial or Special 
Zoning Districts and Residence Districts and clarifying the Special Permit 
Granting Authority. 

 
Assistant Director of Planning Gideon Schreiber remarked on the Planning Board’s report 
regarding the various proposed amendments. He remarked that Watertown has 
historically been a community of industry abutting residences, and that there has been 
many difficulties and changes in zoning as an effect. He continued to say that with regards 
to this particular proposed amendment, the language is vaguer and more confusing than 
existing ordinances, and that is in part why the Planning Board recommends denying this 
amendment. He added that the report includes a recommendation that the website be 
clearer and more inclusive to the public with regards to zoning and planning. 
 
Linda Scott – 55 Olcott St – Stated that longtime residences have made their peace with 
living next to industrial zone, but in this new age, most recent developments are large 
scale sun blocking building. Many biolabs also have large fans and utilities that create a 
lot of noise pollution – which can lead to health problems. She continued to say that 
biolabs are in operation 24/7 leading to no opportunity for rest bit for their neighbors. She 
concluded that the petition represents an ask for relief so that the people can live in 
harmony alongside industrial and business zones. 
 
Clyde Younger – 188 Acton Street – Stated that the two petitions are similar in nature, and 
that there is a level of subjectivity in their language. He asked how the Planning Staff may 
assist petition writers how to form the petitions so that both parties can present a more 
technically sound product which will lead to a more cohesive process.  
 
Marcia Ciro – 13 Bay Street – Remarked on Gideon’s statement when he cautioned 
change to one aspect of zoning could snowball and be disruptive to the entire zoning 
code. She stated that the current zoning code is incredibly dated, and with the way that it 
currently works, each development needs some sort of change. She continued that the 
developers get the change by going directly to the Zoning Board. She stated that now that 
hundreds of residents have come forth, their petition is criticized for how it’s written, and it 
is shut down.  She said she was disheartened that big issues keep getting put off, and 
claimed there is a need for a simple transitions zone update, and that there was no 
excuse for not being able to accomplish it. 
 
Joe Levendusky – 13 Templeton Parkway – Stated he wanted to support transitions 
zones. He said Watertown is not an urban area, but a first ring suburban area, and that he 
thought it was fair for residents to expect a reasonable amount of respect for the edges of 



their neighborhoods and properties. He posed that if the petition isn’t a function to allay 
the concerns of people, then what would be? 
 
Joshua Driesman – 127 Nichols Ave – Stated that he did not support the petition, but 
appreciated everyone who signed it. He said that there is already a transitional zone code 
in place. He continued that his neighborhood abuts a biolab and he finds the current 
transitional zone to be appropriate and non-obtrusive. He said that more restrictive rules 
could potentially put up roadblocks for future beneficial developments. He concluded that 
perhaps the city would benefit from a broader Comprehensive Plan and a broader zoning 
update process that reflect a clearer set of rules for building a better Watertown. 
 
Jamie Gordon – 84 Fitchburg Street – Asked that the Council deny the petition., 
particularly with the subjectivity of the language. She added that she believes that the 
planning staff agreed with certain elements of the petition, but that it is not conducive on 
the whole, again due to the subjectivity. She asked for hard numbers to be written into the 
code and asked for a more transparent community engagement process.  
 
Tom Floros – Stated he was against the petition, specifically stating that subjectivity can 
lead to over regulation and delay development which could harm the city. He continued to 
say that we are a city and agreed to the notion of not controlling your neighbor. 
 
Jason Cohen – 153 Common Street - Stated that the ability to have diagrams in the next 
zoning ordinance is paramount. He believed that a clear illustration may have addressed 
the wants voiced in the petition. He continued to say that Watertown already has a 
transitional zone, and we shouldn’t muddy the waters of it. 
 
Dennis Holland – 29 Nyack Street – Stated that when one business on a specific street 
(Rosedale Rd) goes, then the next lot will likely sell their property, and then the next, and 
what is concerning is that these lots abut residential neighborhoods which could lead way 
to large developments (reference to Broder) encroaching on the homes. He continued to 
say that that is an example of how space next to homes should be protected. He called for 
a representative of the city to come forward with a transparent plan to protect the 
neighborhood. 
 
Joan Gumbleton – 32 Falmouth Road – Stated that she believes a large source of 
frustration is lack of clarity of what the process actually is.  She continued to list upcoming 
zoning meetings and invited people to attend. She refenced that Broder’s changed the 
plan of their development from 83,000+ sqft to over 200,000 sqft. and that she didn’t 
understand how that change could be made without transparency.  She called for a need 
to protect the quality of life for the individuals in the abutting neighborhoods. 
 
George Skuse - 43 Pilgrim Road – Noted several projects where special permits were 
granted to fit the need of the developments.  He stated that some of these permits go 
against zoning codes and lack public transparency. He continued to say that certain 
existing businesses have parking lots to serve as a buffer, but when larger developments 
take over that lot, they take up the space that the parking lot served. He continued that 
more and more projects continue to infringe on residential neighborhoods. 
 
Elodia Thomas – 67 Marion Road – Asked for the city to put heart back in the community. 
She recognized the transition that this city has been going through with personnel, and 



that with the new personnel, there should be a greater effort for transparency. She asked 
for respect for the individuals who go to the meetings, and for the Zoning Board to not 
continue to become siloed. She asked the Council to step up in terms of their 
representation of the community.  
 
Tom Floros – Stated that what makes America great is its freedom and its capitalism. He 
continued to say that when people buy their homes, they are aware of the zoning and 
businesses that are adjacent to them.  
 
George Skuse - 43 Pilgrim Road – Stated that the most recent Comprehensive Plan 
elaborated on shared benefits of new developments and residents, but that it came off as 
a sales pitch. He requested that the Council refer the amendments in the petition to an 
appropriate subcommittee for further deliberation.  
 
Joe Levendusky – 13 Templeton Parkway – Supported the request to refer the 
amendments to an appropriate subcommittee. 
 
Dennis Holland – 29 Nyack Street – Stated that the businesses on Rosedale Rd were one 
to two story buildings with buffers, and it is disrespectful to the long term residences to be 
treated with an attitude that implies that they knew what they got into when they 
purchased their home. 
 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to approve the proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendments 
concerning transition zones and Councilor Palomba seconded. 
 
Discussion ensued. 
 
Councilor Izzo thanked the petitioners of both proposed amendments. She recognized 
that the people are frustrated with recent developments, and empathized citing how 
several projects in the west end turn into infringements on the neighborhood. She 
recognized that many residents attend meeting and do not feel heard. She also thanked 
the Planning Board for doing their part in listening to the public. Specifically, she thanked 
Payson Whitney and Abigail Hammit for incorporating suggested changes into the study 
and code – which was in effort to increase transparency and notable outcomes. She made 
note that Janet Buck mentioned that what one neighbor’s opinion of a good quality of life 
will differ from another, but that these comments are a great step forward to acknowledge 
concerns and opinions going forward as part of the planning process. She concluded that 
it’s clear that the community wants to see positive development that doesn’t interfere with 
their neighborhoods, and though she wants to vote to approve the amendment, she is 
comfortable waiting for the result of the Watertown Square Study before making a 
decision. 
 
Councilor Palomba asked where the impetus for previous amendments came from. 
 
Assistant Director of Planning Gideon Schreiber said regarding the 2015 amendment 
there was a request on the Pleasant Street Corridor to downzone the properties with the 
ability to have housing within certain zones which altered the transition zone. It updated 
old setbacks from old industrial zones.  
 
Councilor Palomba pointed out that there is subjectivity in the Planning Board report 



concerning criteria that need to be met for special permits. He stated that while the 
petition is criticized for lack of objectivity, subjectivity is present zoning code itself. He also 
wanted to recognize the petition writers and signers. He continued to express that zoning 
is important, and that he also had sympathy to those who feel like their community is 
suffering. He applauded the residents for their efforts in following the process, and 
recognized that this is an ongoing issue. He concluded that he was happy we are 
investing in zoning studies such as Watertown Square Study, and he claimed culpability 
for any instance of not listening to the concerns of the residents. 
 
Councilor Bays stated that she would have seconded the motion if Councilor Palomba did 
not, not because she supports it, but because she feels like the city deserves to know 
where the Council stands on it. She continued to say that she recognizes that change in 
government is slow. She claimed that petitions are not in vain and encouraged continued 
participation. 
 
 
Councilor Airasian thanked the citizens and the Planning Board. He confirmed that this 
issue is not a new issue, but that he truly believes that progress is being made. He cited 
recent Comprehensive Plans that include height restrictions and buffers, and said that 
zoning studies are a positive investment that the city has made to assure people they are 
being heard. He stated that it’s important for a city to support best practices, and because 
of that he will not vote for the amendment as he believes it isn’t the best course of action. 
He once again thanked the petitioners for their engagement. 
 
Councilor Gannon reiterated comments made by his fellow Councilors. He remarked that 
Watertown has historically had industries alongside residences for easy access, but 
overtime, new large scale buildings can in a way infringe of smaller style homes. He 
expressed concerns with the Rosedale property, but also respected the Zoning Board’s 
process.  He continued to say there is room for improvement with transparency and 
community interaction. He remarked his previous experience in the Somerville had a more 
collaborative effort in terms of zoning. He concluded that while he appreciated the efforts 
of the petitioners, he would not vote for this iteration of an amendment. 
 
Councilor Feltner said she empathized with the frustrations of the public as she lives next 
to major developments in the Arsenal Corridor. She remarked that there has been more 
transparency in recent years as opposed to a decade ago. She urged the public not to get 
discouraged with their efforts, and that she is hopeful for continued progress particularly 
with the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Councilor Piccirilli stated that he does support transition zones, but not the proposed 
language in this petition. He is looking forward to making the appropriate changes for the 
upcoming zoning review. 
 
President Sideris once again thanked the public and his colleagues for their comments, 
and he expressed hopefulness in the City Manager with his expertise in zoning. He 
believes there will be more public interaction in the future. He also noted that it’s important 
to trust the process and the expertise of studies. 
 
The motion to approve the Zoning Ordinance Amendments with regard to transition zones 
failed unanimously in a Voice Vote. 



 
 
 
 
 
 

C. Public Hearing and vote on a proposed Loan Order – Order that the sum of 
$300,000 is appropriated to pay costs of replacing lead pipes that connect 
service lines to water mains, including all costs incidental and related thereto; 
that to meet this appropriation, the Treasurer, with the approval of the City 
Manager, is authorized to borrow said amount under and pursuant to M.G.L. 
c.44, §7(1), or pursuant to any other enabling authority, and to issue bonds or 
notes of the City therefor; that the Treasurer, with the approval of the City 
Manager, is authorized to borrow all or a portion of such amount from the 
Massachusetts Water Resources Authority (the “Authority”) pursuant to the 
Authority’s lead service line replacement program and in connection therewith 
to enter into a loan agreement and/or financial assistance agreement with the 
Authority and otherwise to contract with the Authority with respect to such loan 
and for any grants or aid available for the project or for the financing thereof; 
and that the City Manager is authorized to accept and expend any grants or aid 
available for the project or for the financing thereof, provided that the amount of 
the authorized borrowing for the project shall be reduced by the amount of any 
such grants or aid received. 

 
 
City Manager Proakis stated that the first reading for this loan order happened at the 
previous City Council Meeting. 
 
Superintendent St. Louis presented the loan order and stated that the city is on track to be 
well ahead of its proposed de-leading process with the funds. 
 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to approve the loan order to remove lead pipes and Councilor 
Feltner seconded. 
 
The motion to approve the loan order was approved unanimously in a Roll Call Vote. 
 
 
9. MOTIONS, ORDINANCES, ORDER, AND RESOLUTIONS 
 
 

A. Resolution Authorizing a Transfer of Funds in the Amount of $171,500 from 
Fiscal Year 2024 City Council Reserve to the Fiscal Year 2024 Various Police 
Personnel Accounts in Order to Fund an Agreement with the Police 
Supervisors Union Covering the Period of July 1, 2023 through June 30, 
2024. 

City Manager Proakis clarified a typo in the memo and presented the request for 
Transfer of Funds. * For the period of July1, 2022 ro June 30, 2025 * 
 



Councilor Piccirilli moved to approve the transfer and Councilor Gannon seconded. 
 
President Sideris thanked the City Manager and the Police Union for their cooperation.  
 
The request to approve the Transfer of Funds was approved unanimously in a Roll Call 
Vote. 
 

B. Resolution Authorizing a Transfer of Funds in the Amount of $500,000 From 
the Fiscal Year 2023 Planned Debt to the Fiscal Year 2023 Transfer to 
Acquisition of Land/Open Space Stabilization Fund. 

 
City Manager Proakis presented the request for Transfer of Funds while making note of 
the ability to move money for FY23. 
 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to approve the transfer and Councilor Gardner seconded. 
 
The request to approve the Transfer of Funds was approved unanimously in a Roll Call 
Vote. 
 

C. Resolution Authorizing a Transfer of Funds in the Amount of $1,500,000 From 
the Fiscal Year 2023 Various Departmental Accounts to the Fiscal Year 2023 
Collective Bargaining Stabilization Fund. 

 
City Manager Proakis presented the request for the Transfer of Funds making note of a 
typo on the memo. 
 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to approve the transfer and Councilor Feltner seconded. 
 
The request to approve the Transfer of Funds was approved unanimously in a Roll Call 
Vote. 
 

D. Resolution Authorizing a Transfer of Funds in the Amount of $55,000 From 
the Fiscal Year 2023 City Manager Full Time Salaries to the Fiscal Year 
2023 City Attorney – Litigation/Legal Services Fund. 

 
City Manager Proakis presented the request for the Transfer of Funds. 
 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to approve the transfer and Councilor Feltner seconded. 
 
The request to approve the Transfer of Funds was approved unanimously in a Roll 



Call Vote. 
 

E. Resolution Authorizing a Transfer of Funds in the Amount of $354,000 From 
the Fiscal Year 2023 Various Departmental Electricity and Gas Accounts to 
the Fiscal Year 2023 ESCO Capital Stabilization Funds. 

 
City Manager Proakis presented the request for the Transfer of Funds. 
 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to approve the transfer and Councilor Feltner seconded. 
 
Councilor Gannon asked when the ESCO agreement expire. 
 
City Manager Proakis stated he did not have that answer but would get it for the Council. 
 
The request to approve the Transfer of Funds was approved unanimously in a Roll Call 
Vote. 
 

F. Resolution Authorizing a Transfer of Funds in the Amount of $1,122,262 From 
the Fiscal Year 2023 Planed Debt Account to the Fiscal Year 2023 Capital 
Projects/City Fund. 

 
City Manager Proakis presented the request for the Transfer of Funds. 
 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to approve the transfer and Councilor Feltner seconded. 
 
The request to approve the Transfer of Funds was approved unanimously in a Roll Call 
Vote. 
 

G. Resolution Authorizing Acceptance and Expenditure of Gifts of Funds in the 
Amount of $3,200 to the Watertown Cultural Council. 

 
City Manager Proakis Resolution Authorizing the Acceptance and Expenditure of Gifts of 
Funds. He made note that the mural in the Watertown City Square is made possible in part 
form gifts such as these. 
 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to approve Acceptance of Gifts and Councilor Feltner seconded. 
 
The request to approve the Acceptance of Gifts was approved unanimously in a Roll 
Call Vote. 
  
 



10. REPORTS OF COMMITTEES  
 

A. Committee on State, Federal, and Regional Government regarding the 
appointment of a member to the Board of Election Commissioners - Nicole 
Gardner, Chair 
 
 
ACTION ITEM: 
To recommend that the City Council confirm Margie Apfelbaum for 
appointment to the Board of Election Commissioners for a term to expire on 
April 1, 2027. 
 

10 A was tabled 
 
 

B. Committee on Economic Development & Planning regarding a report from the 
meeting held on July 5, 2023 - Lisa Feltner, Chair 
 
ACTION ITEM: 
To recommend that the City Council confirm Alexander Dale for appointment 
as a full member of the Zoning Board of Appeals for a term expiring February 
15, 2027. 
 
ACTION ITEM: 
To recommend that the City Council confirm Rachel Sack for appointment to 
the Planning Board for a term expiring February 15, 2027. 

 
Council Feltner presented the Committee Report. 
 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to accept the report and Councilor Gannon seconded. 
 
The report was accepted unanimously in a Voice Vote. 
 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to confirm Alexander Dale for appointment as a full member of 
the Zoning Board of Appeals for a term expiring February 15, 2027 and Councilor Gannon 
seconded. 
 
The confirmation was approved unanimously in a Voice Vote. 
 
Councilor Piccirilli moved to confirm Rachel Sack for appointment to the Planning Board 
for a term expiring February 15, 2027 and Councilor Gannon seconded. 
 
The confirmation was approved unanimously in a Voice Vote. 
 
 
11. NEW BUSINESS 
 
There was no New Business. 



 
12. COMMUNICATION FROM THE CITY MANAGER 
 
City Manager Proakis remarked that he handed the Council the City Manager Evaluation 
Forms. He updated the Council of hiring roles including upcoming Fire Chief 
announcement. He hoped to move quickly on HR Director. He spoke on opportunities for 
further community outreach in regard to the Watertown Square plans and zoning on the 
whole. 
 
13. REQUEST FOR INFORMATION 
 
Councilor Palomba asked for an update on the universal signs for Watertown’s parks. 
 
Councilor Feltner asked for template that the Zoning Board uses for developers for 
enhanced notification.   
 
14. ANOUNCEMENTS  
 
Councilor Izzo announced there would be two community meeting hosted by Broder 
concerning their development. 
 
President Sideris announced that there will be a State of the City on August 9th.  
 
 
15. PUBLIC FORUM  
 
Dennis Holland – 29 Nyack Street – Thanked the Council for the reappointment of Earl 
Smith, and congratulated Megan Langan on her new position as City Auditor. 
 
16. ADJOUNRMENT   
 
Councilor Piccirilli made a motion to adjourn and Councilor Feltner seconded. 
 
The motion was adopted unanimously in a Voice Vote. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 9:35 p.m. 
 
 
 

I hereby certify that at a regular meeting of the Town Council for which a quorum 
was present, the above minutes were adopted by a vote of __ for, __ against, __ 
present on August 8, 2023. 
 
 
____________________________ 
Mark S. Sideris, Council President  
s:/BTM 
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City Council Meeting 
Tuesday, July 11, 2023 at 6:30 PM 

Richard E. Mastrangelo Council Chamber 
 

Agenda 

 

 
 
  

ACCESS INFORMATION: 
 A.  This meeting will be held on July 11, 2023 at 6:30 PM. Location: Richard E. 

Mastrangelo Council Chamber  
 B.  The meeting will be televised through WCATV (Watertown Cable Access Television): 

http://vodwcatv.org/CablecastPublicSite/?channel=3  
 C.  The Public may join the virtual meeting online: https://watertown-

ma.zoom.us/j/92991331344  
 D.  Public may join the virtual meeting audio only by phone: (877) 853-5257 or (888) 

475-4499 (Toll Free) and enter Webinar ID:929 133 1344    
 E.  Public may comment through email: vpiccirilli@watertown-ma.gov  
 F.  Please Visit the City Council Website here: https://www.watertown-ma.gov/350/City-

Council  

 
 
1.  ROLL CALL 
2.  EXECUTIVE SESSION - 6:30 P.M. 
 Pursuant to G.L. c. 30A, §21(a)(3) to Discuss Strategy with Respect to Collective 

Bargaining as an Open Meeting May Have a Detrimental Effect on the City’s Bargaining 
Position and the Chair so Declares – Police Supervisors Union 

3.  RETURN TO SESSION – 7:00 P.M. 
4.  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
5.  PUBLIC FORUM 
6.  EXAMINATION OF RECORDS OF PREVIOUS MEETINGS 
 A.  Minutes from City Council Meeting June 13, 2023  
7.  PRESIDENT’S REPORT 
 A.  City Manager’s Evaluation Process   
8.  PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 A.  Public Hearing and vote on proposed Zoning Ordinance amendments for reducing the 

maximum Floor Area Ratio in the Central Business District.   
 B.  Public Hearing and vote on proposed Zoning Ordinance amendments to the transitions 

requirements between business, industrial or Special Zoning Districts and Residence 

http://vodwcatv.org/CablecastPublicSite/?channel=3
https://watertown-ma.zoom.us/j/92991331344
https://watertown-ma.zoom.us/j/92991331344
https://watertown-ma.zoom.us/j/92991331344
mailto:vpiccirilli@watertown-ma.gov
https://www.watertown-ma.gov/350/City-Council
https://www.watertown-ma.gov/350/City-Council


Districts and clarifying the Special Permit Granting Authority.   
 C.  Public Hearing and vote on a proposed Loan Order – Order that the sum of $300,000 is 

appropriated to pay costs of replacing lead pipes that connect service lines to water 
mains, including all costs incidental and related thereto; that to meet this appropriation, 
the Treasurer, with the approval of the City Manager, is authorized to borrow said amount 
under and pursuant to M.G.L. c.44, §7(1), or pursuant to any other enabling authority, 
and to issue bonds or notes of the City therefor; that the Treasurer, with the approval of 
the City Manager, is authorized to borrow all or a portion of such amount from the 
Massachusetts Water Resources Authority (the “Authority”) pursuant to the Authority’s 
lead service line replacement program and in connection therewith to enter into a loan 
agreement and/or financial assistance agreement with the Authority and otherwise to 
contract with the Authority with respect to such loan and for any grants or aid available 
for the project or for the financing thereof; and that the City Manager is authorized to 
accept and expend any grants or aid available for the project or for the financing thereof, 
provided that the amount of the authorized borrowing for the project shall be reduced by 
the amount of any such grants or aid received.   

9.  MOTIONS, ORDINANCES, ORDER, AND RESOLUTIONS 
 A.  Resolution Authorizing a Transfer of Funds in the Amount of $171,500 from Fiscal Year 

2024 City Council Reserve to the Fiscal Year 2024 Various Police Personnel Accounts in 
Order to Fund an Agreement with the Police Supervisors Union Covering the Period of 
July 1, 2023 through June 30, 2024.   

 B.  Resolution Authorizing a Transfer of Funds in the Amount of $500,000 From the Fiscal 
Year 2023 Planned Debt to the Fiscal Year 2023 Transfer to Acquisition of Land/Open 
Space Stabilization Fund.   

 C.  Resolution Authorizing a Transfer of Funds in the Amount of $1,500,000 From the Fiscal 
Year 2023 Various Departmental Accounts to the Fiscal Year 2023 Collective Bargaining 
Stabilization Fund.   

 D.  Resolution Authorizing a Transfer of Funds in the Amount of $55,000 From the Fiscal 
Year 2023 City Manager Full Time Salaries to the Fiscal Year 2023 City Attorney – 
Litigation/Legal Services Fund.   

 E.  Resolution Authorizing a Transfer of Funds in the Amount of $354,000 From the Fiscal 
Year 2023 Various Departmental Electricity and Gas Accounts to the Fiscal Year 2023 
ESCO Capital Stabilization Funds.  

 F.  Resolution Authorizing a Transfer of Funds in the Amount of $1,122,262 From the Fiscal 
Year 2023 Planed Debt Account to the Fiscal Year 2023 Capital Projects/City Fund.  

 G.  Resolution Authorizing Acceptance and Expenditure of Gifts of Funds in the Amount of 
$3,200 to the Watertown Cultural Council.  

10.  REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
 A.  Committee on State, Federal, and Regional Government regarding the appointment of a 

member to the Board of Election Commissioners - Nicole Gardner, Chair 
ACTION ITEM: 
To recommend that the City Council confirm Margie Apfelbaum for appointment to the 
Board of Election Commissioners for a term to expire on April 1, 2027.  

 B.  Committee on Economic Development & Planning regarding a report from the meeting 
held on July 5, 2023 - Lisa Feltner, Chair 
ACTION ITEM: 
To recommend that the City Council confirm Alexander Dale for appointment as a full 



member of the Zoning Board of Appeals for a term expiring February 15, 2027.  
ACTION ITEM: 
To recommend that the City Council confirm Rachel Sack for appointment to the 
Planning Board for a term expiring February 15, 2027. 
 
  

11.  NEW BUSINESS 
12.  COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE CITY MANAGER 
13.  REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION/REVIEW OF LIST OF PENDING MATTERS 
14.  ANNOUNCEMENTS 
15.  PUBLIC FORUM 
16.  RECESS OR ADJOURNMENT 

 

ELECTED OFFICIALS 

Mark S. Sideris,   
Council President 

Vincent J. Piccirilli, Jr., 
Vice President & 

District C Councilor 

John M. Airasian, 
Councilor At Large 

Caroline Bays, 
Councilor At Large 

John G. Gannon, 
Councilor At Large 

Anthony Palomba, 
Councilor At Large 

Nicole Gardner, 
District A Councilor 

Lisa J. Feltner, 
District B Councilor 

Emily Izzo, 
District D Councilor 

 




























































































































