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APPLICATION FOR SPECIAL PERMIT 

DOCUMENT 79, CCSP-21-12  

WATER STREET REDEVELOPMENT LLC. 

85 WATER STREET 

SEPTEMBER 28, 2021 

 

DOC.  79 – SUMMARY MINUTES OF A SPECIAL PERMT IN-PERSON AND HYBRID 

HEARING HELD ON SEPTEMER 28, 2021 FOR PETITION FROM WATER STREET 

REDEVELOPMENT LLC. CCSP-21-12 FOR REDEVELOPMENT OF PROPERTY AT 85 

WATER STREET CONSISTING OF 113 RENTAL UNITS ON 1.19 ACRES+ WITHIN THE 

WATERFRONT ZONING DISTRICT, SUB-ZONE D. 

 

SUBJECT:  Document 79 – Water Street Redevelopment LLC requests Special Permit, CCSP-21-12, 

for redevelopment of Property at 85 Water Street consisting of 113 rental units on 1.19 acres+.  This 

property is within the Waterfront Zoning District, Sub-Zone D.  

 

Present:    President Melinda Barrett, Councillor Colin LePage, Councillor Joseph Bevilacqua, Councillor 

John Michitson, Councillor Thomas Sullivan, Councillor Timothy Jordan, Councillor Michael 

McGonagle, Councillor Mary Ellen Daly O’Brien and Councillor William Macek.    

 

City Clerk Linda Koutoulas: Document 79 – Water Street Redevelopment LLC requests Special Permit, 

CCSP-21-12, for redevelopment of Property at 85 Water Street consisting of 113 rental units on 1.19 

acres+.  This property is within the Waterfront Zoning District, Sub-Zone D.  Comments from Planning 

Director, William Pillsbury, and City Departments are included. 

 

Council President Barrett opened the special permit hearing. 

 

Attending the hearing in person to give the presentation is John McCarthy, Minco Development Corp., 

North Andover, for the applicant.   

 

Mr. McCarthy:  Thank you for giving us the time tonight to present our proposal.  I was going to start out 

by making the site more identifiable for the audience and the listeners by identifying it as the previous 

location of Friends Landing nightclub and originally Captain Chris’ restaurant.   However, Tim Coco of 

WHAV, informed the entire public during his morning eblast on the internet. 

 

85 Water Street is a fallow site and one of the nicest and one of the last sites on the waterfront near the 

downtown commercial business district.  We are looking to develop it with 113 market rate apartments 

with underground parking and dedicated open space for public use in accordance with the waterfront 

overlay district.   
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We are requesting an exception for the 113 units where the current ordinance allows 83 based on the size 

of the site which is about 1.2 acres.  The development meets all the other requirements of the Zone D 

waterfront overlay district. 

 

The building itself will be set on the far westerly end of the site which will be located directly across from 

the Market Basket Central Plaza.  As such it won’t obstruct any of the river views any where east of 

Bethany Avenue and east where the Merrivista and other housing developments are.  It will actually open 

up the entire space for full view of the river.  The main entrance will be aligned with Bethany Avenue for 

a much safer intersection.  It will be an upscale development, fully elevated building, community rooms, 

patio overlooking the river to provide events for residents and socialize.   

 

What is central to this development, besides the open space, we are also going to renovate and build up 

the exiting city park that is there.  The river rest park next to the fire station.  The road leading into Wall 

Street bisects the park and there is no real way for the public to get down there other than to walk.  No 

longer a thru street, drive in and back out situation.  The only use of the street now if for the Fire Depart. 

for emergency river rescues. Fire Dept. said it’s very difficult to back out.  Part of our design is going to 

be to allow the fire dept and any emergency vehicle access to come in through our main entrance to the 

site.  We also discussed this with the Fire Dept., we are going to make a turnaround available for them.  

We feel that we will substantially improve the access to Wall Street for emergency purposes as part of the 

design. 

 

As far as the park itself, by relocating Wall Street, this will make a seamless park area from the point of 

which we develop on our site all the way to the Fire Station.  Very small area from west to east now will 

be one seamless space all the way across to the Fire Station.  The Park is not as inviting or vibrant as it 

was intended to be.  The hardscape has deteriorated, sorely under-utilized, damage by mother nature over 

15+ years.  Our plan is to totally refurbish the entire park including relocating Wall Street access so the 

park can be opened all the way across.  At the recommendation of the Mayor and Planning Director, we 

worked with our landscape designer, Michael Radner and city consultant to design the park and will 

restore existing lanterns along Wall Street.  As part of our development, we will include redevelopment of 

the city’s park.  We will be putting a financial investment into the city’s park as part of that, we would 

also like to assist in the maintenance of the park. Budgets only go so far. Trying to keep them up is 

difficult with budget constraints, we would like to contribute to the ongoing maintenance of the park. Our 

intent is to maintain the entire park not just our part of it. 

 

To close, this site has been approved in the past.  Most recently 5-6 years ago. We think that this project is 

far beneficial to the plan that was approved previously.  One is the unit mix which has been brought up on 

a couple occasions.  The previous development was 59 units compared to our 113.  However, 49 of those 

59 units were 2-bedrooms or larger.  We only have 14 2-bedroom units in this project. The remaining 99 

units are either 1-bedroom or studio.  So when you look at the overall project, we actually have one less 

bedroom in this plan than the one that was previously approved in this location.  As we all know, smaller 

apartments have less strain on city services; fewer residents per unit will have a much less effect on 
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schools and other city services. The smaller units will also provide river front housing opportunities for a 

demographic that typically can’t afford luxury river front housing feel.  We are going to bring different 

type of house living unit to people who can’t normally afford a larger river front unit in the area; 

improving access to Wall Street for emergency services; creating public parking to the park at least 4 

spaces on Water Street and additional parking on our site for daily use by the public.  With 113 units, 113 

residents with automobiles and property taxes overall we feel that we can contribute as much as $350K a 

year in tax revenue for the city.  In the end we feel that this will be a very impressive property for the 

gateway into the city from the east and with the new development being proposed downtown on 

Merrimack Street, think it would make a nice bookend to the development we hope to see on Merrimack 

Street in the future.   

 

We have our engineers, architects, and anyone else here who can give you more information on the plan 

itself if you would like. Greg Smith, architect, will come up and can give you more information. 

 

Gregory Smith, GSD Associates, LLC:  To reiterate some the things already stated.  A lot of time spent 

on this property -- the engineering impacts; it’s on the waterfront; flood plain issues; think we addressed a 

lot of the issues; moving the public access onto our property for a significantly larger development of the 

park; underneath two car garage will provide adequate parking to meet existing zoning requirements 

where every bedroom will have one space; parking for motorcycles and bicycles as well;  49 studios, 50 

1-bedroom, 14 2-bedroom units; raised patio on top of parking garage with access to residents; balconies 

for shading; landscape design and plantings which landscape architect can speak about. 

 

Michael Radner, Radner Design Associates:  Just wanted to show images of existing conditions of the 

park, landscape, park, hardscapes, nice shade trees, eroding walkways, stairs not up code, etc.  New 

design will be triple the size of the park with seating, amphitheater, accessible pads into the park, informal 

passive arrangements, secure space with visibility, preserve existing trees, all the pads coming into the 

park are handicap accessible, replace existing concrete paving with decorative concrete pavers, new 

planting and irrigated landscape, Minco is dedicating resources to maintain.  Will go to engineering 

issues. 

 

Scott Cameron, The Morin-Cameron Group:  Just wanted to highlight some of the constraints we are 

working with the property.  The limit of the property is a little over 53K square feet in size.  We did an 

extensive historical survey of the property going back to the late 1800’s to look at historic waterways, 

limits, historic shorelines and filed that with Mass DEP waterways and they approved our limit for the 

historic shoreline.  Most of the property is out of the historic shoreline which is important as we are 

looking to make sure that the building can be built and there aren’t going to be any issues.  Majority of the 

area is the park area. We are contending with the flood plain on the property and right through the middle 

is an existing storm water trunk line that has been there since the early 1900’s. There is also a gas main 

that runs through that area which we are not going to touch.   Very important working with Department 

Staff Heads that we are going to protect that and a sheet pile on either side of that easement to make sure 

they can get back in there for future maintenance since that’s a main storm water conveyance for this 
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area.  We have met with water, sewer, and fire.  Changes made from filing early July to today was from 

working with the Fire Dept. We revised the access down to Wall Street to accommodate the ladder truck 

which can get down but hard and dangerous to back out of.  The design of the driveway coming through 

the site now meets the standards for a subdivision road in Haverhill.  Important aspect for emergency 

vehicles to get down to that area.  As far as other technical issues, we will be working with the water and 

sewer departments and their staff on these connections. We have another phase of technical designs to do 

and later steps beyond here but at this time we aren’t aware of any major obstacles we don’t expect to 

engineer around. Thank you. 

 

John McCarthy:  That pretty much summarizes the entire project.  If you have any questions, we are more 

than happy to answer them. 

 

Council President Barrett asked if anyone wanted to speak in favor. 

 

Mike Harrington, 640 Boxford Road:  I’ve been up here in Haverhill for about 27 years now.  Many of 

those years I have seen this piece of property vacant.  I think we are very fortunate to have a good project 

before us for this piece of property and very concerned that if it doesn’t go through, we could be sitting 

here for another 15 years looking at a vacant piece of property.  Strongly believe that right now is the time 

to do a project there. I liked to see one there. Definitely with a lot of the studios and one-bedroom it’s not 

going to have a big impact on the city with the school systems. Being able to get housing for young adults 

is very difficult.  There is absolutely a shortage so if there is anything that we can do in the city of 

Haverhill to add to that is definitely needed.  So I want to stand here and hopefully get the council to vote 

in favor of this.  Thank you. 

 

Reginald King.  I live in Haverhill; I grew up in Haverhill and I was born in Haverhill.  I do remember 

when that bank was all a dirt bank at the time.  Having it built up from the seafood place and bar would be 

fine.  I just get discouraged when the people of Haverhill paying all these taxes don’t have a right to be on 

the front of the water.  Just because that one road is in front of the water doesn’t mean no one knows 

where to park like when we had the ruckus. Everyone was piled down to that one square. That one square 

is how you feel the public is, out of that whole street, that’s wrong. 

 

President Barrett: So, you’re speaking not in favor? In opposition?  

 

Mr. King: I like the park it should just be more open is what I’m getting at.  And since when is the park 

opened because every time I’ve gone by since I’ve been here it’s all blocked off. I didn’t even know it 

was an open park. What? Real close to the fire station? Does anyone have right to go down to the water? 

Is it only for kayaks, how many places are there here to put boats in the water? There is only one. We 

have to pay to put our boats in.  I like the building, but the park isn’t big enough for people that live in the 

city.  
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President Barrett responded to questions:  There is private property that is blocked off but the park has 

been available.  The park is the one closest to the Fire Station.  You have a right to go to the water using 

Wall Street.  Can launch your boats at the Yacht Club or Kazmiera.  

 

Councillor McGonagle calls for Point of Order.   Believe the gentleman says he is in favor, but this is not 

the venue or format to debate his other issues. 

 

Council President Barret asked if anyone would like to speak in opposition. 

 

Tim Carroll, 60 Russell Street, Union President Local 1011 Fire Fighters.  It’s not opposition or in favor 

it’s more indifference.  We came in front of the council two years ago with a staffing increase and in the 

last three years the council has approved, with this one tonight, would be almost 1,300 units in the city of 

Haverhill. With the Fire Fighters not seeing an increase in staffing to deal with these 1,300 units. That is 

setting us up for dangerous situations.  I whole heartedly want the city to grow and build, it’s good for the 

community, it’s good for us and the citizen’s that live here, I am a resident and a fire fighter.  But we have 

to protect our public safety which is taxed over and over to go to these buildings.  We have been to the 

Salvatore building 100 times since it has been opened so what are we going to be doing with the next 

door building and the other 1,200 units that have been approved. With the staffing we have we are going 

to get someone seriously hurt or killed at some point if we don’t start looking at how to make it so we 

approve these buildings we don’t get some kind of impact fee from these buildings coming in to get 

staffing for our fire and police.  We are the ones getting taxed, it may not be a burden on the schools 

because they are only single family but doesn’t mean they can’t have heart attacks, domestics, etc. all that 

stuff we have to deal with on a daily basis or a fire in a six-story wood structure.  I’m not saying don’t 

approve it, or do approve it, we are big fans of anything that gets built here.  But we also need to 

understand that we can’t do our job with what’s being approved without any staffing increase. I just 

wanted to remind the council when we had an opportunity that it is a major thing going on and we still 

haven’t had a staffing change when we came in front of the council two years ago and now we keep 

adding on to the units being built.  Thank you for your time and have a good night. 

 

Caller for opposition: 

Angelo Petrozzelli, 85 Brockton Ave.:  I am looking at the scheme that was presented tonight.  I really 

think that it should be rethought out.  I think 127-130 units on that road (corrected 113) plus it’s a barrier 

when you come down the hill and you will not see the river.  It’s almost like they should reverse the 

concept by putting the building further down the site and have the park more open between the two 

buildings.  That’s one reason.  Plus I think having the parking on the water side is not really too attractive. 

Are these condos or apartments? Barrett answered that they are apartments.  Even those won’t be very 

attractive, doesn’t look like a very attractive building. I think it needs a design review by members of the 

city before it goes any further because I don’t think it is conducive to anything except one long building 

that blocks the river and I think it should be reconsidered before you go ahead. I also feel the density is 

pretty dense. And having all one-bedroom and studios is not conducive to what we need in the city.  I’d 
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like to see something much more pleasant looking on the river side of that street.  Thank you for hearing 

me. 

 

Council President Barrett closed the hearing.  

 

Motion by Councillor McGonagle to move for passage and second by Councillor Macek. 
 

Councillor McGonagle:  I remember this project when Mr. Franzone brought it before us five or six years 

ago.  I liked the concept. I like this one even better because of the keeping the bedrooms the same and 

cutting the unit down to studio and one-bedroom units.  Saying for last two years how do we get growth 

without impacting our infrastructure or schools. This seems to be a way to try and help us do that. Mr. 

McCarthy what is the total amount of parking units?  Are there 113 parking units? 

 

McCarthy:  132 parking units, 5 visitors for 137 plus we have 20 motorcycle parking spaces as well. All 

but about 6 are in the parking garage. There is no exterior parking except for day parking. 

 

Councillor McGonagle:  I disagree with the caller. I think this is an attractive building. I love the concept.  

I’m inclined to support this based upon the affordability.  We have a lot of folks in our city that are by 

themselves that are looking for a safe place to live, quality, near the river, affordable rent, public 

transportation, shopping and near downtown.  

 

Councillor Macek:  I have a few questions. (1) What is the square footage for each unit?  (2) Parking is 

only in the building near the river front? (3) Is the residential building itself raised for water storage in 

case of a flood and is there any parking under the residential building? (4) The parking breakdown shows 

132 spaces plus 5 for visitors, is that all? There is only 5 visitor parking and the rest will be designated 

parking? Again, will there only be 5 visitor spaces?  The 4 spots on the street were for park access. (5) 

That is a state road so do you need approval to park on the street? (6) Can you explain if Wall Street will 

be blocked off, will it no longer be a car passage? (7) Is there any taking of the paved area that the Fire 

Dept. uses? Will your plan go closer to the fire station in the design of the park? (8) How about handicap 

parking spaces? (7)  Trash location and how are you handling trash? Will a large trash truck come in and 

take out refuse on a regular basis? Will it go into the parking area or is it on the side of the building? (8) 

What about snow removal? (9) If you are successful with approval, what is your expectation of time to 

start construction? 

 

Greg Smith: (1) The sizes are on the drawing if you have them.  The studios are 600 sq. ft., the one-

bedrooms are 700 sq. ft. and the two-bedrooms are approximately 1000 sq. ft. (2) The garage goes from 

along the river to the back of the building. (3) That area is designed per FEMA regulations for the flood 

water to come in naturally and flow out naturally.  The upper floor is completely out of the flood plain so 

two levels of parking. (4) What I have for the numbers is 131 automobile spaces, sorry the total spaces is 

153 that includes the motorcycles. When we did the number of spaces per bedroom we used 131 

automobiles for the bedrooms, so it’s a one automobile space per bedroom and motorcycles will be 
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additional to that. There is 4 right off the street there for park access, short term parking – is what we 

talked about.  Visitors could park in the garage or out front in the street. I don’t know the answers.   

 

Scott Cameron:  (5) It is a state route but it is locally maintained so we will be going through Public 

Works to allow for parking. (6) Existing condition the paved portions that swoop through the park is not 

in the Wall Street right of way it runs down along the fire station. We are relocating the driveway to the 

west through the new site driveway. We don’t have any plans for the dead end, discussion has come up 

with the Fire Department. We are proposing bollards to block access. (7) We are moving away from the 

fire station by about 70 feet (8) We are providing the required, one handicap spot within the nine 

proposed public spaces that meet the Mass Architectural Access Board, 4 on the street, 5 in the park area 

and one in the park area is handicap accessible. Six handicap spaces in the garage. (7) Trash is inside the 

building and will be brought out. 

 

Greg Smith:  (7) We have designed the waste area with a trash shoot to a compactor and the trash truck 

would pick up compacted trash outside the building not inside, a couple of times a week pick up. 

 

Scott Cameron:  (8) there are push areas for the snow to be stored but most of the parking is below the 

building  

 

Louis P. Minicucci: (9) Hard to say when we would be starting this project; still have to go through 

planning process approximately 3-4 months then working drawings are 5-6 months so expect to start 

within a year if all things went well.  Regarding comments about parking, I envision people walking to 

the park, there is a lot of walking opportunities. I don’t think there’s any real parking right now for the 

existing park so the nine spots will probably address most of the needs.  Interior handicap parking will be 

six in the garage and will have van parking of 8 ft 2in clearance in the garage.  Our intention right now is 

to be involved in the construction and to manage the property but that could change.  We are committed 

to the community and committed to use local attorneys, banks, and vendors. 

 

Councillor Sullivan:  Planning Director wants us to not approve 113 units, he wants to approve 83 units 

allowed under the waterfront zoning district and density requirements.  If we were to approve the 83 

units, would you still want to do this development or are you set on 113? 

 

John McCarthy:  In all practicality 83 units could be built, four duplexes could be built but whether or not 

there’d be enough revenue stream in the final product to support the development we want to do on the 

city property and redevelopment of the park and do all those other things.  The city park is off of our 

property.  Our responsibility, if we built 83 units, would add the park area to the west side only to the 

city’s land. Whereas we are proposing as part of this development to actually rehabilitate the city’s land 

as well so that it’s a seamless open space. 

 

Councillor Sullivan:  So, you are saying you won’t do the park if it was only 83 units? 
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John McCarthy:  I am saying it may not be financially feasible to do all that extra work if we can’t have 

the extra units to generate the extra revenue with the completed project. 

 

Councillor Sullivan:  We don’t often overrule what our Planning Director recommends we do so I 

imagine a motion is coming to whether we should reduce the number or not. 

 

John McCarthy:  May I add one other thing, if you from an overall view of the project if you took our site 

of the 1.2 and added to the amount of city space that we are actually rehabilitating as well as the added 

space is about .42 acres. It adds up to about 1.62 in its entirety and with the 7-8 units per acre it works out 

to 113 units. So, when you look at the amount of open space that will be rehabilitated and available for 

the city and the improvements for the park, that add of public parking that is not there now, we think that 

is a reasonable request. We think it is well supported by the addition work that we are going to do on 

behalf of the city and our continuing maintenance of it in the future. 

 

Councillor Sullivan motions to reduce the number of units to 83. 

 

Council President Barrett:  We have a motion already on the floor to pass as it is presented.  

 

Councillor Michitson:  I am also hopeful that we have a chance to do a redesign somewhere in the 

process. When I see the layout, I agree with Angelo Petrozzelli.  I think we are squishing a lot of 

residential units in there. I don’t like where the parking garage is. You have a very good reputation and I 

think you can go back to the drawing board and come up with something better.  I really do want to 

support the right proposal for this space.  It’s a lot better than the vacant property we have right now. I am 

definitely going to support the 83 units or if you are willing to chat about reducing the number right now. 

 

Louis P. Minicucci:  It is a little difficult. We did a financial model based on 113 units. With Covid, 

construction costs have accelerated by 20-30%. Many projects are becoming economically unfeasible.  

It’s an extremely expensive site to do work on. I feel in order to make this financially feasible; we’ve 

come up with this model that we know works in order to invest the kind of money that we are talking 

about investing in the park.  The park is going to be well in excess of 1 million dollars to build that park if 

we are lucky to build it.  The parking garage is another 3-4 million more than if we were able to surface 

parking, higher end materials on the exterior and efficient windows.  With new construction standards of 

today and to make it feasible you really need the density.  I guess I have to look at alternatives.  Redesign 

would mean back to planning board and they might have different opinions than we have.  I want to 

introduce Eric Loth he tends to run the financial models for the company. 

 

Eric Loth, North Andover:  I run the numbers for Minco. We invest the money because we are long term 

holders.  We take a lot of pride in what we do.  The cost of construction has gone up a lot, the cost of 

capital has gone up by 25 basis points. Our return objectives for ourselves and our investors is usually 7% 

on cost which is standard. On 113 units, it’s about 5%, on 83 units we end up with 3 to 3-1/2% on cost so 
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we can’t service the debt let alone make a profit so it does get to the point where we can’t put a shovel in 

the ground. We would love to build it but unfortunately, I don’t think we can at 83. 

 

Robert Lovie, Attorney:  I supplied a letter tonight on density.  In fairness, this isn’t a residential 

subdivision. This building as approved in 2015 is the same mass as previously approved.  It is still the 

same building we are just making the pieces smaller so it’s more manageable for the ultimate residence; 

still same number of bedrooms as approved in 2015; just how its packaged with studios and one-

bedrooms; going to give more opportunity to residents who can’t afford a smaller piece; if you’re trying 

to make housing more accessible this is the way to go. I can understand Mr. Pillsbury’s intellectual 

opposition that the Council has adopted the zoning, adopted a density requirement, we’ve given you the 

bonus opportunity for a beautiful park for the city.  But to make, as the financial people said, the numbers 

work the number of apartments in the building of 113 is still the same number people living there and the 

same number of bedrooms and it’s fully parked. I hope you consider the density waiver; you certainly 

have the power to do it and I’ve submitted my letter of what you would need to find, and I think this 

project merits it.  

   

Councillor Michitson:  Minco does have a very good reputation that should be considered however the 

conditions that we have in 2021 vs 2015 is much different in the city. We have approved a lot of housing 

units at risk in some cases.  That to me is very important I wouldn’t want to put the burden of having to 

expand the size of the Fire Dept. on your back. They made a very good point of what we need to consider 

of the that what the impact is to the Fire Dept. not sure why we haven’t. That is something that will end 

up on the agenda soon. Thank you for an honest response. 

 

Councillor Bevilacqua:  Thank you for your presentation. We were at that site yesterday.  I don’t know of 

anyone in the last decade that has been at that park.  The fact that someone wants to take a risk and 

expand opportunity for citizens is very positive. I am going to suggest is that we continue this hearing. 

The reason why is that there are some concerns that were raised by several City Departments and there 

were concerns that were raised by some City Councillors. I would ask that the Council consider 

continuing this hearing enabling Minco’s development team to go back to look at the project, listen to 

some of the concerns raised tonight, review some of the concerns by City Departments and see if there is 

an opportunity to make any modifications.  I would recommend rather than we vote on this tonight is we 

vote to table this and continue it to two months or so or whatever time is needed to review and reconsider.   

I would like to make a motion, I know there is a motion on the floor, that we continue this to two months 

 

Councillor McGonagle called for a Point of Order. The hearing is closed. 

 

Councillor Bevilacqua:  We can continue the vote and the discussion for two months. That would enable 

the City Council to perhaps see a revision or a modification or further explanation as to why it can’t be 

done. It also gives the developer further time to review the city department comments (comments by 

planning director, and some of the other city departments) I think that’s reasonable, I think it’s a 

reasonable approach.   
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Councillor Jordan:  Thank you for the presentation. I due concur that Minco does have a good reputation. 

I think it is not going to have an impact on the school system with only 14 two-bedrooms, which is a 

concern for me.  With what Mr. Carroll said makes a lot of sense to me and it’s a concern I’ve expressed 

prior to you coming here tonight. With all of the projects that we have approved over the past couple of 

years, his number of 1200, I don’t think that we currently have the infrastructure to support what we have 

in our city now.  The most recent census has our population is essentially 68K and in the last 20 years our 

Fire Department size has gone down. That’s a big concern to continue approving more and more units 

without the infrastructure to support it.  I also share the concern with Councillor Sullivan that our 

Economic Development Director is not recommending this. I certainly understand the financial advisor.  

The numbers have to work, or you won’t do the project.  We have to try and balance as City Councilors’ 

the best interest of the entire city as a whole. And for me I can’t vote in favor of it.  Partly, even with the 

83 number, is with a density bonus. You already got a density bonus to get to the 83. You’re asking us to 

go 30 over that.  For me without the infrastructure supporting, I can’t support this. 

 

Councillor Daly O’Brien:  What are you proposing for pricing on the different units? 

 

Eric Loth:  We wouldn’t be delivering the building for two or three years. 

 

Councillor Daly O’Brien:  So, this is the thing, there has been certain questions by the Councillors that 

have been given ambiguous answers. I am not really happy with that because you guys have such a great 

reputation, I really thought that you would have more of your ducks lined up and I am not feeling it. At 

least after seeing the comments made by Bill Pillsbury, you would have come back with a counter number 

that would work for you just to show that you are willing to work with us and I think that’s what bothers 

me more.  The fact that you don’t come up with a counter number to see if we can work this out, says 

volumes. Secondly, the fact that some of these questions that have been asked by fellow Councillors have 

received this well we don’t know, it’s going to depend, because we listen to these all the time and we get 

more definitive information and that’s what helps us make a decision. I don’t think I will be supporting 

what you are proposing.  

 

Eric Loth: The numbers that we use right now are $1350 for studio, $1750 for one-bedroom and $2250 

for two-bedroom.  The reason why it sounded like I was waffling is one because it’s a very irritative 

process for us if our costs go up, I also trend the rents at 3 percent annually, over the years the rents will 

change.  

 

Councillor Daly O’Brien:  You must be aware of all the other things we have approved as Councillor 

Jordan has pointed out.  We have a lot of things coming to the city that all have that build up.  Again, I’m 

just not that impressed with what you presented. 

 

Councillor Macek:  I can’t support this unless the special permit, at any number, that the park needs to be 

a condition of approval of the special permit. An agreement needs to be reached with the mayor for a 
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long-term design, approval and maintenance.  It needs to be agreed to that you are going to do what you 

stated in your proposal long term on that park.  I need to be sure that it’s a condition that needs to be 

approved before project can go forward as approved by this Council.  Secondly, I think because the 

hearing is closed, we may have to be careful on what we allowed back in for information because if it 

wasn’t asked tonight or discussed it may not be allowed.  We may have to ask our city solicitor. The 

hearing is over, and we are in Q&A right now.  I think your logic of cutting of the pizza that concerns me 

because if we cut 30 units off you can end up having 19 studios and have 44 two-bedrooms because it’s 

the same amount of square footage. I think that would be more damaging to the property than allowing 

smaller units to help a certain segment of the population to live there and enjoy the property.  I am leaning 

in that direction, and I think that is a logical explanation of usage.  I did second the motion so whoever 

made the motion, I would like to add to it. 

 

Councillor McGonagle:   I made the motion, but I would like to discuss this a little bit.  Mr. McCarthy 

had said they would do some shared maintenance to that park, and I would like to ask if you would accept 

the full maintenance of that park.  I would ask that to be a consideration and ask that question directly and 

put that as an amendment to the motion.  

 

Louis P. Minicucci:  We had always assumed that we would be maintaining the park.  We probably own 

about a third of the park. We feel it is in our best and the city’s best interest to maintain it. We are 

committed to doing that.  

 

Councillor McGonagle:  I would like to have that in my motion as part of the motion that you would 

accept the maintenance of the facility. 

 

Councillor Macek:  And also, the design and construction as presented. That’s why you need to have an 

agreement probably negotiated with the mayor. We can’t do that tonight that’s why I think it should be 

more of a condition that they have to come to terms with the mayor regarding that park. 

 

Louis P. Minicucci:  That is acceptable.  We worked with the mayor’s consultant on the park. When we 

first spoke to the mayor, that was his first condition to see his landscape consultant and work out what 

was best for the city. We are committed to doing that and maintaining the park. We will be making a 

contribution to the docks in front of the Fire Station to do some refurbishing of the docks. 

 

Councillor McGonagle:  I made the motion; I believe that this is a good project.  I hardly ever go against 

our Economic Director because he’s usually always right.  I just feel that this project merits the 

consideration.   

 

Councillor McGonagle amends motion to also include all the conditions of the city departments be 

included, second by Councillor Macek.  
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Councillor Bevilacqua:  When Councillor Macek was talking about the need for legal documentation to 

confirm the maintenance of the park but that’s another reason why I think that it is important for us to 

continue this discussion. I think all the items that were discussed tonight after the hearing was closed are 

subject to consideration when it comes back from a continuation they are well discussed and a matter of 

public record and gives the city departments and developer a chance to work together to try and address 

some of these issues. It’s clear the votes are not enough to pass this in my opinion. I think this project is 

worthy of discussion but no guarantee it’s going to be approved when it comes back but it gives the 

developer and the city department a chance to address the issues that were raised by the city departments 

and the council. I think it makes better sense for us to continue this for two months to give adequate time 

to address those issues. I’d like to see a vote taken to continue this for two months. 

 

Councillor McGonagle:  One more thing I would like to say about the fire fighters. I don’t think that we 

as a council should include that for any developer coming into our city.  I think that’s our struggle, I think 

that’s our issue and we need to solve it. We know how to solve it, that’s working to get the Mayor to 

approve these positions. I would be very carful of putting this on any developer because it’s not their 

responsibility in my opinion, it’s our responsibility. I appreciate what Mr. Carroll said tonight. Many of 

us have that same frustration. 

 

Councillor Macek:  I think that he is 100% right we need not get involved being part of any denial 

because then could be construed that we have created a moratorium because of that situation in which 

case we have to take immediate action to correct the deficiency that created the moratorium and it’s 

another legal matter that we don’t want to get involved with. I think we have to put that aside.  I 

appreciate what Mr. Carrol said to the council I think he’s right. However, what we are talking about right 

here is if there is 1200 units in the pipeline, we’re talking about 30 units. Not a real significant change if 

we permit any part of this project.  

 

Councillor LePage:  Are we able to continue this hearing? Or is that not the case? 

 

Council President Barrett:  I believe we can’t because we already closed the hearing. 

 

Councillor LePage: We don’t have the city solicitor to question? 

 

Council President Barrett:  No, but we can vote on it to continue it but I don’t know the legality of it.  I 

thought the hearing was closed.  

 

Councillor Bevilacqua: I didn’t ask to continue the hearing, I asked to continue the discussion which then 

would ultimately lead to a vote, I think we can do that. We will not reopen the hearing but simply 

continue this discussion. 

 

Councillor McGonagle:  If it’s appropriate, I will rescind my motion and make a motion to table the vote 

for two weeks, or postpone, or continue the discussion, whatever works and wording that fits. 
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Councillor Macek:  I will withdraw my second. 

 

Council President Barrett:  From what I am gathering, I don’t see an agreement.  They are not going to go 

down so just postpone to just torture them again? We don’t have a meeting on the 12th so it could be then. 

 

McGonagle:  I don’t want to torture them; I am just doing what a Councillor suggested. 

 

Councillor LePage:  I hadn’t commented before. You talk about affordability. We truly don’t have control 

on what rents will be. You can tell us what you suggest they’ll be. Unless we put in something   where we 

talk about affordable housing, we talk about inclusivity and things we’ve talked about for quite some time 

but haven’t enacted we don’t really have that measure. We had something come before us recently where 

they had to put that in effect. Things have happened and changed since 2015.  Infrastructure and public 

safety are things we are talking about. If we have a vote, I know how I will vote. 

 

Council President Barrett:  I too seldom go against our Economic Planning Director. I don’t believe this 

project is the right size for the location.  I do believe it blocks the view. I think they have issues with 

parking; I don’t believe you will get parking off the street. Although I appreciate your efforts, I too will 

not support this. 

 

Robert Lovie:  Having consulted with my client and continuing this for two months at this juncture, I 

know that’s not what you usually have developers ask to do but we respectfully request that if you could 

continue this for two months. Not so much, there are no department comments contrary to this in Mr. 

Pillsbury’s letter if you read it closely, he is very complimentary about everything he just can’t bring 

himself to recommend the density bonus, but I think if we were given the additional time, we might be 

able to work out the kinks about the park and that would be our request to continue for two months. 

 

Councillor Bevilacqua motions to continue this for two months to November 30, 2021, second by 

Councillor LePage. 

 

Councillor Michitson: I do support the motion to continue this for two months. 

 

Councillor Daly O’Brien: I agree with Councillor Michitson. 

 

Madam Clerk please call the roll   

 

City Clerk Koutoulas:  Councillor LePage-yes, Councillor Bevilacqua-yes, Councillor Michitson-yes, 

Councillor Sullivan-no, Councillor Jordan-yes, Councillor McGonagle-yes, Councillor Daly O’Brien-yes, 

Councillor Macek-yes, President Barrett-no, 7 Yeas, 2 Nays        

   

 



 

Page 14 of 15 
 

 

President Barrett: PASSED CONTINUED TO NOVEMBER 30, 2021  

  

 

Respectfully submitted, 

  

 

 

Laurie A. Brown        October 8, 2021 

Administrative Assistant 

Haverhill City Council  
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APPLICATION FOR SPECIAL PERMIT 

DOCUMENT 79, CCSP-21-12  

WATER STREET REDEVELOPMENT LLC. 

85 WATER STREET 

NOVEMBER 30, 2021 

 

 

Document 79: Attorneys Johnson and Borenstein submit Special Permit, CCSP 21-12 for Water Street 

Redevelopment LLC for redevelopment of property at 85 Water St. consisting of 113 rental units on 1.19 

acres. This property is within the Waterfront Zoning District, Sub-Zone D. 

 

Hearing closed September 28, 2021 with motion to continue discussion and vote only to November 30, 

2021. 

 

Related communication from Attorney Robert W. Lavoie for applicant requesting to withdraw this 

Special Permit application without prejudice and if at this meeting the request is denied they request to 

continue the matter until the Council’s December 28, 2021 meeting, so that they can appear and address 

any remaining concerns on being allowed to withdraw this Application without prejudice.  

 

Councillor Sullivan motions to approve the withdrawal without prejudice, second by Councillor 

Bevilacqua. 

 

Madam Clerk please call the roll.   

 

City Clerk Koutoulas:  Councillor LePage-yes, Councillor Bevilacqua-yes, Councillor Michitson-yes, 

Councillor Sullivan-yes, Councillor Jordan-yes, Councillor Daly O’Brien-yes, Councillor Macek-yes, 

President Barrett-yes, 8 Yeas, 0 Nays, 1 Absent (Councillor McGonagle)     

    

President Barrett:  PASSED WITHOUT PREJUDICE  

 

Respectfully submitted, 

  

 

 

Laurie A. Brown        December 10, 2021 

Administrative Assistant 

Haverhill City Council 


