
MINUTES OF A CITY COUNCIL SPECIAL PERMIT HEARING HELD ON NOVEMBER 14, 2017, 

DOC.106, PETITION FROM ATTORNEY MICHAEL MIGLIORI FOR APPLICANT COMMON 

GROUND DEVELOPMENT AND OWNER STOREHOUSE PROPERTIES LLC, REQUESTING 

SPECIAL PERMIT TO BUILD 25 WORKFORCE RENTAL UNITS AT 108 HARRISON ST, MAP 306, 

BLOCK 77, LOT 14 – 13 OF THE UNITS WILL BE LOCATED IN THE SAINT GREGORY’S a/k/a/  

ST. JAMES SCHOOL BUILDING AND 12 UNITS WILL BE LOCATED IN THE NEW CONSTRUCTION 

BUILDING. 

 

 

SUBJECT: Doc. #106, Petition from Attorney Michael Migliori for applicant Common Ground 

Development and owner Storehouse Properties LLC requesting Special Permit to build 25 workforce 

rental units at 108 Harrison Street – 13 of the units will be located in the St. Gregory’s a/k/a St. James 

School building and 12 units will be located in the new construction building.   

 

Present: City Council President John Michitson, Vice-President Melinda Barrett, Councillor Andres 

Vargas, Councillor Michael McGonagle, Councillor Joseph Bevilacqua, Councillor Colin LePage, 

Councillor Mary Ellen Daly O'Brien, Councillor William Macek and Councillor Thomas Sullivan.  

 

City Clerk Linda Koutoulas:  Doc. #106, Petition from Attorney Michael Migliori for applicant Common 

Ground Development and owner Storehouse Properties LLC requesting Special Permit to build 25 

workforce rental units at 108 Harrison Street – 13 of the units will be located in the St. Gregory’s a/k/a St. 

James School building and 12 units will be located in the new construction building.   

Favorable recommendation with conditions from Planning Board and Planning Director. 

 

President Michitson: Councillor Macek. 

 

Councillor Macek: Mr. President I have a conflict due to representation of the seller on this item. I am 

going leave the chamber until it’s over. 

 

President Michitson: Thank you very much Councillor. I now open the hearing. 

 

Good evening President Michitson and members of the City Council. My name is Michael Migliori, my 

offices are located at 18 Essex Street in Haverhill. I am representing the applicant Common Ground with 

request to its request for a special permit for the property at 108 Harrison Street, site of the former St. 

James Elementary School. I am guessing that perhaps more than 1 or you have actually attended that 

school. The project consists of creating 24 workforce apartments at the site, 13 in the existing building 

along with a new building which would house 12 apartments. We have received approval from the Board 

of Appeals. We were before the Planning Board last month. You have their favorable recommendation. 

Here with me this evening, Mr. Steven Joncas from Common Ground, Bill Lipschitz, who is the director 

of real estate for Common Ground, Brian Milisci from Whitman and Bingham, the project engineer. 

Unfortunately, our project architect, Mr. Wilcox had a sick child emergency tonight. He’s not here. You 

do have all the architectural renderings. If you do have specific questions, I think the rest of us can 

attempt to answer those questions. Another player in this group is Peabody Properties who I think many 

of you are familiar with because of the projects they are involved in throughout the city, will be managing 

the property on behalf of the owner. Couple things before I turn the hearing over to these folks, I would 

like to mention a couple of things that are impacting the project. First thing deals with the pending income 

tax code revision before Congress which I think all of you have at least heard about if not familiar with 

what’s going on with the details. That pending legislation in both Houses of Congress does away with 

historic tax credits which will not only impact this project and that will most likely need to look at other 

sources of funding for the project to make it work. But it’s also going to impact the viability of I think 

future projects in Haverhill which has many historical properties. Overall, I think, in an editorial note, I 

think it’s a bad thing that’s going to happen and will impact Haverhill negatively. The other matter deals 
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with the proposed change to the project itself based upon input during the permitting process. The new 

building structure has been reconfigured. Originally in the plans you were given, the new building was 

going to be comprised of 12 two bedroom units. That’s now been reconfigured that it’s 6 two bedrooms 

and 6 studios. This revision I know addresses some of the density concerns we’ve heard over the past few 

months. Hopefully, the Council will be in agreement with that change as well. At this point, I think I will 

turn it over to Steven, Brian and then we can circle back with any questions you may have. Thank you. 

 

Mr. President and members of the City Council, my name is Steven Joncas. I’m involved with Common 

Ground Development Corp. Our address is 155 Merrimack Street in Lowell. We appreciate the 

opportunity to present this proposal to you this evening. First I’d like to tell you a little bit about Common 

Ground Development Corp. We are a small non-profit entity. Our mission is to work with communities to 

help them achieve their goals for housing development and neighborhood revitalization. We have 

approximately 160 units in our portfolio. Many of those are smaller projects, projects that are within this 

size characteristic in terms of 25 units. Private developers usually won’t do a project this size. In fact I 

know that many won’t look at a development unless it’s 125 units and over. Part of the reason for that is 

the economics of smaller rental deals. One of the projects that we’ve completed is a 15 unit project in 

Westford that was done something called the Suburban Rental Pilot Program. The trouble we’ve had with 

that since 2005 is that one vacancy for an extended period of time put that project in the red. All of you 

who have ever borrowed many from a bank on a rental property know that banks require that you achieve 

a certain debt service coverage. That is your income after expenses has to be above the amount of debt 

service payments that you have. In this project, we are using a federal tax credit program in addition to 

historic credits. Those investors also expect us to achieve certain economic standards. This project 

involves, at this point, the investment of approximately $8.6million dollars in a building that has been 

long vacant. We know that other non-profit organizations have looked at this opportunity and have 

decided not to proceed. That either makes us smarter than other non-profits or more courageous or not so 

smart, I am not sure which. We are very excited about this project. We think that it really will add to the 

quality the neighborhood. I know people have mentioned concerns at the Planning Board meeting about 

density. Again, I want to emphasize the reason for the 25 units is the economics of the project like this. 

Managing the financing from multiple sources both debt and equity and sources from DHCD involves 

significant pre-development expense. Developing a historic building and preserving it to historic features 

involves a cost above what you would see for normal construction. That’s why we are at almost 

$8.7million in total project costs at this stage for 25 units. That’s almost $400,000 a unit. That’s why the 

historic tax credits and housing incoming tax credits from the federal government as well as the state, 

historic credits are so important to this deal. We are kind of under a time crunch the way the legislation is 

being proposed now in Washington. We may have to look at a closing no later than the end of this 

calendar year. We are working with the property and casualty insurance group to secure acquisition 

financing in order to meet that 12/31 timeframe. The other timeframe that we are faced with is DHCD’s 

funding round. They have one funding round a year now. Once upon a time they had two. The reason they 

have one is because there is so much pressure on limited resources, meaning there’s lots of demand for 

allocation of the tax credits and the other sources that they have available to them. Their pre-application 

timeframe is November 30th of this month. You must get past the pre-application phase in order to be 

invited to submit what they call their one-stop application in February.  Site control and permitting are 

and in this case, our part 2 application to the National Park Service which was just recently approved, are 

all critical to receiving their approval for us proceeding to that application phase in February. Between 

now and November 30th and now and year end, we have an awful lot of work to do. But having permits in 

hand is essential by that November 30th date. If we don’t have those permits in hand then we would have 

to be put off until the next round. The next round if tax reform passes, makes this project infeasible 

economically. We think the investment that we are talking about, the almost $9million will result in an 

improvement to the neighborhood. We think that it will provide much needed housing for those we would 

consider part of the workforce. The income level for example for those who would be qualified for a one 

bedroom would be $36,840, for a two person unit it would be $42,000. For a family of three $47,340 and 
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for a family of four $52,560. You can tell at $52,000 people are working. It could in many cases be two 

people in the family working. This is clearly workforce housing. The rents are pegged at 60% of the area 

median and those rents for a studio, less utility allowance would be $921. For the one bedroom $986 and 

for a two $1188 and the three bedroom $1367. Those rents are really equivalent to the market rate rents in 

that neighborhood. If you went to rent a unit in a two family, for example, we think you would be paying 

that amount. Again, this neighborhood is serving a workforce. We think that converting that long vacant 

building, which was once used as warehouse space and adding the building which was once there, a 

convent, previously had been used to store vacant dumpsters will be an addition to that neighborhood. 

Just to emphasize, others have looked at it and they’ve decided not to proceed with it.  We’re hoping to 

continue to work with the city administration who has been extremely helpful to us in supporting this 

project, something that we very much appreciate. We know that there are other questions about the 

number of parking spaces. We think that the reduction in the bedroom sizes will help ameliorate concerns 

about on-site parking. The zoning code, correct me if I am wrong, requires 1.5 spaces per unit. We are 

one parking space short of that. We are like 1.46 per unit. We will be mandating our property 

management firm to work closely with the tenants to make sure that snow removal doesn’t affect off-

street parking used by the neighbors and other impacts this project may have on the quality of life will be 

positive as opposed to negative. Brian, if you’d like, perhaps you could just go thru the site plan if that 

would be of interest. I apologize, along with Michael, for our architect not being available but we are 

happy to answer any questions that you might have. 

 

Good evening Mr. President, my name is Brian Milisci with Whitman and Bingham Associates. We are 

the project’s civil engineer. We are out of Leominster, Massachusetts. What I did is I threw up on the 

easel just a very crudely colored copy of the site plan that was hopefully included in your package. I will 

be brief. Just wanted to let the Council know I am here as part of the project team just to answer any 

questions that you may have on the site layout itself. On the drawing, to the right side of the drawing, on 

the light colored building is the existing school building which will house 13 units. The dark colored 

square along the bottom part 

 

President Michitson: Excuse me just a moment. Is there any way we could tilt this so that the residents in 

the neighborhood? 

 

Brian Milisci: Just to reiterate, to the right side, the lightly colored building is the existing school building 

which will house 13 units. The dark colored square on the plan is where the new building will go and that 

will house the 12 units. Again, it was reiterated that the 12 new units in the new building are going to be 6 

two bedroom and 6 studio. As Steve mentioned, the parking count for the City of Haverhill zoning code 

requires 1.5 spaces per unit. If you do the math, we need 37 spaces. We show 36 with a couple of 

handicapped. The new building is jockeyed to the front on Harrison Avenue.  We are about basically one 

foot off the actual property line of the right of way line. Again, that was presented to the Haverhill zoning 

board and approved. That variance was approved. The area is serviced by municipal sewer. It is serviced 

by municipal water. One of the improvements that we are undertaking is the actual sanitary sewer in the 

area, it what they call a CSO or a combined sewer overflow, which in the old days used to take a lot of 

stormwater, which put stormwater down to the treatment plant. What we are going to do with stormwater 

is we are going to separate that and put that underground infiltration chambers. This is the technology that 

is up and coming. You have probably seen this quite a bit. We do have off site circulation when we come 

in and be able to go around the buildings and come back out onto Harrison Avenue. There will be no 

egresses out onto Lancaster Ave. which is again to the right side of the building. I know I was very brief. I 

tried to keep it that way but I will be here to answer any questions on the layout. 

 

President Michitson: After the hearing there will be questions from the City Council. 

 



 4 

Attorney Migliori: I think at this point that pretty much concludes our presentation but for questions you 

or any of the neighbors have. We will at this point defer. I don’t know if Mr. Pillsbury or Mr. Herlihy are 

ready to go. Thank you very much. 

 

President Michitson: Thank you very much. Is there anyone else who would like to speak in favor? 

Anybody else who would like to speak in favor? Is there anyone opposed that would like to speak? Do 

you have a spokesperson? We could give more time to the spokesperson and then 3 minutes for each 

person after that. 

 

Michael Schroth from 20 York Street. A nice presentation for this project. Maybe a little condensed but in 

the right place, this could work well. I just would like to say I believe this is going to ruin our 

neighborhood. Dear City Councilors, the proposed workforce housing project for the old St. James 

School, I think it’s a bad deal for our city. 25 units, of course, we have reduced the units, with an extra 

building in the parking lot that’s what really bothers me.  It just is putting too many people there, it’s just 

too many people shoe horned onto an end of the street where there is a lack of parking and snow removal 

already. It is a very narrow street. The street has a very dense area on the other side of the street of this 

church. Those houses are within a few feet of each other. That puts people out on the street. Now, I think 

this is a good neighborhood. I love the community garden there. What I’d like to see Haverhill is put 

places in where people want to live. I’d like to see trees. I see this place here we are paved all over the 

place. I am going to deviate. I go over to Bradford, I had a former tenant who moved over to the school 

over there. It’s turned into condominiums. He didn’t pay too much. He bought it during a low spot in the 

market and he worked on it, fixed it up. Those are very nice. It’s not a big school on Salem Street. Many 

of you might have seen it over there. They are nice condominiums. They’ve got space for people. I 

believe this project could be a showcase. I just think, and I don’t buy it. Yes, it’s had 50 years of not 

being developed. But the right person, there is interest. I see it advertised for $700,000. Maybe that’s 

because they know they can get government in there to do this. Maybe the market doesn’t say it’s worth 

$700,000 and it’s worth less for a private developer to do it. I think this project belongs somewhere else 

we are shoe horning people in. Thank you for listening to me and appreciate your consideration of this. 

 

President Michitson: Thank you very much. Is there anyone else that is opposed that would like to speak? 

 

My name is Maria Dimakis, I live in Taunton, Mass. but I do have a residence on the corner of Lancaster 

and Harrison where my sister still resides. For the first 25 years of my life I’ve lived there. My sister still 

lives there. My aunt lives at the end of Harrison Street right on the Lancaster side. I am for everybody 

trying to make it nicer. It’s better for the community. I understand, but putting a second building for the 

extra 12 units I just think it’s too much stress for the neighborhood. You can’t even go down the street 

right now as it is without pulling over so another can pass by. I avoid Harrison Street when I go down 

there and I come the Lancaster Street side. Everybody is on the street and the winter comes and 

everybody is on the other side. It is very difficult in general for anyone to even plow the street. It’s not an 

easy street to come up and down. 12 units I am all for. I have no opposition to that. I think the parking lot 

in the back would support the 12/13 units that they have. When you add the other 12 units whether it’s a 

studio or 6 two bedrooms or three bedrooms it’s just too much stress on the neighborhood. Right now, 

you say 1.5 spaces per unit, but where are the visitor spaces? Everybody comes to visit. There’s going to 

be probably 2 cars per unit. I average it out to about 1.5 but is there any visitor spaces are going to be part 

of that which I am going to guess no because you are already shy one.  You cannot control the parking 

that is going to happen on the street. Everybody is going to park on the street. Everybody who owns a 

house on that street already parks in front of their house. Now they are going to come home after other 

people have parked there. They are going to take their spots. Now the people who have lived there over 

40 years where are they going to park? Are they going to Primrose Street because you can’t park on 

Primrose Street? You going to park down the street on Hale Street? My sister is not going to walk that far. 

I think we are all for trying to make it a better place but as for the stress on the neighborhood and for the 
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people who have lived there for years, I just think it’s too much. I just want to know from these 

gentlemen, what is the benefits to the neighborhood? 

 

President Michitson: We are going to have a rebuttal. 

 

Maria Dimakis: My questions would be, what are the benefits to the neighborhood? They say is benefits 

to it. I think the 13 units with the spaces and putting some trees and making it nice, I think you are going 

to be shoving everybody in that area.   

 

Thomas McNeil, I live at 31 Lewis Street. I’ve got a couple of questions. They said something about 

snow. The runoff, if the snow is not taken off the property, it’s kind of like a wash out for Lewis Street. 

We all live on a slanted hill over there. There’s a lot of runoff now. Some of my property is washing away 

just from natural rain. I am concerned about the snow and I’m also concerned about the parking issues. 

Any given day you can come down Harrison Street and if you start at Dunkin Donuts, cause I come down 

that street every day. My street is one sided parking. Lewis Street is one side. I come down Harrison, go 

down Lancaster and come up so I can park on the right side of the road. Every time you come down 

Harrison Street it’s a good 4/5 minute drive down Harrison Street and that’s less than ¼ of a mile. It’s the 

parking issues and all the traffic, like she said. The traffic that’s going to come, the visitors. It’s just a lot 

of concern about the parking and traffic it’s going to bring. I live in a business area where there’s 18 

wheelers that come down my street that have to back all the way back out to Winter Street to get out of 

there. There’s a plumbing place on my street. There’s all kind of traffic in the morning coming in and out 

of there. The people who are going to be buying these or renting them or anything, if they’ve got kids, it’s 

not a good place to be bring up more kids. There’s nothing in that neighborhood for them to play. 

Nowhere unless they go down to St. James school. There’s nothing there for kids. It’s the extra building 

too. If they did just that brick building, that would slow it down some. 

Thank you. 

 

President Michitson: Thank you very much. Is there anyone else that would like to speak? 

 

Reggie King, 33 Lewis Street. I’ve lived on Lewis Street for 20 years now. Between Lewis Street, Harris 

Street, these streets are used as race track streets at night. The kids playing on Lewis Street and Harrison 

and Charles and Lancaster because of the little hills. There’s so much congestion around there we do not 

need any more people. The school is real nice to have apartments. I have over 66 people here against the 

second building that live on Lewis Street, Charles, Harrison and Lancaster. We all oppose against the 

second building. If you live in that neighborhood and hear it at night, you would know what goes on 

around that neighborhood. If you don’t live there, I don’t see how anybody else can say it’s okay to put 

this there. People that live on Primrose Street understand the same situation, there’s no parking. As it is 

now, if you fit one car down you are lucky to fit one car. That’s how it’s plowed. Then you have to dig it 

out so much and if somebody digs it out for themselves someone else is going to steal it. That’s how it 

goes all the time on both streets. Have a fire truck go down there, they wouldn’t make it besides cutting 

the cars and everything to get down there. There’s no way to help people out fast enough without being 

out on Primrose Street first to get to those people in that building. Eventually some time or another, they 

will not own the building. Haverhill will own the building. Then we are stuck with the same thing again 

where it is to be abandoned and who’s paying for it? I think one building is better than it is to have two 

buildings. The one building is better because kids have a place to play. They are off the street. There’s 

place for parking. Also a place for parking if snow is not removed, there’s a place for snow. On the back 

end of this property is other people’s houses and it goes in their back yard. Even though they say the 

water is going certain places, who knows? But who likes to have car lights to be shining in your bedroom 

window because the cars are higher than the building where you live in? On the backend of the building 

you have an alleyway. This is not a closed in area. People are going to come and go come and go. They 

will use the backend of the school as an in and out exit all the time. So who’s coming in, who’s coming 
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out? Who’s watching the property? It’s not going to be safe for kids anymore. We are working as it is to 

be safe in that neighborhood. The community garden is the best thing we have already. The kids go 

around. They even know me and I don’t even know half of them. It’s too much. The one building is fine. 

Thank you. (Hands petition to City Clerk.) 

 

President Michitson: Thank you very much. Is there anyone else that would like to speak that is against 

the project? 

 

Good evening, my name is Lloyd Jennings, I live at 6 Lancaster Street. I feel a little weird being up here 

because I’m usually in front of boards myself. I am a builder so I am usually asking for permission to 

build. The project is a great project. It’s a great building. My driveway is directly across the street from 

the building. I live on Lancaster but my driveway is on Harrison Street side. I plow that neighborhood 

myself. I plow for the city but I plow that street because that street is so tight in the wintertime for snow 

that you couldn’t get a fire truck down there if I didn’t plow it. You wouldn’t be able to do it. There’s 

such a problem over there. I have been shot at plowing in that neighborhood. And that’s a fact. The guy 

got arrested, was convicted for it, shooting out of his window at me for plowing because of the snow in 

that neighborhood. It is bad there in the wintertime. That’s just a proven fact that there’s no room to put 

25 more residents in that neighborhood. The brick building, it’s a beautiful building. If they did 

something with that, I offered to buy it even. I said I’ll buy it, I'll do something with it. But obviously, 

like he said, economically what he is asking for the building you can’t put what should be there. The only 

way you could do it is to put 25 units. You are surrounded by single family houses. Abutted to that 

property is all single families. You got one 3 family and one 4 family like two houses down. That’s it. 

They are all single families. They are saying stuff about the tax. It will be bad if this tax things happen. 

But what about our value? This does not bring the value of our property up. Every project I have ever 

done in the city, I’ve looked at the neighbors and said alright, does this help the neighbors? Does it bring 

their values up? It has. Never have I ever gone in front any board and said I want to put this here and it’s 

going to screw the neighbors over. Never. I’ve torn down burnt out 4 unit buildings and put single 

families there. Because that’s what fit. This doesn’t fit. 25 units just doesn’t fit. If you’ve been down that 

street and you see how narrow it is and you see the cars parked on both sides, 2 cars can’t drive down that 

street. You have to pull over to be able to let the other car go by. They use Harrison Street as a cutoff so 

they don’t have to sit in traffic to cut down Primrose Street. From Dunkin Donuts you get cars all day 

long that run down that street to cut up Lancaster to save the time sitting at Primrose Street waiting at 

Primrose Street. There’s already a lot of traffic in that neighborhood as it is. I feel weird being here. It’s 

very against me to be against building because I am all for building. But I am also for something that 

works and something that fits. I live there. I’ve grown up there my whole entire life. I could live in 

Riverside, I could live in Bradford if I choose. I choose not to cause that’s where I grew up and I stay 

there. If this gets approved, my house will be on the market tomorrow. I will not stay there because it will 

bring out values down. Anybody that thinks that putting 25 units across the single from your single family 

is going to bring your values up, is wrong. It’s just not. I’ve been in real estate. I buy and sell stuff. That’s 

not the truth. It’s not going bring our values up. I will guarantee it will bring our values down from 

$25,000 to $75,000 depending on what type of house you got. I just don’t think it’s the proper place. I 

would love to see them do something with the brick building. But putting 12 more units and I understand 

the facts that it’s only way they can make the numbers work. I get that but does that mean you punish the 

neighbors to let them make their numbers work? It’s not right to us that have been there. Some  people 

have been there 40 plus years. It’s not right to her for her value of her house to go down to let them boost 

up their value to get their building. It’s not right. I just think it’s wrong. That’s the only reason why I am 

here because normally, I would never be against something like this. They need to dense it down. Maybe 

put couple of duplexes there in the empty lot to bring their value up a little bit. That would work. Now 

you’ve got single family people that are going to buy and live there and do something and take care of 

their property. Not 25 rentals that are going to be low income rentals. 

Thank you. 
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President Michitson: Thank you very much for your input. Is there anyone else who is opposed that 

would like to speak? Anybody else? Now, what we will do is have a rebuttal. Attorney Migliori there 

were several questions that were asked. Remember that the City Council will also have questions after the 

hearing. 

 

Attorney Migliori: I think it is clear that the overwhelming concern of the neighbors is the density. That 

came thru loud and clear. It came thru at the Board of Appeals. It came thru at the Planning Board. We 

have heard it. Steve talked a little bit to the economics of the project and why there is no more wiggle 

room to address the density issue. We’ve done the best we could do with the new building being 

reconfigured from 12 two bedrooms to 6 two bedrooms and 6 studios. We think that’s going to have a 

positive impact on that density issue. The neighborhood it’s in is is a densely lived in neighborhood. We 

are creating urban housing here. We are not creating rural housing. You have to understand that fact. This 

sort of density is in the area now. It’s in the downtown area. We are not far from the downtown area. With 

respect to valuations, I have to strongly disagree with Mr. Jennings on that. To a lesser degree, I think the 

Council may be familiar with the project I had a couple of years ago I had close to this one. On the corner 

of Harrison and Primrose, kitty corner to the St. James church. The new condominiums that are there 

now, that project was similar amount of push back on density issues. Those units are all owner occupied. 

There aren’t any problems. People who live in close proximity to that project have seen their property 

values go up. I think it’s going to be the same thing here.  What we have here, currently a site that’s been 

used for storage. The building is in not so good shape. Hopefully, it’ll last long enough to be rehabilitated. 

I think ultimately, this site will continue to sit there unless this project is approved. Steve, do you want to 

talk a little more about the economics vs. density? 

 

Steve Joncas: Comments were made about the purchase price of the property effecting the need for 25 

units. Certainly, a purchase price goes to the formula for what the rents would need to be in the end. But 

it’s only the single biggest factor. I think everyone is aware that right now the construction industry is 

very busy. We’ve seen that after the great recession a number of sub-contractors went out of business and 

they haven’t really come back into business. As a result we’ve seen costs for construction increase 

dramatically. It’s not $150 a foot to build these things anymore. It’s closer to $200 a foot. Especially 

when you are looking at the rehabilitation of an existing school in compliance with the US Secretary of 

the Interior Standards for historic preservation. The question of density, again goes to, how many units do 

we need in order to convince the lenders and the investors that this project is economically viable. I wish 

we could do just the school building. From my perspective, I understand the concerns. If we just did the 

school building it would provide for more open space, more parking, whatever it is people desire to see at 

that location. But we can’t do that. We know that’s not economically viable and if the desire is that this 

project should be stopped in order to just the school building, it’s not going to be us who does it. I don’t 

know who will. I could guess, people might find this credible or they may not, but I could guess that 

building will remain an attractive nuisance for a long period of time. Because again, the purchase price is 

only one factor. We know that today interest rates are at near historic lows, in addition to construction 

costs, that’s the other factor that weighs on the economic viability of a project. Interest rates are going to 

go up. The 10 year isn’t going to stay at 2.37 forever. When interest rates go up, that effects what rents 

will be. It effects what the economic viability of a project will be. If the building is there for another 2 

years, 3 years, that’s going to have an effect on whether or not someone else can step in and undertake a 

project that everyone would like to see, which is just do the school building. Attractive nuisance is a 

serious concern. Someone mentioned that there a number of younger adults who now cut thru the 

property and the rest of it. There’s not much keeping them from actually getting into the property. 

Fortunately, no one has entered into the property to commit vandalism. No one has lit the place on fire. 

These things are real serious concerns and the neighborhood that is as dense as this one, fire isn’t going to 

do anyone any good. Someone mentioned the idea of glare from the parking. We did have an abutter 

attend the Planning Board meeting. We spoke to them about the fencing that would exist. Brian can go 
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into more detail about that in order to shield the abutting properties on the street behind us from headlight 

glare. Any lighting on the building itself will be pointed downward so that it only lights the sidewalks and 

parking areas and it doesn’t spill over into adjoining properties. Someone else mentioned snow melt and 

runoff. The engineers are tasked with making sure that the runoff that takes places on that site is 

accommodated by the Caltex systems that we’d be installing underneath the parking areas. Those work. 

It’s a technology that works. It’s a situation that will, despite the fact that we’d be doing paving, would 

improve the situation over what exists now I dare say. The traffic concerns, the width of the street and 

whether or not the snow removal will be more of a challenge because of our units. We’ve already 

discussed the snow removal issue with our property manager. So whoever it is that we contract with, if 

there isn’t sufficient storage on site for snow, that snow will be carted off-site. That’s a commitment that 

we’ve made. You can make that a condition of the approval if you’d like in order to make sure it’s put in 

place. It’s a tough decision. Everyone is sort of between a rock and a hard place. I am not saying the 

abutters and neighbors don’t have a right to voice their concerns about this project but someone has to 

make a decision about whether or not we leave things as they are or secure an $8/9million investment in 

the neighborhood in order to improve that existing building and add 12 units. It’s not 30 units. It’s not 40 

units. It’s not 50. It’s a 25 unit project. That is necessary in order for this deal to be economically viable. I 

am not sure what else we can do. In fact we’ve struggled with this question. I’ve had conversations with 

Andrew about what else we could do. I’m afraid that what we are proposing is the best that we can do. 

Going forward, I am happy to work with the neighbors. We are happy to work with the city departments 

to try to figure out solutions to some of the problems that we’ll all share if we are all there in the same 

neighborhood. I don’t have a solution for existing conditions with this development. Appreciate your 

consideration. Thank you. 

 

President Michitson: Thank you very much. If there’s a spokesperson representing the neighborhood that 

would like to have a rebuttal. 

 

Reggie Lewis: Here was Lancaster Street which is a hill. Here is an exit/entrance here. This house is right 

up against the fence. What is it 5 feet wide? Is that going to be locked? No. People are going to be able to 

run out in and out all the time. Those people that just bought the house had no idea this was going to go 

on because they thought it was a quiet neighborhood and they signed the papers. They had no idea. Are 

you going to put up a cement wall along their windows and stuff  to like that face that exit right there? 

You are telling the whole neighborhood what if the water does go over? We already have a tree that come 

over the fence it hit somebody else’s yard but no one is picking it up because whose side is whose? The 

water does go over, it’s going to fill up everybody else’s yard. Move it in another words. Right now it’s 

stable but putting that up there and a wall up there, it better be a high foot wall just to cover the 

lights.(tape change) All the people here, like I said, I went around this whole neighborhood with this 

petition to stop this second building. That’s the only thing I can say because we don’t know, we are not 

guaranteed everything that’s around here. Thank you. 

 

President Michitson: Thank you very much. What I am going to do now is close the hearing and then the 

City Council will have questions. I now close the hearing. Councillors, what is your wish? 

 

Councillor Daly O’Brien: I can see that this is clearly a very difficult situation. I know the neighborhood. 

I went to school there. It’s really sad to see the situation it’s in now the way it’s changed over the many 

years. Obviously, becoming a warehouse for a company didn’t help it. I just have a couple of questions. 

How long has that building been vacant at this point? Right now?  

 

Attorney Migliori: If you call the dumpster company utilizing the building  

 

Councillor Daly O’Brien: Did they utilize the building or the outside? 
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Attorney Migliori: The land. I think the building has been 20 plus years. 

 

Councillor Daly O’Brien So it was just used for storage, it wasn’t used for anything else. What kind of 

tenants do you think you are going to be attracting? I think my point in saying that is obviously, it’s low 

income housing and I think that’s a benefit in some ways to Haverhill. Are your expectations that most of 

the people are going to have cars or do you expect that some of the people who live there are going to be 

foot traffic types? What do you think? 

 

Steve Joncas: I think the bus stop is .3 miles away. The train station is ½ mile away or .7 of a mile away. 

Our intent would be to include bicycle racks as part of the development. We will do the best we can in 

terms of discouraging cars. I do think that the studios will result in one car. I do think that some of the 

two bedroom units in addition will only have one car because you have to look at people’s income levels. 

If they are paying 30% of their income to rent and they are making $46,000 a year. That doesn’t leave a 

whole lot of money to purchase, pay for a car, insure it, maintain it and the rest of it. Our thinking is that 

some of the two bedroom units in addition would have one car. We are almost in compliance with what 

the zoning code requires. 

 

Councillor Daly O’Brien: I am not concerned about that one space. I am concerned about people visiting. 

I think that one of the things I would want to see added as a condition is that people who live in the 

building, use the parking available to the building and not park on the street and that become a condition 

of them being in the building. I am also very interested in the snow removal condition that you offered. I 

think that is a really good idea. I live in a very tight neighborhood too just a couple of blocks from here. 

I’ve never had off street parking myself so I totally get it. I know how close that neighborhood is. It’s a 

tight neighborhood. I was a St. James parishioner all my life and went to school there. But I see the other 

side and I understand your financial considerations that you have to make. I totally get it. I see the choice 

is we leave it vacant to attract whatever or between a rock and a hard place. We support what you’ve 

asked with the conditions that will hopefully make it easier for the neighbors to absorb it. I don’t like 

empty buildings. I prefer revitalization of our historic buildings over anything. I’ve been very supportive 

of that and your attorney Mr. Migliori knows that. That is something we have done in Haverhill and I 

think been very successful at doing. I am very proud of that. The change of the two bedrooms to one, are 

they going to be the studio set or the one bedroom setup that you changed over? 

 

Steve Joncas: We are converting it from 12 two bedroom units to 6 two bedrooms and 6 studios. So it is a 

reduction in the number of 2’s. 

 

Councillor Daly O’Brien: But what about the space usage? Is it going to use the same spaces? 

 

Steve Joncas: It uses the same footprint of the building. It doesn’t change. We need that same footprint in 

order to comply with the DHD requirements. 

 

Councillor Daly O’Brien: I want to be supportive of this because it’s so much better than what’s there. 

Somebody who spoke brought it up that the Salem Street school that was converted over 35 years ago. 

That was a very long time ago. There’s several in Haverhill that were converted at one time. It was a very 

different time and the financing was different. I can’t speak to that. I was a young homeowner myself at 

the time. I really don’t know the particulars of that. I think it’s apples and oranges. There’s nothing like 

this currently. I am interested to see how my fellow Councillors feel. 

 

President Michitson: Councillor Sullivan, would you like to make a motion just for discussion? 

 

Councillor Sullivan: Motion to approve. 
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Councillor Daly O’Brien: Second. 

 

President Michitson: Motion to approve by Councillor Sullivan and that includes all the conditions in Mr. 

Pillsbury’s letter 

 

Councillor Sullivan: Yes 

 

President Michitson: And a second from Councillor Daly O’Brien. 

 

Councillor Sullivan: This is a tough one but I do want to make clear this is not low income housing. This 

is workforce type housing and it’s not cheap housing. It is a highly congested neighborhood, I’ve been 

down there. My family was from the acre. My father had a grocery store on Primrose Street just down the 

way called Sully’s Market. They tore that down and it’s still congested on Primrose Street even though 

they tore that down. You do have to look at this, you have to balance what do you have now and what can 

you have in the future. Spot’s been vacant for a lot of years. Nobody can seem to make a go of it because 

the seller apparently has a very high price tag on this building and it’s coming down to what would be 

reality for perhaps someone like a neighbor who would be interested in maybe developing just the brick 

structure and no adding a second structure. That second structure seems to be a bone of contention here 

and I understand you need or it’s not going to be economically viable for you. It’s a real balancing act 

here. We don’t want to lessen the value of the neighborhood or lessen the quality of life in the 

neighborhood. It’s a tough neighborhood as it is in terms of size because it’s so dense and the street is 

very narrow. I have to think about this one. I do see the benefits of this and we absolutely need more 

workforce housing in the City of Haverhill, there’s no doubt. We need a lot more of it. Those are my 

concerns. 

 

Councillor Barrett: As Councillor Sullivan said this is a difficult one. The density is just phenomenal in 

that area. It is very close. I wish you had a little more space here. It would make it a lot easier. I know you 

probably do too. It is just so tight. Snow removal, one of the conditions is just get rid of it. We had a 

project on High Street, I didn’t vote for, but one of the conditions was that they would take the snow 

away after every storm. If this does go thru, I would like to make a condition. 

 

Steve Joncas: If I may, it’s in our interest because we certainly don’t want tenants moving out because 

they can’t find an offsite/on-site parking space. And to the extent that we are clogging up parking spaces 

with snow, we are going to lose tenants and the last thing that we need from a revenue standpoint is to 

have tenants move out to have a serious turnover. 

 

Councillor Barrett: That would be  a condition I would think of whether this goes on or not. The green 

space and the guest parking and there’s just none of either here. It’s a tough one. 

 

Steve Joncas: I understand, but what we tried to do was address the economic feasibility but at the same 

time come as close to what the zoning requirements are as we possibly could. So there are 36 spaces. 

There’s 25 units. 

 

Councillor Barrett: Any room in any of these spaces to double stack. Like at my house, if there are more 

than 3 people with cars, we just stack up. 

 

Steve Joncas: No, I am sorry there isn’t.  

 

Councillor Bevilacqua: I have a couple of questions and a couple of conditions that I would put on this. I 

have a request at the end. One of the things that I think we need to do, we need to address the concerns of 

the neighbors. I would make sure that we provide in the project the necessary screening so that the 
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neighbors aren’t aggrieved by headlights or other disruption from the cars and that needs to be a condition 

of the special permit that that issue gets addressed. The other issue, and I saw this when I went down and 

I’ve been listening and I have been looking at this plan and looking at the plan. I think two things have to 

happen. The first is not just snow removal from the parking areas but along the frontage of the property 

on Harrison Street and Lancaster Street as well be taken away. The reason why I say that is because I am 

concerned about the traffic and the ability of the vehicles to go up and down. So when the person is taking 

removing the snow from the parking area they also take the snow away from the property frontage on 

Harrison and Lancaster. I think that is necessary. I am trying to address the concerns that the neighbors 

have one by one. That should be a written condition of the special permit and your management company 

would abide by that so we provide as little disruption to the neighbors as possible. The other question I 

had with respect to the screening, the snow removal is the existing Haverhill residents as a condition that 

was suggested by the Planning Director. That is, we are obviously concerned about the impact upon the 

schools so we want to make sure that they have first preference and priority to be able to go into the units. 

That way, hopefully, we are just going to see if there are any school kids involved they are just going to 

move from one location to another. That should be a written condition of the special permit. 

 

Steve Joncas: We are required to follow fair housing laws as part of our DHCD approval process, we 

need to submit a tenant selection plan. With a tenant selection plan you are allowed to provide up to 70% 

of the units as preference for Haverhill residents. I think the challenge for all of us is to make sure that 

Haverhill residents know about the opportunity and thus apply and participate in that tenant selection 

process. That’s something we are very committed to. 

 

Councillor Bevilacqua: Mr. Herlihy is here from Community Development he can assist you as well as 

Community Action and all the social service agencies and the churches. We want to provide opportunity 

for Haverhill residents to take advantage. The other point I had, just to ask you this question. Because I 

think the neighbors have legitimate concerns and it is a disruption to the neighbor. They have been there 

for a number of years, if we table this for a couple of weeks to the next meeting of the City Council, is it 

possible for you to meet with your design team and meet with the neighbors and show them where the 

screening would be, show them where all the stuff is going to be so that they see that. Or if that’s not 

possible, based upon your timeline with grants and so on and so forth, is it possible for you to meet with 

them and show them how all these improvements will be made on the property so they can physically see 

it. Unless you are a full time planner, you are not as familiar with plans and site plans. 

 

William Pillsbury, Planning Director: To your point Councillor Bevilacqua, the project goes from here to 

the Planning Board for a definitive plan. So there will be a chance to have all the conditions that you want 

to add, whatever they end up there’s a list at the end incorporated into that final definitive plan and 

brought back to the Planning Board for approval. That’s one of the ways that we can accomplish that are 

those plans. There would be an advertised public hearing. The opportunity would be there for the abutters 

to come in and look at the plans as we always allow them. 

 

Councillor Bevilacqua: So that the special permit conditions that we are talking about today, I’m 

suggesting be added to the conditions. So they be in writing and then at the next hearing date the abutters 

would have a chance to come in and see how in fact they are going to address the issue of screening. 

 

William Pillsbury: That would be at the definitive plan at the Planning Board. 

 

Councillor Bevilacqua: I think that is important. Obviously we want to balance the needs of the neighbors 

with respect to the economic well-being of the project.  

 

William Pillsbury: I would work with you at the appropriate moment Mr. President and through 

Councillor Bevilacqua to make those motions as part of the conditions. 
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President Michitson: Yes, what I would like to do, we have 2 more Councillors that would like to speak 

and then I think we could go thru that process. 

 

Councillor McGonagle: I came here wanting to support this tonight and I do thank you for coming in and 

trying to do this but I feel for the neighborhood. I feel for the interruption or the potential interruption of 

their ability to enjoy their property. Saying that, if you look at it, this building and the whole footprint of 

the building is really is going to affect 3 homes on Harrison and some as you turn left to right off of 

Harrison onto Lancaster. A house or two right there. That is three homes. The other part of me is I run an 

agency where we put people to work at entry level jobs. These are the kind of housing complexes that my 

folks are looking for being entry level or unskilled labor making $12/$13 an hour. This is the type of 

housing we need. Every meeting I go to people tell us there’s not enough housing for people making that 

amount of money. Andrew Herlihy is here, I’ve worked with him on different things, I’m sure if he got up 

to the mic he’d tell us we don’t have enough of this type housing to support the workforce that we have in 

the city. I want to make this work and I thank you for, I don’t know if we will ever get another 

corporation, non-profit will come in and willing to spend $9million in this neighborhood. We have to find 

a way in my opinion to try and make this work. I’m a Primrose Street guy so I grew up kind of in the 

neighborhood and I still go down in that neighborhood from time to time. I don’t know if the timeline 

would allow another couple of weeks to have more discussion because of some of the paperwork that you 

need to submit. There’s got to be something we can to do for these neighbors to guarantee the proper 

snow removal. I am dead set on snow removal off that property because you don’t want to force anymore 

parking onto the street. I truly believe, the Lewis Street folks, I don’t think that’s going to make the runoff 

any worse if we are listening to what they are telling us. They have plans in place for that. It might even 

be better for that lower area. There’s no getting around 25 units is going to be 37 or 38 more cars on that 

street every day, twice a day, coming and going, maybe more. The impact is real. We need it as a city. We 

need this housing but we do want to be fair to the people who have lived there 25, 30, 40 years. But I 

don’t know if we are going to get somebody else like you in this door. I think that paying the price for this 

property, the price is what it is. If we let this group this out the door, it seems like the person who has 

owned this all these years is just going to hold it and we are going to be stuck with that. Whether it was 

dumpster collection that was there for years or whatever else comes in there but that’s no good for the 

neighborhood. I’d like to support but I’d like to be fair to the neighbors as well. 

 

Steve Joncas: I think from our standpoint we are willing to meet with the neighborhoods. Address some 

of the questions that were raised tonight to the best of our ability. I know that there was discussion about 

the existing school building and how people would enter and exit. That alleyway will not be used as an 

exit or access to the building. Two accesses are from the parking lot and from the front of the building. 

That’s it. So people won’t be leaving the building onto Lancaster Street which right now doesn’t have a 

sidewalk and is steep. They won’t be exiting to the abutters next door to us. We were told that someone 

just purchased their home. We are happy to work with the Planning Department and the neighborhood 

group between now and the time when we come back for our definitive plan with the Planning Board. We 

are happy to meet with them beforehand. 

 

President Michitson: I don’t think that is what Councillor McGonagle is asking. 

 

Councillor McGonagle: I am trying to find some way, I would like to have a spokesman from the 

neighborhood Mr. President, come up because this is going to be the best deal that is available. If we are 

saying no. If you folks are fine with saying no to this and happy at looking across at that dumpster. Mr. 

Jennings or Mike if you want to come up, I saw. 

 

Lloyd Jennings: You guys have mentioned a couple of times about people not wanting to buy the 

building, I have made a reasonable offer for the building myself. 
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Councillor McGonagle: Point of order if I still have the floor. 

 

President Michitson: Yes 

 

Councillor McGonagle: Mr. Jennings, the purchase price is the purchase price and I appreciate what you 

are saying if it were reasonable to what you feel is the neighborhood. But, at this point, there is somebody 

willing to do it whether that’s right or wrong for that amount of money. 

 

Lloyd Jennings: Well it was just mentioned a couple of times that nobody wants to develop it and that’s 

not true. It has been wanted to develop but there is an asking price that is way too high. It can’t be 

developed unless you cram 25 units into a neighborhood that is single family neighborhood. That’s 

what’s there. It’s not just, where do they put the trash? They have no place for dumpsters because they 

don’t have enough parking. So if they put a dumpster there now they are taking away for parking. If 

there’s more guests coming there, they are parking on the street. If you go down there, there is parking 

cars all the way down the street. I mean, 25 units. I invested a million dollars. I did Franklin Street. I built 

Franklin Street. I put a million dollars, a million point one to be exact, in Franklin Street. There’s people 

that will buy it for a reasonable number. It’s not a reasonable number that’s why it’s not bought. Jamming 

25 units into there and when they say there’s only 3 houses, it’s not 3 houses. You got 4 houses in the 

back that are single families. You got 3 houses on the Lancaster side that are single families. 

 

Councillor McGonagle: I was talking about across the street from the footprint itself. The stretch is 

basically 3 homes that you can see that are on there. 

 

Lloyd Jennings: If you go all the way down the street where they are going to build that new building, 

you also have all those houses there that you can count and you have the houses on the side of it that are 

also single family houses. I get it. It’s $9million project for the city. I get it, it’s a great deal. I understand. 

You guys are in a tough position because it’s a big project. They are bringing in a lot of money into the 

city. I understand it. But they haven’t been here for 40 plus years. We have. I’ve lived in that 

neighborhood my whole life. I am 45 years old. There’s people that have been there for 50 plus years, 20, 

30 years. They haven’t been. It’s not right to take 25 units and jam them in there when you’ve got all 

these people that have lived there all these years and say, hey, it’s great for the city and they are bringing 

in $9million so we don’t care about you. I just think it’s wrong. That’s me. I’d like to see it now go thru. 

I’d like to see somebody develop, maybe even me, or somebody else come in do the school. I just think 

it’s wrong to do something because of money. People have lived there a long time. It’s not right to not 

care about them and I understand that you guys care. I understand that the city looks for the money and 

they say that it’s $9million. 

 

Councillor McGonagle: I guess my question, you’re more comfortable, its’ more acceptable to have 

what’s there with no development looking at whatever turns up in there, dumpsters or whatever, than 

having the 25 units.  

 

Lloyd Jennings: I had no problem with Steve over there with dumpsters at all. He was a great neighbor. 

Steve’s a great guy. The owner is a great guy, he’s a good guy. 

 

Councillor McGonagle: I am just saying we can’t control , we have this in front of us right now.  

 

Lloyd Jennings: I remember one time, this is a quick story. Councilman Scatamacchia was up there when 

people were fighting Kenoza and he said you never know what’s going to end up there if you don’t 

approve this. Well there’s nothing worse that could end up there besides 25 units. That’s probably the 

worst that could go there. If somebody put 3 duplexes in that empty lot, and then redid over the school. 
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That’s a great deal, now you’ve got homeowners there. And you are cutting down on the numbers on the 

street. Now you got driveways, you’ve got garages that they can drive under. You have things there that 

you can use. 

 

Councillor McGonagle: We’d all love that. To be honest with you. That’s not what’s in front of us. 

 

President Michitson: Mr. Pillsbury was next and then I would also like to ask a question. 

 

William Pillsbury: Mr. President, again, you have my reports. You have the reports from the city 

departments. You have the reports from the Planning Board. Density is never an emotionally popular 

issue. We’ve dealt with density in the downtown. We’ve dealt with density as a city and there are always 

competing public policies that we have to deal with. In this particular case, the density that we are talking 

about, that’s why we have in our city structure and our city planning, all the way back to our Master Plan, 

we have zoning. And in this particular case, the project is virtually minus one parking space in 

compliance with zoning. That’s why we have zoning. Whether the folks in the neighborhood want to call 

it a single family neighborhood. It is not. It’s been a target neighborhood in community development for 

almost 40 years now. It’s a dense, multi-family neighborhood. There are single family homes. No 

problem, we understand that. But the reality of it is we have established zoning in the city and this project 

is primarily in compliance with that zoning. It doesn’t make the emotional aspect of the density any 

easier. But I think you deal with conditions and that’s why we have the Planning Board to be able to 

respond to those conditions and codify those and make sure they are implemented thru the building 

department so that we have a plan that makes sense based on what the Council’s wishes are. 

But I wanted to point out that it does comply with all essential elements with zoning and therefore you 

can take the emotions out of it. 

 

President Michitson: The question that I have for you because I don’t think we really got a clear answer. 

Going back to what Councillor Bevilacqua suggested and I’ve heard hints from my other colleagues, 

could you bear a two week postponement to address all those issues and then have the developer meet 

with the neighborhood before the next City Council meeting which would be in two weeks? Again, I am 

just asking that question. Can you bear the two weeks? I don’t know what the body will vote for. 

 

William Pillsbury:  Guess the question I would ask, what would we really accomplish in those two 

weeks? You’ve heard from the applicant. We’ve heard from the applicant, this project as configured is 

what he wants to do. There are conditions that are on the table that have been brought forward. There can 

be more conditions. We can have a list of additional conditions and bring that to the Planning Board. I am 

not going to speak for Attorney Migliori or Mr. Joncas about whether they can or cannot extend. I think 

as a practical matter, not to waste the time of the Council, it’s time to move forward on this project. 

We’ve heard what the development scenario is. We’ve heard what it can do and what it can’t do. I’ll be 

here in two weeks, we can certainly do it then. To be fair to the development team and to the proposal that 

they’ve made and to make one additional point about investment in the neighborhood. One of the things 

that we always struggle with as a community is growth. This is $9million of growth that we will be able 

to have in a downtown area, in a neighborhood area where that amount of growth, from a neighborhood 

stabilization and neighborhood revitalization perspective and support of our community development 

goals, will benefit that neighborhood. You can’t invest that kind of money in a neighborhood and not see 

it be a positive benefit. Are there going to be impacts? Yes. We mitigate the impacts with conditions. 

 

President Michitson: You gave me your opinion. I am wondering if the developers can bear that. 

 

Steve Joncas: Mr. President, given what’s going on in Washington. We need to close this transaction by 

the end of the year. A two week delay is really going to affect our ability to convince the lenders to give 

us the money to go ahead with the acquisition. 
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President Michitson: We do have another Councillor that would like to speak, but before I go to 

Councillor Daly O’Brien, the geometry just doesn’t work in that neighborhood. I don’t think we heard 

this from the neighborhood. They have really been trying to move that neighborhood forward with a 

community garden and so forth. They came out tonight. To be honest with you, we don’t really get that 

kind of response from a neighborhood. I’m torn because as Councillor McGonagle said, it fits into 

economic development into what Haverhill is trying to do, but on the other hand, you can’t pack anymore 

sardines into that small space. 

 

Councillor Daly O’Brien: Actually, you are saying exactly what I was going to say. It’s the math of that 

area. You know, one of the residents that spoke said it so well. If the second building was three duplexes 

you’d have me all the way. You could have more green space. It would be a reasonable usage of that area. 

I totally get where they are coming from. I just want to be clear about something, I never make a decision 

like this about the money, ever. That is the honest to God’s truth. I really feel that most of us here, what 

the corner office feels is a whole different thing. But the 9 of us, that’s not how we roll. We are elected by 

you. We think about what you are concerned about. That’s why it’s so significant as our President just 

pointed out, that people have come here tonight. They’ve spoken and we are listening. That’s what we do. 

That’s why there are 9 of us. We are not just one solo person. He does wheel a lot of weight in decision 

making. Yes he does, but that’s why there’s 9 of us. I would love to see this happen if it was a little 

different. If it offered more green space to the neighborhood. That’s why I was interested in hearing what 

people were going to say. Thank you for letting me speak again Mr. President. 

 

President Michitson: We do have 2 more Councillors that would like to weigh in, I think that will 

probably be it and they’re both short. 

 

Councillor Bevilacqua: I would like to offer this idea. I understand both the concerns of the neighbors and 

the developer. I appreciate Mr. Pillsbury and Mr. Herlihy being here. I’d like to suggest that we table it 

and have a special meeting either, the reason why we first talked about 2 weeks is because the Council 

doesn’t have a meeting on the week of Thanksgiving. But we have a special meeting November 20 which 

is a Monday night or November 21. I do think there is an opportunity to meeting with the neighbors and 

try to address some of those issues now before the special permit is voted upon. 

 

Steven Joncas: Our nature is to be cooperative. We are not interested in being the big bad guys who are 

trying to jam something down the neighborhood’s throat. I am just dealing with the constraints that we 

have as developers to try to make something work that’s economically viable. If the Council in its 

wisdom thinks that a delay to the 20th or 21st would result in progress, we are willing to our part. But I 

don’t know how much we can change between now and then. 

 

Councillor Bevilacqua: It may be simply going over these proposed conditions with the neighbors to 

alleviate their concerns. Obviously, they’ve raised some real concerns. It may be simply showing them 

how that in fact will be addressed. Maybe something comes out of it maybe nothing at all. At least, let the 

neighbors see how you can address some of those concerns that they’ve discussed. 

 

Councillor McGonagle: I would love to make this happen because we need this housing. But I do not 

want to do this, and I know it fits and I never go against our Economic Development director, but hearing 

the neighbors speak, I have a problem with it. I know how tight those turns are, I’m down there because I 

lived around there and I still do some things down in that area. I feel like in the end we are rewarding bad 

behavior. This land, that’s a lot of money was the asking price. I don’t even know what it ended up being 

but it seems like it is. This is great, $9million into 25 units is almost $400,000 per unit. That’s a lot of 

money. I would ask, is there any way to scale that down to put $250 into each of those  and find a way to 

drive your costs down. The owner of this property has to understand, when you leave town, if you leave 
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town, there’s not going to be another guy like you coming in for quite a while and he may go away totally 

because of the credits that are driving up from the federal level. There’s a lot to think about here. I have to 

think about the neighbors. I want the people that are making minimum to be able to live in a nice 

Haverhill unit and have clean and new. But I don’t want it to be at the expense of the neighbors. Michael 

you came to my office and I told you this very same thing. We need it. The way it has come to us now, I 

don’t think I can support it. 

 

President Michitson: So we do have a motion, we could proceed with trying to make amendments to that 

motion or we could just proceed with the vote. 

 

Councillor Bevilacqua: I would like to make the suggestion that we continue it to either the 20th or 21st. 

Whatever date you suggest. 

 

President Michitson: Motion by Councilor Bevilacqua, second from Councillor LePage 

Madame Clerk would you please call the roll. 

 

City Clerk: Councillor Barrett-no, Councillor Vargas-yes, Councillor McGonagle-yes, Councillor 

Bevilacqua-yes, Councillor LePage-yes, Councillor Daly O’Brien-yes, Councillor Macek – absent, 

Councillor Sullivan-no, President Michitson-no.  5 yeas, 3 nays. 

 

President Michitson:  That passes. So we are postponed until a special meeting on the 21st. 

 

William Pillsbury:  We still have a motion on the table Mr. President to approve the project. 

 

President Michitson:  No, the postponement takes precedence over it. 

 

William Pillsbury:  The hearing is closed. Postponed until further action of the Council. 

 

President Michitson:  Exactly, I am hoping that you make good use of that time. That really is the end. 

We are meeting on the 21st. We can continue the meeting because we didn’t vote it. Between now and the 

21st I am hoping that you take advantage of that time. You’ve a heard a lot of the amendments that some 

in the Councillors are interested in. Have time to meet with the neighbors and see what happens. 

 

William Pillsbury: We could summarize. We had the items from the Planning Board recommendation in 

addition to that, we had discussion about schools and the opportunity for substantial outreach to Haverhill 

residents relative to the tenant selection plan. The tenant selection plan would include detailed language 

on reaching out to Haverhill residents. 

 

Councillor Bevilacqua: The other was the issue of screening so that the parking lot lights and so one don’t 

impact the neighbors. 

 

William Pillsbury: Right and the third that I had was snow removal to be removed from the site and the 

surrounding and provision of guest parking. 

 

Councillor Daly O’Brien: And not allowing the tenants to park on the street. 

 

William Pillsbury: Ok, yes. 

 

Councillor McGonagle: Bill, if you could too, there was a question about the dumpster location, if you 

haven’t already had a place for that if that could be discussed. 
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William Pillsbury: They have a location for that. 

 

Councillor Bevilacqua: I would urge the neighbors and the development team to meet and try to go over 

these issues and take advantage of that one week. 

 

William Pillsbury: What I’d like to do is ask Mr. Herlihy to kind of facilitate that discussion and that 

meeting on behalf of the department so we bring folks together. Our commitment to you is we will bring 

the folks together. What the outcome will be, we’ll come back and tell you. 

 

President Michitson:  I have one other request. Have we looked at any kind of improvements that we 

could make to those roads in that area? 

 

William Pillsbury: One of the standard things we do in CDBG areas is improving the sidewalks. 

 

President Michitson:  I didn’t hear anything about that. 

 

William Pillsbury: I don’t know what our last investment is but we can certainly have sidewalk and street 

improvements that would be part of the community development program. We like to tie those in with 

new developments. When somebody does a $9million development we want the streets and sidewalks to 

look great. 

 

President Michitson: There wasn’t a traffic study done on this? 

 

William Pillsbury: No 

 

President Michitson: Okay 

 

Councillor Sullivan: I just have a question relative to that. If we knew a $9million project was coming, 

why didn’t we anticipate maybe making some improvements to the street as part of the CDBG? 

 

William Pillsbury: Well because if we did it already and got it all done and it doesn’t pass then it would 

have been something that was out of phases. 

 

Councillor Sullivan: Why isn’t it being done in conjunction with it? 

 

William Pillsbury: Certainly can be. Our commitment of CDBG funds happens on an annual basis. If this 

project goes in, we wouldn’t want to have repaved that street already because it is going to be cut up by 

the construction cost. 

 

Councillor Bevilacqua: So when you meet with the neighbors you can go over that idea with them. 

 

William Pillsbury: Sure 

 

President Michitson:  Okay, I think we are good. Thank you very much. 

 

Attorney Migliori: One other question, the timing of the meeting. Because it’s a special meeting does it 

make any sense to do it a little bit earlier than 7? I don’t know what the Council’s thought on that is. 

 

President Michitson:  Sounds like 6:00 o’clock works. 

 

William Pillsbury: That item will be just this and you’ll take a vote on it. 
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Councillor Barrett: Does 6:00 o’clock work for the neighbors? 

 

President Michitson:  Yes. It will be a special meeting. Does 6:00 o’clock work for the neighbors?  Good 

question.  

 

Attorney Migliori:  6:00 o’clock on the 21st. Thank you for your time. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

Barbara S. Arthur        November 27, 2017 

Administrative Assistant   

Haverhill City Council            

 



 19 

Special City Council Meeting Minutes 

Tuesday, November 21, 2017 at 6:00PM 

Continuation of Special Permit Doc.#106 

 

Present – President Michitson, Councillors Barrett, Vargas, McGonagle, Bevilacqua, LePage, Daly 

O’Brien, and Sullivan 

Absent – Councillor Macek 

Administrative Assistant – Barbara S. Arthur 

        

1. Opening Prayer 

2. Pledge of Allegiance 

3. Hearing and Related Order 

Document 106; Petition from Attorney Michael Migliori for applicant Common Ground 

Development and owner Storehouse Properties LLC: requesting Special Permit to build 25 

workforce rental units at 108 Harrison st – 13 of the units will be located in the Saint 

Gregory’s a/k/a Saint James School building and 12 units will be located in the new 

construction building 

Favorable recommendation with conditions from Planning Board & Planning Director 

 Item continued from Nov 14 2017 meeting 

 

Mr. William Pillsbury Jr., Planning Director, gave a recap of meeting held on Nov 16 where 15-20 people  

attended. He said CDBG funds will be used for street and sidewalk improvements with tree plantings.  

There will be screening on site with snow removal and school consideration for local families. The  

developer has agreed to reduction in new building to remove 3rd floor. There will be total of 21 units.  Mr.  

Joncas also stated the project will be reduced to 21 units and spaces could be designated for visitor  

parking. 

 

Mr. Michael Schroth was the spokesperson for the neighborhood. Biggest issue is density, the extra  

building and too many people. 

 

ON MOTION OF COUNCILLOR MCGONAGLE TO APPROVE WITH CONDITIONS FROM  

PLANNING BOARD, PLANNING DIRECTOR AND DEPARTMENT HEADS, TO INCLUDE  

CONDITION OF SNOW FROM SITE AND RESIDENTS PARK ON PREMISES 

 On the question of passage the yeas and nays were as follows: 

   Yeas,-Councillors Vargas, McGonagle, Daly O’Brien, and Sullivan         4 

       Nays,-Councillors Barrett, Bevilacqua, LePage and President Michitson  4 

MOTION FAILED          106 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

Barbara S. Arthur         December 7, 2017 

Administrative Assistant   

Haverhill City Council            
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REASON FOR VOTE - DOCUMENT # 106 

Special Permit   

 

In granting the special permit, those members voting in favor found that the application fulfills all 

of the general conditions contained in Chapter 255-76 of the Haverhill Zoning Ordinance. 

 

  

President Michitson:  I voted not in favor of this special permit request as I do not believe that it provides 

for the convenience and safety of vehicular and pedestrian movement within the site and in relation to 

adjacent streets. 

 

Councillor Barrett:  108 Harrison Street project does not provide for the convenience and safety of 

vehicular or pedestrian traffic movement on the adjacent streets or on site. 

 

Councillor Vargas: I voted for the project because I believe that while the area poses traffic issues, we had 

a quality developer that was willing to scale down the number of units, ensure parking that would not 

affect the neighborhood, while preserving the historic nature of the building. 

 

Councillor McGonagle:  I voted in support of the Harrison Street project based upon the recommendation 

from the Economic Development Director and the positive effect it will have in the downtown area.  

 

Councillor Bevilacqua:  Public safety concern that the project density was too excessive for the ability of 

the neighborhood streets to handle the increased density,  limited or no setbacks and no provision for open 

space. 

 

Councillor LePage: I voted not in favor of this special permit request as I do not believe that it provides 

for the convenience and safety of vehicular and pedestrian movement within the site and in relation to 

adjacent streets. 

 

Councillor Daly O’Brien:  I voted for this special permit because it is a revitalization of a vacant historic 

building. It is a substantial investment in the neighborhood and maybe a catalyst to further neighborhood 

enhancement. 

  

Councillor Sullivan:  I voted for the special permit because it met the conditions imposed by all 

departments, and I saw this as a substantial investment in furthering our goal of providing affordable 

workforce housing in an inner city neighborhood which might have led to future transformational 

development in the Lower Acre. 

 

 

 


