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In the Year One Thousand, Nine Hundred

.

AN ORDINANCE
.

0

Be it ordained by the Cig Council of the City of Cambridge as follows:

Sec tion I. Section 2-35 of the Code of the City of Cambridge, as
appearing in the 1970 edition, is amended by inserting
af ter the second sentence the following sentence:

He shall devote full time to his duties during regular
business, hours and shall not otherwise at any time engage
in the practice of law for compensation.

,

Section 2. Section 2-40 of the Code of the City of Cambridge, as so
appearing, is amended by adding at the end the following
sentence: "

They shall devote full time to their duties during regular
business hours and shail not otherwise at any time engage
in the practice of law for compensation.

Section 3. Section 2-191 of the Code of the City of Cambridge, as
appearing in Ordinance No. 903 of December ll, 1978, is
amended by adding under "City Solicitor" the following
line:

T 7-1-80 35,000 36,000 ---

Section 4. This Ordinance shall take effect on July I, E)
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In the Year One Thousand, Nine Hundred

AN ORDINANCE
.

Be :t ordained by the City Council of the City of Cambridge as follows:

0

- Section I. Section 2-35 of the Code of the City of Cambridge, asappearing in the 1970 edition, is amended by inserting
after the second sentence the following sentence:

He shall devote full time to his duties during regular
business hours and shall not otherwise at any time engage"' in the practice of law for compensation.

Section 2. Section 2-40 of the Code of the City of Cambridge, as soappearing, is amended by adding at the end the following
sentence: '

They shall devote full time to their duties during regularbusiness hours and shall not otherwise at any time engagein the practice of law for compensation.

0

Section 3. Section 2-191 of the Code of the City of Cambridge, asappearing in Ordinance No. 903 of December ll, 1978, isamended by adding under "City Solicitor" the following
line:

,

7-1-80 35,000 H,000
---

Section 4. This Ordinance shall take effect on July 1, 1980.

In City Council November 8, 1982.
Failed to pass to a second reading by a yea and

nay vote:-Yeas 4; Nays 5; Absent 0.
Attest:- Paul E. Healy, City Clerk.
A true copy;
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In the Year One Thousand, Nine Hundred

AN ORDINANCE

Be it ordained by the City Council of the City of Cambridge as lollows:

r

Sec tion 1

. Section 2-35 of the Code of the C.ity of Cambridge, asappearing in the 1970 edition, is amended by insertingafter the second sentence the following sentence:

He shall devote full time to his duties during regularbusiness hours and shall not otherwise at any time engage"' in the p£actice of law for compensation.

Section 2. Section 2-40 of the Code of the City of Cambridge, as soappearing, is amended by adding at the end the following
sentence: "

They shall devote full time to their duties during regularbusiness hours and shall not otherwise at any time engagein the practice of law for compensation.

Section 3. Section 2-191 of the Code of the City of Cambridge, asappearing in Ordinance No. 903 of December ll, 1978, isamended by adding under "City Solicitor" the followingline:
,

,

7-1-80 35,000 36,000 ---

Section 4. This Ordinance shall take effect on July 1, 1980.

In City Council November 8, 1982.
Failed to pass to a second reading by a yea and
nay vote:-Yeas 4; Nays 5; Absent 0.
Attest:- Paul E. Healy, City Clerk.
A true copy;
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In the Year One Thousand, Nine Hundred

.

AN ORDINANCE

Be it ordained by the City Council of the City of Cambr;dge as follows:

Section 1. Section 2-35 of the Code of the City of Cambridge, asappearing in the 1970 edition, is amended by insc'rtAng
after the second sentence the following sentence:

He shall devote full time to his duties during regular
business hours and shall not otherwise at any time engage" In the practice of law for compensation.

+

Section 2. Section 2-40 of the Code of the City of Cambridge, as so
appearing, is amended by adding at the end the following
sentence: '

They shall devote full time to thei.r duties during regularbusiness hours and shall not otherwise at any time engagein the practice of law for compensation.

Section 3. Section 2-191 of the Code of the City oF Cambridge, asappearing in Ordinance No. 903 of December ll, 1978, isamended by adding under "City Solicitor" the foll.owi.ng
line:

,

7-1-80 35,000 36,000 ---

Section 4. This Ordinance shall take effect on July 1, 1980.

In City Council November 8, 1982.
Failed to pass to a second reading by a yea and

nay vote :-Yeas 4; Nays 5; Absent 0.
Attest:- Paul E. Healy, City Clerk.
A true copy;
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' PUBLIC HEARING

.

The Committee on Ordinances, comprised of the entire membership of
.

W

the City Council will conduct a public hearing on Thursday, September 25,
*

1980 in the City Council Chamber, City Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts
.

" d

The purpose of the hearing is as follows:

7:30 p. m. 0 Proposed amendment to the General Ordinances
regarding the office of the .City Solicitor. 6

*

' 8:00 p. m. 0 Proposed amendment to the General Ordinances
regarding the appointment of Constables to

" serve civil process.

All persons interested in this matter may appear at this time and
'

be heard. b

"
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For the Committee,
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Counci11or Oavid A. Wylie,
.

y

Chairman, Committee on Ordinances.
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CITY COUNCIL HEARING SCHEDULE

Monday, September 22, 1980 5:00 p. m. Regular City Council Meeting.

6:30 p. m. The City Council will' conduct a public
hearing pursuant to an order introduced
by Councillor Wylie relative to the
sodium content of the public water supply
in Cambridge. (Council Chamber)

Thursday, September 25, 1980 7:30 p. m. The Committee on Ordinances will conduct
a public hearing relative to a proposed
amendment to the General Ordinances re-
garding the office of the City Soiicitor.
(Council Chamber)

t ...A'
'8:00 p. m. The Comjnittee on Ordinances will conduct

a public hearing relative to a proposed
amendment to the General Ordinances re-
garding the appointment of constables to
servC.civil process. (councjl Chamber)

Monday, September 29, 1980 5:OO p, m.' Regular City Council Meeting6
,
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Inthe Year One Thousand, Nine Hundred

J

. ANORDINANCE
g

Beitordainedby the City Counci/of the City of Cambridge as follows:

Section 1. Section 2-35 of the Code of the City of Cambridge, as
appearing in the 1970 edition, is amended by inserting ,'

after the second sentence the following sentence:
'I ·

He shall devote full time to his duties during regular
business hours and shall not otherwise at any time engage
in the practice of law for compensation'.

Section 2. Section 2-40 of the Code of the City of Cambridge, as so
appearing, is amended by adding at the end the following
sentence: "

They shall devote full time to their duties during regular
business hours and shall not otherwise at any time engage "

in the practice of law for compensation. ,

Section 3. Section 2-19l"of the Code of the City of Cambridge, as
. appearing in Ordinance No. 903 of December 11, 1978, is

amended by adding under "City Solicitor" the following
line:

7-1-80 35,000 36,000 ---

Section 4. This Ordinance shall take effect on July 1, 1980.
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Inthe Year One Thousand, Nine Hundred and Eighty.

ANORDINANCE
In amendment to an Ordinance formerly entitled: "TheGeneral Ordinances of the City of Cambridge" as revised in1972 and now designated as "The Code of'the City ofCambridge".
Beitordginedby the CitY Councilol the Cigol CDmbridgeos follows:

.,Chapter Two entitled: "Administration" is hereby .amended by adding at the end thereof a new Article XXXVIIIentitled: "Appointment of Constables" which rCads asfollows:

The City Manager shall appoint, subject to the con-firmation of the City Council, constables for the termof three years beginning with thefirst day of january inthe year, of appointment. Notwithstanding anything to thecontrarj', all suCh constables shall be residents of theCitj/.of Cambridge upon appointment and shall remain resi-cicntS of the'City of Cambridge during their tenure inoffice, except for Health Inspectors in the Health Depart-ment who need not reside, but who sha1l"cCase to act as
0

constables and shall be removed from'such office immedi-ately upon the termination· of employment as a HealthInspector, unless they reside at that time in the City of .'Cambridge, as required of other constables.
Appointments of constables shall specify in each casewhether the appointment is for a position connected withthe city or county service to serve without bond, or forthe service of civil process \)Ejon the filing of the bondrequired by law.
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Inthe Year One Thousand, Nine Hundred and Eighty.

ANORDINANCE
In amendment to an Ordinance formerly entitled: "The 'General Ordinances of the City of Cambridge" as revised in1972 and now designated as "The Code of'the city ofCambridge'.
B0itordunedby the City Councilol the Cityof CDmbridge

0$ lollows:
. .,Chapter Two entitled: "Administration" 18 hereby ,amended by adding at the end thereof a new 1\,rticle xxxviiientitled: "Appointment of Constables" which reads asfollows:

The City Manager shall appoint, subject to the con-firmation of the City Council, constables for the termof three years beginning withthefirst day of january inthe year,.of appointment. Notwithstanding anything to thecontrary, all such constables shall be residents of theC.itY.,of Cambr,idge upon appointment and shall remain resi-dents of the City of Cambridge during their tenure inoffice, except for Health Inspectors in the Health Depart-,
ment who need not reside, but who shg.l."cease to act asconstables and shall be removed froin'such office immedi-ately upon the termination-of employment as a HealthInspector, unless they reside at that time in the City of

'Cambridge, as required of other constables.
Appointments of constables shall specify in each casewhether the appointment is for a position connected withthe city or county service to serve without bond, or forthe service of civil process upon the filing of the bondrequired by law.
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Inthe Year One Thousand, Nine Hundred

'

ANORDINANCE
.

V

Beitordainedbythe Cig Councilol the Cityo/ Cambridgeas follows:

Section 1. Section 2-35 of the Code of the City of Cambridge, as
appearing in the 1970 edition, is amended by inserting
after the second sentence the following sentence:

He shall devote full time to his duties during regular
business hours and shall not otherwise at any time engage"' In the'ptactice of law for compensation.

r .Section 2. Section 2-40 of the Code of'the City of Cambridge, as soa · .appearing, is amended by. Lidding at the end the following
sentence: "

They shall devote full time to their duties during regularbusiness hours and shail not otherwise at any time engage
in the practice of law for compensation.

Section 3. Section 2-191 of the Code of the City of Cambridge, asappearing in Ordinance No. 903 of December ll, 1978, isamended by adding under "City Solicitor" the following
line:

7-1-80 35,000 36,000 ---

Section 4. This Ordinance shall take effect on July I, 1980.
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In the Year One Thousand, Nine Hundred

AN ORDINANCE
.

P

Be it ordained by the City Council of the CitY of Cambridge as follows:

Section 1. Section 2-35 of the Code of the City of Cambridge, as
appearing in the 1970 edition, is amended by insertingaf ter the second sentence the following sentence:

He shall devote full time to his duties during regular
business hours and shall not otherwise at any time engage"' in the' practtce of law for compensation.

T ..Section 2. Section 2-40 of the Code of "t'he City oE Cambridge, as so
appearing, is amended by. Md,ing at the 'end the following
sentence: "

They shall devote full time to their duties during regularbusiness hours and shall not otherwise at any time engagein the practice of law for compensation.

Section 3. Section 2-191 of the Code of the City of Cambridge, as '

appearing in Ordinance No. 903 of December 11, 1978, isamended by adding under "City Solicitor" the following
line:

7-1-80 35,000 36,000 ---

Section 4. This Ordinance shall take effect on July 1, 1980.

.

A



Q

,

~
~ I '

' "'i' ," ', CITY OF CAMBRIDGE?°Qqi:4bS:;j°'
city hall,=:::::a:::,::'usetts 02139 · (617) 498-9020

RUSSELL B. HIGLEY
CI1Y SOIJCITQR

EDWARD A. CUNNINGHAM
ANDREW T. TRODDEN

MICHAELC. COSTELLO
ROBERT F. SYDNEY

LEGAL CCUNSEL

CHARLES A. WATSON

legislative agent September 12, 1980

Mr. james L. Sullivan
City Manager

,

City Ha11
Cambridge , MA

Re : Law Department' s Annual Report for FiscalYear 1979/1980

Dear Mr. Sullivan: -

.
.. ..

In fiscal j'ear 1979/1980, tho Law Department's activ-ities again primarily focused around 1itigat,ion.
Approximately 120 civil. law suits were commencedagainst the City in the Trial Courts of the Commonwealth andthe U. S. District Court in which t"hc Law Department filedappearances in defense of the City.
Since the Massachusetts Governmontal. Tort Claims Actbecame law, the City has been subjected to numerous claims towhich it was immune in prior years. In fiscal year 79/80,this department handled approxi.matcl.y ] 60 separa te claimswhich included participation in a hearing process involvingindividuals, attorneys and city of fi.ci.als.
The Law Department ! oprcscmted the Ci.ty in approxi-mately 125 CI tiius which wcre heard l))' Llic (:omnli.t:l-(:(: on Claimsof the City Council.

I

Tl"'e department is responsible for the handling ofworkmen's c,unpensation claims brought by employees from alldepartments of the City. Workmen' s compensation cases involveextensive ,Aministrative work as well as invest Lcjati.ons andheari.ngs at the Industrial Accident Board. Approximately 22")workmen's ccmpensation claims were handled in fiscal 79/80.

?'
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' "" Mr. james L. Sullivan - 2- September 12, 1980d

The aforementioned enunieration O£ law suits includerepresentation before the Appellate Tax }3oar(], ContributoryRetirement Appeal Board, Civil Scrvi ce Commi.ssion, Massachu-
setts Commission Against Discrimi.nation, Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission, Massachusetts ijistrict Courts, SuperiorCourt, Appellate Division of the. tjistrict Court, Appeals Court,U. S. District Court, First Circuit Court of 7\ppcals and theU. S. Supreme Court.

Since the case load is so numerous, it is impossible
to identify all of the important pieces of litigation. How-
ever, a few should be identified.

The Law Department was successful in obtaining anorder from the Court placi.ng 38 parc:els of real property intoreceivership in order to remody the. outstanding building codeand sanitary code violations. The owners of these propertie"incurred expcnses in excess of $600,000.

Several other suits involving claims in excess of$500, 000. were dismissed by the Courts,: without the paymentof any fuiyis by the.CitY.

During fiscal 79/80, tli("! '(]oF)n)"t]nerlt also representedthe City in several unusual and coniplicated real estate trans-actions . The City sold several propert:.ios and was involved inthe subdivision and sale of hoi-isc lots on the site of the formerRussell School . The department was also involved in the nego-tiations and drafting of sevc"ra1 ]q,1sqs involving various Cityproperties.
The department al sc) servi.ccs all department heads nfthe City by providing written and oral opin'ions and advise.

Very t:j:uly yours, .I
6'

I /
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Russell B.
lligle'il

Cl Ly Solicitor
, /rbi!: jl
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Cambridge Public School Department !:,':', :,S

WILLIAM C LANNON

c°Q°,j,,
,: a::j

SUPERINTENDENT

°' 159 THORNDIKE STREET . CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02141
'

SCHOOlS
498-9200

SepteMber 25, 1980

Tb: The Honorable Merubers qf the City Council
t

· i 7

Fran: William C. tanncnA g
t.f '"' '

Superintendent of sdicois

subject: Litigation and the Canbridge public Sc±iQois

I am presenting this statenmt as Sup2rintendent of SChools and within the
context of my peroepticms of the legal pressures which historically have
beset my Office.

The schools' today are clearly caught in a campaign of federal, and state
laws, which seemingly have as their intent the delivery of hunan services
by the use of Ujl|ljliance pressures that impact cm local decisions and budgets.
Amng those that have caused the School DepartrrEmt to expend extraordinary
tine and mney on are:

1. 94-142 - 766 - These 6nc) laws on the handicapped literally
guarantee special services to children,much of which is the
result of litigation. Our Bureau 'of Special Education is often
required to appear before various hearing officers an the issue
of tuition paµmts. These payments may run as high as $15,000
a year. The parents have access to legal assistance of a nunber
of advocacy centers while we are often unrepresented.

The recent suit on the issue of welfare paytnmts and children's
custody is an example. The City of Cambridge is being sued by an
advocacy agency and we are being represented by the City Solicitor.
An adverse decision could cost up to a half million dollars.

'

2. Civil Rights Act and Bilingual Education - The use of the Civil
Rights Act by the Federal arm of this agency has resulted in cost
over runs both in terms of time and budget.

Presently there are Changes in Federal regulations dealing with
native language instruction under the Bilingual laws. Tile Congress
is resisting support for these services. The result of this locally
could well be parent suits for continued services in native language.

¶
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- ' -septellber 25, 1980

3. Racial Oesegregation - Our racial integration is in itssecond full year oE jjqplementation.

The School Department has i believe done this precess in
a well planned that has resulted in a calm and
peaceful opening. 'Mis hcwever Should mt lead us tobelieve that the future is free of potential litigation.Systems whiCh desegregate must deal with aFpeals, equity
of instruction and special service petitions. while Imintain that in this area sFecial counsel with specialization
is often needed, the general guidance could easily cane fran
a city agency.

4. Negotiations and General Personnel Issues -
In the area abcwe we often should use sane '~ializationhcMever as layoffs and affirmative action issues collide,
we have been invDlved with nurnerous suits citing discrimination.There is no evidence that this will decrease.

The intent of this statenmt is to indicate the general c»ncerns facing sChoolstoday. The Council, in its best judgtment will address the problem with itsbest thinking. I do not presure to suggest solutions and my intent is tomke known certdin information which may help in your deliberation.

Finally I would suggest a new book for those who wish to pursue the FederalState intervention precess.
Legislative Learning

.
The Bureaucratization of the Classroan by Arthur wise

WCL:m

a
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George I. Goverman
ATTORNEY AT LAW

367-9308
Area Code 617 14B STATESTREET

BOSTON,MA 02¶09

September 25, 1980

Councillor David E. Sullivan
Cambridge City Council
City Hall
Cambridge, MA 02139

RE: Proposed ordinance on the Law Department
e

Dear Councillor Sullivan:

I am sorry that I will be unable to attend the ordinance
committee's hearing this evening because I have given a fair
amount of thought to the ordinance you have proposed which willmake the Canibridge Law Department positions fulltime. Instead
I offer this letter for the committee's consideration.

,

As a former fulltime assistant city solicitor in Newton and
as a client of the Cambridge Law Department when I served as a
Cambridge election commissioner, there are many observations I
could make which would probably be germane to the Council's de-
liberations on the ordinance. Most, however, would probably du-
plicate observations and opinions you would rece-ive from others,
e. g., the utility Qf building an in-house ex>Crtise on municipal
law subjects and having rapid access to informed legal counsel.
Rather than repeat such generalized observations, I will limit
myself to one specific observation which the committee may not be
able to obtain elsewhere.

In general, I found that a formal request for an opinion from
the Law Department was often an exercise of dubious utility. Re-
sponses were often too late and, when timely, did not satisfactorm
ily address the concerns of the several conunissioners. I believe
a less formal procedure -- a Law Department employee sitting in
on a Commission meeting -- might yield better results. (It might
also limit the abuse of requests for legal opinions.) This does
not appear possible under. the current arrangements.

.
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Councillor David E. Sullivan
September 25, 1980
Page 2

I think the case of Toomey v. Samp et al. is an example of
the failure of the formal opinion process, one which may have
caused the City unnecessary expense in securing outside counsel
to represent it. The Toomej' case was, as you may recall, the
lawsuit brought by former representative Toomey after the Elec-
tion Commission corrected its street index, thereby bringing two
college dormitories into the district in which he was a candidate
for re-election. In my opinion, there were only two auestions
that were relevant to that controversy -- bOth questions of fact:I) where were the district boundaries, and 2) where were the
dormitories? These were not, however, the questions raised in
the lawsuit. It is possible that the lawsuit could not have been

°

prevented; however, I think that earlier and less formal consulta-
tion with the Law Department might have obviated the necessity for
outside counsel.

I do not mean these observations as a criticism of the current
City Solicitor. Even if he and his staff were fulltime employees,
he would still be faced with the necessity of allocating his de-
partment's time in accordance with priorities which only he could
set. But the failure to have a continuing and more informal re-lationship with the Law Department seems to be one drawback a full-time department might be able to overcome.

Very truly yours, ·'

/(-_,
t'

.
· " " " j L

. / ,-' - r i, C 1..,^-·

"George I. Goverman
*

' BY HAND
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'%:': ;[:,?' CITY HALL, CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02139 · (617) 498-9020

" LAW DEPARTMENT

RUSSELL B. HIGLEY

cnv SOLiClTOR

EDWARD A. CUNNINGHAM
ANDREW T. TRODDEN

MICHAEL C. COSTELLO
ROBER1 F. SYDNEY

LEGAL CQUNSEL

CHARLES A. WATSON

legislatne agent September 12, 1.980

Mr. james L. Sullivan
City Manager '

City Hall
Cambridge, MA

.

Re: Law Department' s Annual Report for FiscalYear 1979/1980

Dear Mr. Sullivan:
. .. .. .

In fiscal year 1979/1980, t:ho Law Department's activ-ities again primarily focused around litigation.
Approximately 120 civil law suits wcrc commencedagainst the City in the Trial Courts of the Commonwealth andthe U. S. District Court in which t.he Law Department filedappearances in defense of the City."
Since the Massachusctts Governmental Tort Claims Actbecame law, the City has been subjccted to numerous claims towhich it was immune in prior years. In fiscal year 79/80,this department handled approxi.mat:cl.y 160 separate claimswhich included participation in a hearing process involvingindividuals, attorneys and city of f.i.c.i.als.

The Law Department ]epresented the City in approxi-mately 125 CI iinis which were heard by t:hc Comm i.t:tce on Cla i.msof the City Council.

Tl'e department is responsible for the handling ofwcn"knien' s cmipensation claims brought by employees from alldcpartinente of the City. Workmen' s compensation cases involveextensive :,dministrative work ilS well as investi.gati.ons andhearings a c the Industrial Accident Board. Approximately 225workmen's c~mpensation claims were handled in fiscal 79/80.
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" ' ""' Mr. james L. Sullivan - 2- September 12, 1980J

The aforenientioned e»umcratioii of law suits includerepresentation before the Appellate Tax Board, ContributoryRetirement Appeal Bo,n.d, Civil Scrvice Commission, Massachu-
setts Commission Against Discrimination, Equal EmploymentOpportunity Commission, Massachusetts District Courts, SuperiorCourt, Appellate Division of the ijistrict Court., Appeals Court,U. S. District Court, First Circuit: Court of Appeals and theU. S. Supreme Court.

Since the case load is so numerous, it is impossibleto identify all of the important pi.eces of litigation. How-
ever, a few should be identified.

The Law Department was successful in obtaining anorder from the Court placing 38 parc:els of real property intoreceivership in order to remedy the outstanding building codeand sanitary code violations. The owners of these propertiesincurred expenses in excess of $600,000.

Several other suits involving claims in excess of$500, 000. were dismissed by the Courts without the paymentof any funds by the.City.
During fiscal 79/80, tlic: dc'pnrtrnerit also representedthe City in several unusual and complicated real estate trans-actions . The City sold several properties and was involved inthe subdivision and sale of holjse lot's on the site of the formerRussell School. The department was also involvcd in the nego-tiations and drafting of several 1q,isc?s involving various Cityproperties.

The department also servi.ccs all department heads nfthe City by providing written and oral opini.ons and advise.

Vcry truly yours, ..
(

i
t

, t.
,/ ')j ,/:

,

(.C,
; C'

.
· \ p · " r I

f t

Russell B. 1Iigle'¢
C i Ly Solicitor

, /rbi!: jl
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°' 159 THORNDIKE STREET - CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02141
SCHOOlS

498-9200

Septet±er 25, 1980

Tb: The Honorable Menbers qf the City Council
r

· j 7

Fran: William C. Iannari,L. 5.°' "'
"

SuEerintendent of! s&ois
sUbject: Litigation and the Cambridge public Schools

,

I am presenting this statenmt as Superintendent of Schools and within the
context of my perceptions of the legal pressures which historically have
beset my Office.

!Ihe schools' today are clearly caught in a canpaign of federal, and state
laws, which seemingly have as their intent the delivery of hunan services
by the use of tuipliane pressures that impact on local decisions and budgets.
Armng those that have caused the School Departrrent to expend extraordinary
time and money on are:

I. 94-142 - 766 - These two laws on the handicapped literally
guarantee special services to childrenjmCh of which is the
result of litigation. Our Bureau 'of Special Education is often
required to appear before various hearing officers on the issue
of tuition paynEnts. These pay'rents may run as high as $15,000
a year. The parents have access to legal assistance of a nuxber
of advocacy centers while \ne! are often unrepresented.

The recent suit on the issue of welfare payrnents and children's
custcdy is an exarrple. !Ihe City of Carrbridge is being sued by an
advocacy agency and we are being represented by the City Solicitor.
An adverse decision could cost up to a half million dollars.

2. Civil Rights Act and Biljjngual Education - The use of the Civil
Rights Act by the Federal arm of this agency has resulted in cost
over runs both in terms of time and budget.

Presently there are changes in Federal regulatians dealing with
native language instructian under the Bilingual laws. The Congress
is resisting suprx)rt for these services. The result of this lccally
ciould well be parent suits for contiriued services in native language.

a
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3. Racial Oeseg"egatian - Our racial integration is in itssecond full year of ijrplementation.

!Ihe School Departinmt has I believe done this precess in
a well planned manner that has resulted in a calm and
peaceful qµming. tihis however should not lead us tobelieve that the future is free of potential litigation.Systems which desegregate must deal with appeals, equity
of instruction and special service petitions. While Inaintain that in this area special counsel with specialization
is often needed, the general guidance could easily cane fran
a city agency.

4. Negotiations and General Personnel Issues -
In the area atcwe we often should use sane specialization
however as layoffs and affirmative action issues collide,
voe have been involved with numerous suits citing discrimination.
There is no evidenoe that this will decrease.

The intent of this statement is to indicate the general concerns facing schoolstoday. The Council, in its best judgernent will address the probkm with itsbest thiriking. I do not presume to suggest solutions and my intent is 'torake known certdin informatian whiCh may help in your deliberation.

Finally I wmild suggest a new book for those who wish to pursue the FederalState intervention process.
Legislative Learning
The Bureaucratization of the Classrocn by Arthur wise

KL:rm
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George I. Goverman
ATTORNEY AT LAW

367-9305
AREA Code 6 17 148 £TAT£ STREET

BOSTON. MA 02!09

T

September 25, 1980
F

Councillor David E. Sullivan
Cambridge City Council
City Hall
Cambridge, MA 02139

.

RE : Proposed ordinance on the Law Department

Dear Councillor Sullivan:

I am sorry that I will be unable to attend the ordinance
committee' s hearing this evening because I have given a fairamount of thought to the ordinance you have proposed which willmake the Canibridge Law Department positions fulltime. Instead
I offer this letter for the committee's consideration.

As a former -.fulltime assistant city solicitor in Newton and
as a client of the Cambridge Law Department when I served as a
Cambridge election commissioner, there are many observations Icould make which wouid probably be germane to the Council' s de-
liberations on the ordinance. Most, however, would probably du-
plicate observations and opinions you would receive from others,
e. g. , the utility of buildino an in-house exPCrtise on municipal
law subjects and having rapid access to informed legal counsel.
Rather than repeat such generalized observations, I will limitmyself to one specific observation which the committee may not be
able to obtain elsewhere.

F

In general, I found that a formal request for an opinion from "

the Law Department was often an eZercise of dubious utility. Re-
sponses were often too late and, when timely, did not satisfactor-
ily address the concerns of the several commissioners . I believe
a less formal procedure -- a Law Department employee sitting in
on a Commission meeting -- might yield better results. (It might
also limit the abuse of requests for legal opinions.) This does
not appear possible under the current arrangements. ·

+
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Councillor David E. Sullivan
September 25, 1980
Page 2

I think the case of Toomey v. Samp et al. is an example of
the failure of the formal opinion process, one which may have
caused the City unnecessary expense in securing outside counsel
to represent it. The Toomey case was, as you may recall, the
lawsuit brought by former representative Toomey after the Elec-
tion Commission corrected its street index, thereby bringing two
college dormitories into the district in which he was a candidate

' for re-election. In my opinion, there were only two auestions
that were relevant to that controversy -- both questidns of fact:I) where were the district boundaries, and 2) where were the
dormitories? These were not, however, the questions raised inthe lawsuit. It is possible that the lawsuit could not have been
prevented; however, I think that earlier and less formal consulta-
tion with the Law Department might have obviated the necessity foroutside counsel.

I do not mean these observations as a criticism of the currentCity Solicitor. Even.if he and his staff were fulltime employees,
he would still be faced with the necessity of allocating his de-
partment's time in accordance with priorities which only he could
set. But the failure to have a continuing and more informal re-lationship with the Law Department seems to be one drawback a full-time department might be able to overcome.

Ver¥ truly yours, ."
C-.

C

f
' ' '"") " ' ·'"U C Lp.1l-_

George I. Govermah
K

BY HAND

.
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SUPERINTENDENT
O' 159 THORNDIKE STREET - CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02141

SCHOOLS
498-9200

Septerber 25, 1980

lb: The Honorable Merrbers (?f the City Council
R

'""' ===L=""
subject: Litigation and the Carrbridge public Schools

I am presenting this statewmt as S1ljp2rintendent of Schools and within the
context of my perceptions of the legal pressures which historically have
beset my Office.

The sChools' today are clearly caught in a c'amaign of federal, and state
laws, 'which seemingly have as their intent the delivery of hunan services
by the use of carpliance pressures that Impact an local decisions and budgets.
Amc)ng those that have caused the School Departrrent to expend extraordinary
tine and money on are:

1. 94-142 - 766 - These two laws cm the handicapped literally
guarantee special services to chi1dren,mch of 'which is the
result of litigation. Our Bureau of Special Education is often '

required to appear before various hearing officers on the issue
of tuition pay'rEnts. These paµents may run as high as $15,000
a year. The parents have access to legal assistance of a number
of advoca% centers while we are often unrepresented.

The recent suit on the issue of welfare payments and children's
custody is an exarrple. The City of Ceurbridge is being sued by an
advocacy agenq/ and we are being represented by the City Solicitor.
An adverse decision c»uld cost Iu) to a half million dollars.

2. Civil Rights Act and Bilingual Educatian - The use of the Civil
Rights Act by the Federal arm of this agency has resulted in cost
over runs both in terms of tine and budget.

Presently there are changes in Federal regulations dealing with
native language instruction under the Bilingual laws. The Congress
is resisting sut!port far these services. The result of this locally
could well be parent suits for continued services in native language.

.
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3. Racial Desegregation -
' air racial ijntegratian is in itssecond full year of iltplanentatlon.

The School Department has I believe done this process in
a well planned namer that has resulted in a calm and
peaceful qpening. This hcwever Should not lead us tobelieve that the future is free of potential litigation.Systems which desegregate mist deal with appeals, equity
of instructicn and special service petitions. While Imaintain that in this area special counsel with sj;ecialization
is often needed, the general guidance could easily cane frcm
a city agency.

4. Negotiations and General Personnel Issues -
In the area abave we often should use specialization
however as layoffs and affirmtive action issues collide,
we have been involved with numerous suits citing discrimination.
There is no evidence that this will decrease.

The intent of this statenmt is to indicate the general concerns facing schools
today. The Council, in its best judgement will address the probkm with itsbest thinking. I do not presune to suggest solutions and my intent is 'to
mke known certain information which may help in your deliberation.

Finally I would suggest a new book for these 'who wish to pursue the Federal
State intervention process.

legislative Learning
The Bureaucratization of the Classroan by' Arthur Wise

W2L:rm
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LAWDEPARTMENT

RUSSELLB.HIGLEY
ClTYSOuclTOR

EDWARDA.CUNNINGHAM
ANDREWT.TRODDEN '

MICHAELC.COSTELLO
Robertf.sydney

,-LEGALCOUNSEL

CHARLESA.WATSON
legislativeagent September 12, 1980

. ,

Mr. james L. Sullivan
Citj/ Manager '

"· '

City Hall
Cambridge, MA

Re: Law Department's Annual Report for Fiscal
, Year 1979/1980

&

Dear Mr. Sullivan:
N

In fiscal year 1979/1980,/ the Law Department's activ-ities again primarily focused around litigation. I

.
q

Approximately 120 civil law suits werC commencedagainst the City in the Trial COurts of the Commonwealth'and
the U. S. District Court in which the Law Department filedappearances in defense of the City.

Since the Massachusetts Governmental Tort Claims Actbecame law, the City has been subjected to numerous claims towhich it was immunc in prior years. In fiscal year 79/80,this department handled approximately 160 separate claimswhich included participation in a hearing process involvingindividuals, attorneys and city officials.
The jjaw Department represented the City in approxi-mately 125 claims which were heard by the Committee on Claimsof the City Council.

The department is responsible for the handling ofworkmen's compensation claims brought by employees from alldepartments: of the City. Workmen's compensation cases involveextensive administrative work as well as investigations and
hearings at the Industrial Accident Board. Approximately 225workmen's compensation claims were handled in fiscal 79/80.
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GEORGEI. GOVERMAN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

367-9305
Area Code 6¶7 148 STATE STREET

BOSTON.MA 02109

September 25, 1980

Councillor David E. Sullivan
Cambridge City Council
City Hall
Cambridge, MA 02139

RE: Proposed ordinance on the Law Department

Dear Councillor Sullivan:

I am sorry that I will be unable to attend the ordinance
committee's hearing this evening because I have given a fair
amount of thought to the ordinance you have proposed which willmake the Cambridge Law Department positions fulltime. Instead
I offer this letter for the committee's consideration.

As a former fulltime assistant city solicitor in Newton and
as a client of the Cambridge Law Department when I served as a
Cambridge election commissioner, there are many observations I
could make which would probably be germane to the Council's de-
liberations on the ordinance. Most, however, would probably du-
plicate observations and opinions you would receive from others,
e. g., the utility of building an in-house expertise on municipal
law subjects and having rapid access to informed legal counsel.
Rather than repeat such generalized observations, I will limit
myself to one specific observation which the committee may not be
able to obtain elsewhere.

In general, I found that a formal request for an opinion from
the Law Department was often an exercise of dubious utility. Re-
sponses were often too late and, when timely, did not satisfactor-
ily address the concerns of the several commissioners. I believe
a less formal procedure -- a Law Department employee sitting in
on a Conunission meeting -- might yield better results. (It might
also limit the abuse of requests for legal opinions.) This does
not appear possible under the current arrangements.
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Councillor David E. Sullivan
September 25, 1980
Page 2

I think the case of Toomey v. Samp et al. is an example of
the failure of the formal oQm.on process, one which may have
caused the City unnecessary expense in securing outside counsel
to represent it. The Toomey case was, as you may recall, the
lawsuit brought by former representative Toomey after the Elec-
tion Commission corrected its street index, thereby bringing two
college dormitories into the district in which he was a candidate
for re-election. In my opinion, there were only twO auestions
that were relevant to that controversy -- both questions of fact:
I) where were the district boundaries, and 2) where were the
dormitories? These were not, however, the questions raised in
the lawsuit. It is possible that the lawsuit could not have been
prevented; however, I think that earlier and less formal consulta-
tion with the Law Department might have obviated the necessity for
outside counsel.

I do not mean these observations as a criticism of the current
City Solicitor. Even if he and his staff were fulltime employees,
he would still be faced with the necessity of allocating his de-
partment's time in accordance with priorities which only he could
set. But the failure to have a continuing and more informal re-lationship with the Law Department seems to be one drawback a full-time department might be able to overcome.

Very t·iiuly yours,

.,1

G.!j=z:£"~_

- BY HAND
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, "' Mr. james L. Sullivan -2- September 12, 1980

The aforementioned enumeration of law suits includerepresentation before the Appellate Tax Board, ContributoryRetirement Appeal Board, Civil Service Commission, Massachu-
setts Commission Against Discrimination, Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission, Massachusetts District Courts, Superior
Court, Appellate Division of the District Court, Appeals Court,U. S. District Court, First Circuit Court of Appeals and the
U. S. Supreme Court.

Since the case load is so numerous, it is impossible
to identify all of the important pieces of litigation. How-
ever, a few should be identified.

The Law Department was successful in obtaining an
order from the Court placing 38 parcels of real property intoreceivership in order to remedy the outstanding building code
and sanitary code violations. The owners of these propertiesincurred expenses in excess of $600,000.

Several other suits involving claims in excess of$500,000. were dismissed by the Courts without the payment
of any funds by.the.City.

During fiscal 79/80, the department also representedthe City in several unusual and complicated real estate trans-actions. The City sold several properties aiid was involved inthe subdivision and sale of house lots on the site of the formerRussell School. The department was also involved in the nego-tiations and drafting of several leases involving various Cityproperties.
The department also services all department heads ofthe City by providing written and oral opinions and advise.

Very tfuly yours, .,

,
.
\\

, , , 7 ,
(
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Russell b. Higley
City SolicitoriRBH:jl "



..1\ THECOMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS.
' ·,."_:: 3 DEPARTMENTOFTHE ATTORNEYGENERAL .·'

d-"
I »" " jOHNW,MCCORMACKSTATEOFFICEBU1LDING

".""- -,
a1 ONEASHBURTONPLACE,BDSTONO2TO8

FRANCIB JG BELLOTTI
'

""""""" """"""" September 19, 1980
.

David Sullivan
City Coujncijlor
City of Cambridge
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139 "

Dear Dave:

mclosed, as you requested, is the Table of
Contents of the Department of the Attorney General's
Staff Manual.and that portion of the manual which '

governs outside employment of lawyers. We have
found these rules effective in minimizing the
pDtential for conflicts of interest while attract-
ing and retaining a competent, dedicated staff.

If you need any further inEormation, please do

not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely yours,

2> "
Dwight ann
Deputy C ef
Public Protection Bureau

.

DG:kal
Enclosure .

0



' " L

'
.

·
. 16. "

V ·
T

T

$

e~"
( CII71!?T£R V

Conduct of Emeloyees

« "

' SECTiXjZ: 5 .1 Conduct oE Employees

Employem are not. to engage in any conduct which reflects
.

unfavorably upon the Attorney General or the Department. They

are to perform their official duties at all times with complete

' fajrness and irr.partiality. Enployees arC prohibited from ·
.

engaging in any comiuct with is intended to secure private gain,

give preferential treatment to any person or prevent any person0

from securing benefits to which he or she is entitled. They are

also prohibited from engaging in any conduct which creates the

C ,.;, impression that they will use their offices' for these purpose's. '

4
- 0

"

SECTIOZQ 5
.

2 Outside Employment ,
.

Employees are not to engage in' any business or perform

work for anyone other than the Department .during working hoars.

All Assistant ,Attorneys General, including Division and

Bureau Chiefs and the First Assistant Attorney General, shall
devote their entire time during ordinary business hours to their

r

respective duties and shall not engage directly or indirectly
in the private practice of law.

Upcui appointment, all Assistant Attorneys General shall
immediately Elle notices of withdraT·jal from all criminal Cases

(_ or cases involving agencies or authc)rities of the Commonwealth
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of Eassachusett: s in vihich they have been involved. Appearimces
C

. in cthcr pcndinc matters may be maintained for a reasonable

time to allow for an Rorderly transition; however, there may
e

'

be no physical court aDrjearances in these matters. Similarly ,

non-business hocrs may be devoted to meetings or conferences

required for the purpose OF disposition of privat,e legal matters.

No new private legal matters may be undertaken by any .

Assistant Attorney General with the exception of non-cc'nlp2nsatea

matters. related to the attorney' s immediate family. "Even in

the case OF Eamily matters, there raay be no court appearances.

T-'lithin five aays of apE'c)intment as an Assistant Attorney

General each attornev shall submit a' letter to the First
Assistant Attorney General stating that (s) he has read this

: (, ==i= "=a 'that (S) he is not directly or indirectly engaged

, in the. private oractice of law, and will not 1j12 so enSaged

"

during his jher employment within the Departnient.
' Any special problems or circumstances in this regard .

should be imm·?diately brought to the attention of the First
"" Assistant Ttttcrney General.

.
f

0

L
V
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/" SECTION 5
.

3 Financi:£L Intorests Affected by Official Action

I
Ejiiployees who in the discharge of their duties for the

0b4

D·2?artr?.er!t know or reasonably should know that they ·would be

rec:uired to take an acti.on which would substantially affect their

financial interest, or the financial interest o"f a meiiiber of their
.

immUiate family must Eiie a written disclosure statement with

their division ar.d bureau chiefs and with the First Assistant

Attorney General . The provisions of this Section shall not apply
O

if the effect on the emRloyee' s financial interest or that of a

meliiber of his iramediate family is no greater than on th·2 general

public . 7'he .ciisciosure statement
" shall include a description

(I) of the required action (2) of the affected financial "interest

and (3) of the potential conflict of interest. For purposes of
(

- this Section and Sections 5.4 and 5. 5, "immediate family" includes

the emplovqe' s sr»ouse, and the parents, chilciren, brothers and

sisters and their spouses, of both the emoloyee and his spouse.

SECTION 5
.

4 Financial Interests in Contr3cts

,

Employees are prohibited from i:iaving any direct or indirect

financial interests in contracts made by the Department or for the

ber.cSit of the Department, -or contracts in which the Departinent has
.

a direct and substantial interest. Employees who know or reasoriably
"

should know that the making of such a contract is being considered
>

by, or has been proposed to the Department or any other state agency
.

must iirgneaiately disclose in writing the nature and scope OZ their

(_
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,.C financial intero:3ts to their division and bureau chiefs and tCj

the First Assistant Attorney General. The disclosure requirements

.
of this paracTraph apply to all contracts whether written or

0

oral qind including, but not limited to, those made through com-

. petitive bidding. '

SECTION 5
.

5 Financial interests in Contracts - Immediate
F ami ly Members

.

Employees who know or reasonably should know that any

member ·of their immediate fani'ilies has a direct or indirect
-financial interest in a contract made by the Department or for
the benefit of the Departm.mt, or a contract in which the

Department has a direct and substantial interest, must .immedi-

ately. disclose in writing the nature and scope of the financial
,

,
C illi.eL"csL";' aii"d the n:zm.e (S) of the family member (s) so interested,

to their division and bureau chiefs and to the First Assistant
T

'

Attorney General. Employees who know or reasonably should know

that the making of such a contract is being considered by, or
.

has been proposed to the Department or any other state agency

" must immediately wake the same written disclosure to their
division and bureau chiefs and to the First Assistant Attorney
General as is described in the preceding sentence. The disclosure

r

requiraments of this paragraph apply to all employment contracts
and all other contracts whetlier written or oral, including, but

0

not limited to, those made throucM competitive bidding.

(_
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' SECTION 5.6 Disclosure of Financial Interest

=l?loyees who know that they have financial interests which

could be affected by plans or activities of the Department must

immediately disclose such interests to their division chiefs, bureau

chieZs and the First Assistant Attorney General, if they have not

already made disclosure pursuant to Sections 5.3, 5.4, 5.5 and 5.11.

SECTION 5.7 Use OF Confidential Information

Employees are to maintain the confidentiality of information

obtained by them in the course of their employment. They are pro-

hibited from disclosing privileged information or using suet:

. in-

formation to obtain benefits, financial or otherwise, for themselves,

their families, or their friends.

SECTION 5.8 Release of InFormation to Press

All contacts with the press'or media must be approved in ad-

vance by the Chief of the Public Information Bureau. This means

not only that all news releases will be disseminated through the

Public Information Bureau, but also that all requests for information

or documents from the Dress or meciia will be handled by, and all
correspondence to the press or media must be mailed from, the Public

Information Bureau. Documents will be made available only after

payment of a reasonable fee,paid to the Chief Clerk's Office to cover .

the cost of reproduction.

SECTION 5.9 Use of State Property

Employees should not, directly or indirectly, use or allow the use
'

of state property of any kind for other than official activities.

Section 5.6 Revision Promulgated on 6/15/80
Section 5.3 Revision Promulgated on.7/15/80
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Section 5.10 Elect tons
/'\

Employees are prohibited from using their offices to in-.

fluence, interfere rcith or affect the results of an election or
« 0

' nomination for office.
Eniployees are prohibited from soliciting or. receiving,

Qirectly or indirectly, any gift, payment , contribution, assessment,
.

subscription or promise of money or other thing of value for the

political campaign purpose of any candidate for public office or of
any political committee or for any political purpose whatsoever.

'X

.This prohibition specifically includes hosting a testimonial
reception or other eunction having the ourpose of raising political
contributions for any . candidate or political committee,

t "

Section 5;.11 Testimonial Dinners
;

. Employees are prohibited from selling or accepting payment Eor
'

tickets, admissions or contributions for a testitnonia1 dinner or
function or any affair by whatever name it may be callod having a

purpose similar to a testimonial dinner or function held on behalf

of any employee of this Department. No employee shall allow tickets
or admissions to be sold or contributions to be received for any testi-
monial dinner or function or any affair by whatever name it may be

called having a sir.ilar purpOsa, held on his behalf while he is an

em?loye(2 of this Department.

'j
Section 5.10 P.evision Promulgated on 11/7/79
New Section 5.11 added on 11/7/79
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Section 5.12 Msclosure of Pros?ective Employment:

An emplOyee who participates in a matter of financial

interest to a prospective employer with whom the employee

is engaged in employment negotiations or with whom an

arrangement concerning prospective employment has been

finalized, shall make full disclosure to his division chief,

bureau chief, the First assistant attorney general, and the ·

State Ethics Commission of the fact O:E the prospective

employment and the employee's present involvement with the
# ' ·

prospective employer.

For purposes of this section, negotiations exist as
.

soon as both the employee and the prosQective employer show

..'

any interest in the employee working for the pMspective
0

employer; i.e., disclosure must be made as soon as an empl"Dy-

ment interview is scheduled.

In addition to the other provisions O:E this section,

employees must'notify their division chief, bureau chief and
.

. the first aSsistant attorney general if they receive offers of

employment from any person or organization dealing with the

employee in his/her official capacity, whether or not the

employee is interested in negotiating future employment with

such person or irganization.

Employees interested in proSpective employment who are

actively engaged in litigation against persons or organizations
..

, .



.
' · b

:
Y

? S 18E.
~C V

Q

«

i
shall not directly contact the individuals within those

organizations with whom they are dealing directly in their

. official capacity, unless said individual is (a) a sole

practitioner or (b) the only individual within the prospective

-organization authorized to hire.

.,
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New Section 5.12 added on 6/15/80
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WILLIAM C. LANNON '

SUPERINTENDENT
O' 159 THORNDIKE STREET - CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02141

SCHOOlS I

498-9200

Septet±er 25, 1980

lb: The Honorable Merrbers qf the City Council
t

· ?9

Fran: William C. Lannon ,4 ' .s ,,,f n
'?

\

,
Superintendent of ScitiCoiS

subject: Litigation and the Carrbridge Nblic Schools

I am presenting this statetnmt as Superintendent of Schools and within the
context of my perceptions of the legal pressures which historically have
beset my Office.

.

The schools' today are clearly caught in a campaign of federal, and state
laws, whiCh seemingly have as their intent the delivery of hunan services
by the use of oampliance pressures that irrpact an local decisions and budgets.
Amng those that have caused the School Ikpartnent to expend extraordinary
tine and money on are:

1. 94-142 - 766 - These two laws on the handicapped literally
guarantee special services to aildren,mlch of 'which is the
result of litigation. Our Bureau of Special Education is often
required to appear before various hearing officers on the issue
of tuition paynents. lhese payKEnts may run as high as $15,000
a year. The parents have access to legal assistance of a nuniber
of advocacy centers while we are often unrepresented.

The recent suit on the issue of welfare paynmts and children's
custody is an exanple. The City of Carrbridge is being sued by an
advocacy agency and we are being represented by the City SoLicitor.
An adverse decision could cost up to a half million dollars.

2. Civil Rights Act and Biljjngual Education - The use of the civil
Rights Act by the Federal arm of this agency has resulted in cost
over runs both in terms of tirre and budget.

Presently there are changes in Federal regulations dealing with
native language instruction under the Bilingual laws. The Congress
is resisting suFport for these services. The result of this locally
muld well be parent suits for cjontinued services in native language.
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3. Racial Oeseg"egatian - cur racial integration is in itssecond full year of ilqplementation.

!Ihe School Department has I believe done this process in
a well planned that has resulted in a calm and
peaceful opening. tlhis however Should not lead us tobelieve that the future is free of potential litigation.
Systems 'which desegregate mist deal with appeals, equity
of instruction and special service petitions. While Imaintain that in this area special counsel with specialization
is often needed, the general guidance could easily cane fran
a city agency.

4. Negotiaticns and General Personnel Issues -
In the area dbove we often should use sane specialization
however as layoffs and affirmative action issues collide,
we have been involved with numerous suits citing discrimination.
Mere is no evidence that this will decrease.

The intent of this staterrent is to indicate the general cxmcerns facing schools
today. The Council, in its best judganent will address the problem with itsbest thirking. I do not presume to suggest solutions and my intent is to
mke known certain informaticn Which may help in your deliberation.

Finally I would suggest a new balk for those who wish to pursue .the Federal
State intervention process,

Legislative learning
The Birreaucratization of the Ciassrcjcxn by Arthur Wise

INCL: im

t
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SUPERINTENDENT

°' 159 THORNDIKE STREET - CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02141
SCHOOLS

.498-9200
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Septehber 25, 1980

lb: Paul Healy
City Clerk

Fran: William C. Lannan
1>

SUp2rintendent of Schools

subject: Litigation and the Carrbridge Public Schools
Attached Statenent

This is the Staterrent. I would appreciate it being read into the record

at tonight's ting.

WCL:nui

Attacihrrent

.
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' PUBLIC HEARING

The Committee on Ordinances, comprised of the entire membership of

the City Council will conduct a public hearing on Thursday, September 25,

1980 in the City Council Chamber, City Hall, Cambridge, Massachusetts

The purpose of the hearing is as follows:

7:30 p, Ilb. ' Proposed amendment to the General Ordinances
regarding the office of the£ity Solicitor. .

8:00 p. m. . Proposed amendment to the General Ordinances
regarding the appointment of Constables to
serve civil process.

All persons interested in this matter may appear at this time and

be heard. b

For the Committee,

Counci11or David A. Wylie,
Chairman, Committee on Ordinances.

.

,
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4.
IN CITY COUNCIL

COUNCILLOR D. SULLIVAN April 7, 1980

ORDERED: That the enclosed proposed Ordinance be referred
to the Ordinance Committee of the City Council.

,

. "6' ,

(

,

' ' " ' " '': '

.

In City Council April 14, 1980
Adopted by the affirmative vote of 7 members.
Attest: Paul E. Healy, City Clerk

A true copy,

^""" "':L R jjl4
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