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/ Presentment of Legal Claims 

To: 
Lou is DePascuale 
Cambridge City Manager 
City Hall, 795 Massachusetts Avenue 
Cambridge, MA 02139 

On Behalf of Claimants 
and Members of Classes: 
River Gods, Inc., 
Jaqueline A. Linnane, 
T.T. the Bear's Place, Inc., 
Harriet Bonney Bouley, 
Emmaslices, Inc., 
Jeffrey R. Weingast, 
McCabe's Porter, LLC, 
Brian Manning, 
Thomas Covert, 
Christopher Whitney, 
Sandrine's, LLC, 
Gwyneth Trost, 
Lanes & Games, Inc., 
C. Anthony Martignetti, 
Daniel A. Martignetti, 
and 
Class Members Similarly Situated to Complainants 

By: 
Kimberly S. Courtney, Esq. 
Attorney for Claimants 
Courtney Law 
1 Cedar Street, B 
Cambridge, MA 02140 

February 27,2018 
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This letter is to notify the Cambridge City Manager's Office of legal claims and 

the basis therefore, on behalf of the above named Claimants, and members of their 

classes who are similarly situated (collectively "Claimants") . 
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I. Claimants 

The following individuals and businesses, and the members of their 

respective classes who are similarly situated, are potential plaintiffs and hereby 

present their legal claims, and the basis therefore, to the City of Cambridge: 

1. River Gods, Inc. is a Massachusetts Corporation with its principal place of 
business in Cambridge, Massachusetts. 

2. Jaqueline A. Linnane is the sale owner of River Gods, and is a resident of 
Somerville, Massachusetts. 

3. T.T. the Bear's Place, Inc. is a Massachusetts Corporation with its principal 
place of business in Cambridge, MA. 

4. Harriet Bonney Bouley is the sale owner ofT.T. the Bear's Place, and is a 
resident of Boston, MA. 

5. Emmaslices, Inc., dba Emma's Pizza, is a Massachusetts Corporation with its 
principal place of business in Cambridge, MA. 

6. Jeffrey R. Weingast is the sale owner of Emma's Pizza and is a resident of 
Watertown, MA. 

7. Sandrine's, LLC is a Massachusetts Corporation with its principal place of 
business in Cambridge, MA. 

8. Gwyneth Trost is the sale owner ofSandrine's, and is a resident of Belmont, 
MA. 

9. McCabe's Porter, LLC is a Massachusetts Corporation with its principal place 
of business in Cambridge, MA. 

10. Brian Manning is co-owner of McCabe's, and is a resident of Lowell, MA. 

11. Thomas Covert is co-owner of McCabe's, and is a resident of 
Wayban, MA. 

12. Christopher Whitney is co-owner of McCabe's, and is a resident of Stoneham, 
MA. 

13. Lanes & Games, Inc. is a Massachusetts Corporation, with its principal place 
of business in Cambridge, MA. 
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14. C. Anthony Martignetti is the co-owner of Lanes & Games, and is a resident of 
Medford, MA. 

15. Daniel A. Martignetti is the co-owner of Lanes & Games, and is a resident of 
Winchester, MA. 

II. Defendants 

The following individuals and entities are potential defendants in regards to 

the claims stated herein, some of whom shall be named in the future after the 

discovery phase of litigation: City of Cambridge ("City"), Cambridge License 

Commission ("Commission"), individual city employees in their official and 

individual capacities, who are/were employed by the City as License 

Commissioners, License Commission Staff, City Managers, Deputy City Managers, 

City Solicitors, and City Councillors, between May 1, 1981 and present, including but 

not limited to: 

Nicole Murati Ferrer, Gerard Mahoney, Branville Bard, Andrea Spears 
Jackson, Robert Haas, Gerald Reardon, Richard Scali, Arthur Goldberg, 
Michael Gardner, Mary Calnan, James McDavitt, Benjamin Barnes, 
Elizabeth Lint, Andrea Boyer, Henderson Hedley, Christopher O'Neil, 
Jill Kourafas, Richard Rossi, Lisa Peterson, Robert Healey, Louis 
DePascuale, 

and various other unnamed individual city employees, in their official and individual 

capacities (collectively "Defendants"). The City is in possession of information to 

enable it to easily identify the unnamed individual Defendants, for the purposes of 

investigating these claims. 

This letter is submitted pursuant to the presentment requirements of MGL 

Chapter 258, Section 4, and other laws. Although some of the claims herein are not 

subject to the presentment requirement, those claims are included here for the 
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purpose of a potential settlement discussion. Claimants preserve their rights to file 

suit in court on any claims that do not require presentment at any time. To facilitate 

settlement for all parties, a proposed Tolling Agreement is attached and submitted 

herewith, which would toll the statutes of limitations on all claims and counter 

claims for all parties. 

III. Factual Background 

A. Introduction 

The Claimants are dedicated businesses, and business owners, who have 

worked hard for years to provide a thriving restaurant industry for the residents, 

workers, and visitors of Cambridge, Massachusetts. They have all operated with 

liquor licenses that were issued to them by the City of Cambridge License 

Commission in order to serve the "public need" and to "protect the common good", 

as the state statute that governs liquor licenses provides. They did so in reliance 

upon laws and regulations that they believed were valid and enforceable, and with 

faith that their City officials were treating their businesses fairly, ethically and 

according to the laws and regulations of Cambridge, and of the Commonwealth of 

Massachusetts. They invested years of hard work and millions of dollars into the 

Cambridge restaurant industry, trusting those City officials to diligently and 

honestly perform their duties, yet instead were defrauded by those officials, who 

chose to protect certain other businesses from competition, at the expense of their 

businesses. 

These businesses all offered Cambridge something special and were 

treasured by their customers. All, but one, have closed in recent years. River Gods, 
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open for 15 years in Central Square, was a gastropub with DJs, a gothic vibe, and was 

a home away from home for many. Emma's Pizza, known for its crispy crust and 

creative toppings, was in operation since the 1960s and was run by the current 

owner for about 12 years, until it recently closed in Kendall Square. McCabe's Bar & 

Grille,located in Porter Square, is a casual spot for enjoying great food and watching 

sports. Sandrine's Bistro was a well-respected French fine dining institution in 

Harvard Square for 18 years. T.T. the Bear's Place was a beloved live music venue 

that recently closed its door after 40 years in operation. Lanes & Games was a 

bowling center, arcade and lounge that was owned by the Martignettis for 34 years, 

and operated as a bowling center for over 80 years, providing Cambridge with both 

candlepin and tenpin bowling. 

These well-loved and respected Cambridge businesses, whose owners 

sacrificed long hours and great devotion to the Cambridge community, were 

deceived and defrauded by the very City that they served, causing them to make 

unnecessary and costly business decisions, to operate their businesses under illegal 

and invalid local regulations, and to lose millions of dollars of their hard earned 

money. 

The powers given to our City government are those derived from the people 

through the Constitution of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, the oldest 

constitution in the country, and the model for our Federal Constitution. Under our 

Constitution those City officials are mere agents of the people, and they are at all 

times accountable to them. The above named Claimants were defrauded by the City, 
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and deprived of their right to the faithful execution of the laws, causing them 

extensive financial and other harm. 

After decades of deceptive practices, it is time for the City, and the individual 

public officials who are responsible for those practices, to be held accountable, and 

for the Claimants to be compensated for the monetary harm caused to them by the 

City of Cambridge. 

B. Quota for Liquor Licenses Lifted by City Council 

On or about May 18, 1981, the Cambridge City Council voted to lift the quota 

for liquor licenses in the City of Cambridge. In what appeared to be a favor for one 

business, the Council completely lifted the state mandated quota allowing for an 

unlimited number of liquor licenses to be issued. Although the Council possessed 

the legal authority to lift the quota, it did not have the power to reinstate that quota. 

The natural impact of this 1981 vote on the market for liquor licenses, a market that 

existed purely due to the limited number of licenses available, was to cause the 

value of the existing liquor licenses to fall to zero and destroy that market, yet for 

three decades the City kept it from becoming publicly known. 

C. Illegal Policies and Regulations Implemented 

After the Council vote to lift the quota, it does not appear that the City, 

Council, or License Commission promulgated the new state of the law in Cambridge 

to liquor license holders and the public, in conflict with the City's legal and ethical 

obligations. In fact, many long time restaurant owners only recently learned, 

decades later, that the quota was removed so long ago, and many are still unaware. 

The topic was touched upon in two recent front page articles in The Boston Globe on 
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Sunday, November 12, 2017 and Wednesday, November 15, 2017, both of which 

unveiled only a small portion of the City's extensive wrongdoing. 

During the decades since that 1981 Council vote, the License Commission 

formulated and implemented what appears to be an intentional fraudulent scheme 

to conceal from the public that the quota was lifted, and to protect certain 

businesses from competition. The City Managers, City Solicitors and City Councillors 

in office during that time frame were aware of the scheme, or at least should have 

been aware, and failed to perform their duties to uphold the law and ensure that the 

laws of the Commonwealth were faithfully followed within the City government. 

This complex scheme resulted in illegal policies and regulations that, among 

other things, created a false market for liquor licenses, manipulated the value of 

those licenses, created high barriers to entry into the industry, and stripped certain 

businesses of their legal rights in regards to their licenses. Hundreds of Cambridge 

businesses were forced to operate under these illegal policies and regulations 

during those decades. 

Individual Commissioners and staff members of the License Commission 

were involved in this scheme, and perpetuated it, despite knowledge that it was not 

in compliance with the law. This occurred with the knowledge, cooperation, and/or 

assistance of the City Managers, City Solicitors, City Councillors, certain local 

attorneys, landlords, business associations, and others. 

D. City Acknowledgement of Illegal Policies & Regulations 

At a public hearing held on or about July 7, 2016, the Cambridge License 

Commission acknowledged on the public record this scheme that was perpetrated 
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upon the public and liquor license holders over the course of more than 30 years. 

The unanimous vote of the License Commissioners - Chair Nicole Murati Ferrer, 

Acting Police Commissioner Christopher Burke, and Fire Chief Gerald Reardon -

removed numerous Cambridge liquor license regulations because, according to the 

Commission itself, those regulations, and in some cases the manner in which the 

Commission had applied them, violated state law. 

In typical form, the Commission made attempts to obscure from public 

knowledge that the handful of hearings on this topic were taking place. It does not 

appear that businesses holding liquor licenses were not informed of these hearings, 

or invited to submit public comment. Members of the public seemed surprised and 

confused by the Commission's lack of transparency in this process to eliminate these 

policies and regulations. The Commission was not as clear and forthcoming as it 

should have been in its manner of announcing that the reason for removal of the 

policies and regulations was that they were illegal, and that they had been 

intentionally implemented to hide the fact that the City lifted the liquor license 

quota in 1981. The Commission took no public responsibility for this wrongdoing, 

other than to simply state that these policies and regulations were against state law. 

Nevertheless, the Commission wiped a large number of policies and 

regulations off of the City's books. Documents explaining the Commission's 

rationale, as well as official Minutes of those public hearings, are in the possession of 

the City. The regulations that were removed by the Commission included, among 

many others, higher standards for approval of a liquor license than were allowed by 

state law, a self imposed quota system that the City called "Caps", a requirement that 
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new businesses had to exert all efforts to purchase a license, and a condition placed 

on new licenses that stripped those businesses of their legal rights to transfer, 

leverage, sell and/or move their liquor license to a new location, while at the same 

time charging them twice the yearly licensing fee. 

These policies and regulations, and/or the manner in which they were 

implemented and enforced, were illegal, yet were promulgated by the City as 

legitimate regulations, and enforced against the Claimants, causing them direct 

harm. The Commission's scheme created a false market for liquor licenses in order 

to protect certain businesses from competition, at the expense of the Claimants. 

It appears that until the License Commission's 2016 vote to remove those 

illegal policies and regulations from the books, only City officials and a limited 

number of others, including a handful of well-connected lawyers who frequently 

appeared before the Commission, knew the truth - that there were free, unlimited 

liquor licenses available in Cambridge since May 18, 1981, when the Council lifted 

the quota. The City and License Commission worked very hard to obscure this fact 

from public knowledge for decades, causing the Claimants direct and great financial 

harm. Since that 2016 vote by the Commission, rather than taking responsibility for 

the decades of wrongful acts, the City, Commission, City Council, City Manager, and 

City Solicitor have engaged in numerous efforts to mislead business owners about 

what happened, and cover up the extensive scheme that harmed those businesses. 

E. Falsely High Barriers to Entry 

The Commission's scheme involved numerous heightened standards in order 

to apply for and open an alcohol establishment in Cambridge, which were in conflict 
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with state law. For example, neighborhood groups, and business associations such 

as the Harvard Square Business Association, were given special treatment and 

consideration in the application process, in conflict with the law. In addition, the 

Commission accepted letters from City Counci llors encouraging the Commission to 

take certain official votes and actions, which is expressly prohibited by the Plan E 

Charter. This practice continues to date, with the Councillors' express knowledge 

that it is a violation of law. 

Applicants for liquor licenses also had to show greater public need than state 

law requires, including obtaining signatures on petitions in order to proceed, and 

showing "overwhelming neighborhood support", which is much more stringent than 

the legal standard of "public need". There is also evidence in the public record of the 

Commission's focus on the protection of certain businesses from competition and 

from the devaluation of their liquor licenses, a clear legal and ethical violation. 

F, Self Imposed Quota 

In the years after the City Council lifted the quota for liquor licenses in 

Cambridge, the Commission created its own version of the quota system that it 

called "Caps". These Caps were created and implemented with such confusion and 

lack of clarity that it was difficult for the public to understand how they functioned, 

making those regulations invalid on their face. The creation of the Caps, and the 

manner in which they were implemented by the Commission, also created an anti

competitive environment where certain existing business owners in certain areas of 

the city were protected from new businesses opening near them. In the text of its 

regulations, the Commission actually named some of the specific businesses that 
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were protected under this scheme. The Caps contributed to the Commission's 

overall goal of protecting certain businesses from competition, at the expense of 

others, including the Complainants. 

G. Requirement to Purchase a License 

The Commission actively engaged in efforts to conceal the fact that the quota 

for liquor licenses was lifted in 1981, by lying to the public and telling them that 

there were no liquor licenses avai lab le. Over the course of many years, even 

decades, the Commissioners and Commission staff colluded with numerous 

individuals within and outside the City to implement this scheme to defraud the 

public. During those years, from 1981 to present, certain public officials participated 

in the scheme, including but not limited to the City Managers, City Councillors, and 

City Solicitors. There were also a number of lawyers and landlords who knowingly 

participated in the fraud. 

For decades, it appears that the Commission and its staff wrongfully and 

intentionally told inquiring businesses that there were no liquor licenses available, 

and that they had to purchase one. It appears that certain applicants were given 

special treatment and were permitted to submit an application for a new license, but 

only after every effort was made to try to purchase a license. The Commission 

provided no standards for this requirement and had no legitimate way to implement 

and enforce it. 

As a result of this scheme, many applicants purchased liquor licenses from 

businesses with existing liquor licenses, handing over hundreds of thousands of 

dollars for worthless licenses, unjustly enriching those business owners, their 
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brokers, and their lawyers. All the while, unlimited liquor licenses actually existed in 

the City that should have been freely available to qualified applicants. At a minimum, 

every applicant should have been allowed to submit an application for a new 

license, and if that application was denied by the Commission, the applicant would 

have the right of appeal. This appeal right was illegally stripped from those 

applicants by turning them away at the desk, including some of the Claimants. 

The Commission, along with certain attorneys and others, deceived business 

owners, including some of the Claimants, causing these businesses to invest money 

in liquor licenses that they did not have to purchase, and were actually worthless at 

the time they were purchased. 

H. Illegal Conditions Placed on Licenses 

Certain licenses issued by the Commission have special conditions placed 

upon them that stripped the business of its legal right to transfer, leverage, sell 

and/or move its liquor license to another location. State law forbids the License 

Commission from implementing these restrictions1, yet the Commission applied 

them to numerous licenses over the years. Those licenses were also charged twice 

the yearly fee, which City Solicitor Nancy Glowa has acknowledged was against state 

law, as all licenses must be treated the same. 

Although Chair Nicole Murati Ferrer acknowledged on the public record in 

open hearings in 2016 that these special conditions are not legal, to date the 

Commission continues to apply these restrictions to existing businesses. Those 

1 Some limitations are legally permissible only after an extensive process of a Home Rule Petition that must first 
be approved by the City Council, and then approved by the State. This did not occur. 

12 



businesses are still being told that they must turn in their liquor license if they close, 

and that their license will then cease to exist. Under state law, this is not correct. 

Many have businesses have turned their liquor licenses into the Commission in 

reliance on the false information that the Commission provides to them. 

These ongoing illegal activities make it clear that the Commission, and its 

individual Commissioners and staff, with knowledge and intent, defiantly continue 

to perpetuate their scheme to defraud the public. 

I. Manipulation of Types of Liquor Licenses 

The people of Cambridge voted in certain types of liquor licenses, including 

"Taverns", bar operations without a food requirement, and "General on Premise" 

("GOP") licenses, non-bar business concepts without a food requirement, such as 

comedy clubs, theaters and music venues. However, the License Commission, with 

knowledge and/or reason to know, refused to inform the public that those types of 

licenses were available, and refused to accept applications for those types of 

licenses, in furtherance of their scheme. 

The Commission engaged in extensive efforts to obscure the fact that these 

types of licenses were available from public knowledge, seemingly in order to 

protect certain businesses from competition and from the devaluation of their 

liquor licenses. Part of that scheme included the effective denial of applicants for 

Tavern and GOP licenses by Commission staff at the front desk. Inquiries to the 

Commission for business concepts appropriate for these types of licenses were met 

with the false information that they must obtain a "Restaurant" liquor license. This 

intentional misinformation resulted in depriving the applicant of their right to apply 
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for the license, to have it either be granted or denied by the Commission, and to 

appeal the Commission's decision, which would have likely been overturned. 

Some chose not to open their business at all due to these illegal high barriers 

to entry. Others relied on the Commission's misinformation and obtained a 

"Restaurant" liquor license, which required them to change their concept and invest 

significantly more money to build a commercial kitchen, and operate that kitchen. 

This requirement to be a "Restaurant" was part of the Commission's overall scheme 

to elevate the barrier to entry into the market, a market which the Commission 

worked hard to manipulate and protect, to the benefit of certain businesses, and to 

the detriment of the Claimants. 

In furtherance of this scheme, the Commission actively, and with knowledge 

and/or reason to know, protected certain illegal businesses by allowing them to 

operate with a "Restaurant" liquor license without a kitchen and/or food service. 

Some of those businesses were approved as Restaurants with the Commission's 

knowledge that the business would not have a kitchen and serve food, as is legally 

required under state law. Others began operating as restaurants, and then ceased 

operating legally as a food establishment. The Commission knew, had reason to 

know, and/or intentionally allowed these businesses to operate illegally with a 

Restaurant liquor license, although they did not meet the basic requirements for 

such a license. 

The Commission's involvement and responsibility for these illegal activities 

runs deep. The Commission must renew each liquor license each year, sending those 

renewals to the ABCC through the U.S. mail, and certify to the state that the business 
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be operating legally under the type of license it holds. With knowledge and intent, 

members of the Commission and its staff appear to have falsified certain public 

records, and renewed Restaurant liquor licenses for establishments that were not 

restaurants at all. These activities occurred each year for many establishments, over 

many years, and appear to continue to date. These activities, as well as others 

described herein, which have harmed the Claimants, appear to rise to the level of 

chargeable and indictable acts by the city officials involved. 

J. Creation of Regulations and Policies Without Authority 

Despite the plain language of the Plan E Charter, Mass. General Laws Chapter 

138, and other laws, the License Commission created policies and regulations 

governing liquor licenses with no apparent legal authority, from approximately 

1981, or earlier, to present. The Plan E Charter gives only one body in the City the 

authority to create regulations, the City Council, which "shall have and exercise all 

legislative powers of the city". M.G.L. Ch. 43, § 97. The language of the Charter 

makes this power non-delegable. The only specified exceptions are for the school 

committee and voters. No exception applies to the License Commission. 

After multiple requests, the Commission, Clerk, Solicitor and Council were all 

unable to refer to any legal authority of the License Commission to create rules, 

policies and regulations, other than certain narrow matters not at issue here2• Thus, 

all of the policies and regulations that the Commission has created to date are likely 

void and/or voidable on their face because they were not created, vetted, and/or 

approved by the City Council, the sole legislative body in the City. 

21t appears that even those rules that the Commission can establish under Chapter 138, must still re ce ive approval of the City 
Council under the Plan E Charter. 
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K. Absentee Commissioners 

The Commission regularly allowed non-Commissioners to sit on the 

Commission, and to vote on official Commission matters in public hearings. For 

example, Commissioner Gerald Reardon, who was also the Fire Chief, had a 

"substitute" sit in for him, attend public Commission hearings, and vote on his behalf 

for over a year, presumably still collecting his full salary for those duties that he 

failed to perform. There is extensive evidence of these practices by various 

Commissioners in the public record. These "substitutes" were a regular, ongoing 

practice, were against the law, and may have rendered many of the Commission's 

decisions void or voidable. 

L. Illegal Criminal Background Checks 

Other activities of the Commissioners and staff, which may be chargeable and 

indictable, include an illegal scheme to obtain criminal background checks on liquor 

license applicants. State law is very clear on what the requirements are to obtain a 

criminal background check, and the Commission had no legal authority to do so, nor 

to charge applicants $10 for those checks. Specifically, Executive Director Elizabeth 

Lint was personally involved in illegally obtaining those background checks, among 

other individual Commissioners and staff members. There is evidence that Ms. Lint 

colluded with Police Officer Benny Szeto to provide him with the confidential 

personal data of applicants, requested that he pull those background checks through 

the Police Department system, and then had Officer Szeto disseminate that reports 

from the Police Department back to the Commission's office. There are mUltiple 

levels of illegal activities in this scenario, and they clearly violate state law, City CORI 
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policies, and Police Department CORI policies. 

While employed with the City as Executive Director of the License 

Commission, Ms. Lint also owns a private investigation firm on the side, while at the 

same time illegally obtaining criminal background checks through the Cambridge 

Police Department. After former City Manager Richard Rossi and current 

Commission Chair Nicole Murati Ferrer were informed of these activities of 

obtaining illegal criminal background checks, their response was not to fire or even 

reprimand these individuals, but rather to proceed to request CORI approval 

through the state. A review of that application submitted to the state shows no 

disclosure of these past illegal actions in regards to criminal background checks, and 

the Commission does not appear to have any legal authority to obtain that CORI 

approval for the purposes of liquor license applications. 

M. City's Participation in Commission's Scheme 

Numerous individual City offiCials, including members of the License 

Commission, City Clerk, City Solicitor, and City Council have participated in this 

illegal scheme. Many of them have known that the License Commission created, 

applied, and enforced these "regulations" for decades, taking no action to have them 

properly approved by the Council. Those City officials knew, had reason to know, 

were negligent, and/or reckless in the performance of their public duties, which 

caused direct harm to the Claimants. 

The City Managers in place during the time period at issue - Robert Healey, 

Richard Rossi, and Louis DePascuale - were appointed by the City Council to act as 

"chief administrative officer", "sworn to faithful performance of [their] duties" and 
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are/were "responsible for the administration of all departments, commissions, 

boards and officers of the city", including the License Commission. M.G.L. Chapter 

43, §103. These City Managers were directly responsible to oversee the activities of 

the License Commission, and knew, had reason to know, were negligent, and/or 

reckless in the performance of their public duties, which caused direct harm to the 

Claimants. 

The City Council also failed the people of Cambridge and the Claimants in its 

oversight of the City Manager's performance. The City Council is responsible for the 

"government of the city and the general management and control of all its affairs". 

Section 95. The Council appoints the City Manager "who shall be sworn to the 

faithful performance of his duties and who shall be the chief administrative officer of 

the city and shall be responsible for the administration of all departments, 

commissions, boards and officers of the city" and "shall hold office during the 

pleasure of the city council". Section 103. The City Manager is responsible to ensure 

that "officers and employees of the city ... shall perform the duties required of them 

by the city manager, under general regulations of the city council. Any violation of 

this section shall constitute sufficient grounds for removal of any such officer or 

employee." Section 106. 

Upon information and belief, certain City Councillors during this time frame 

specifically knew, had reason to know, were negligent, and/or reckless in the 

performance of their public duties, by allowing the illegal activities of the License 

Commission to continue. Some of them participated directly in the Commission's 

activities by submitting letters to the Commission to publicly attempt to influence 
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their votes on specific matters. The City Council and its Members also failed to 

ensure that the City Managers performed their duties, and failed to remove them 

from their positions for their refusal to take action to fix a corrupt License 

Commission, which continues to date. The Councillors have failed to hold any City 

officials accountable for these failures, including key players in the scheme such as 

Richard Scali, Gerald Reardon, and Elizabeth Lint, among others. 

N. Incomprehensible & Inconsistent Policies and Regulations 

Even if the Commission's policies and regulations were legally created, they 

were drafted so poorly as to render them void and/or voidable for vagueness and 

incomprehensibility. Those regulations were drafted without following standard 

legislative rules and guidelines, with differing pages and numbering systems for the 

print versus the electronic version, and were essentially impossible for the public to 

read, understand and follow. Numerous amendments to the written regulations 

were added to the end of the existing regulations, rather than amending the actual 

body of text of those regulations, making it difficult or impossible comprehend. 

Verbal policies were also implemented, and not incorporated into written 

regulations, which were applied based upon the whim of the Commissioners. The 

written regulations were also applied and enforced by the Commissioners on a 

selective basis, to the detriment of certain businesses, but not others. These 

regulations were drafted in a fashion that allowed a small group of local lawyers 

who frequently appeared before the Commission to be uniquely able to navigate 

them. There is even evidence of the Commission recommending specific lawyers by 

name to potential applicants. 
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O. City Involvement in Cambridge Licensee Advisory Board 

In or about 1997, a non-profit organization was created called the Cambridge 

Licensee Advisory Board ("CLAB"), with the knowledge and participation of the City 

and License Commission. Richard Scali, who was previously in the role of Executive 

Director and then Chair of the Commission, appears to have been involved in CLAB's 

creation, and was also a Director of CLAB. The current Executive Director of the 

Commission, Elizabeth Lint, is currently a Member of the Board of CLAB. 

CLAB appears to operate for an illegal purpose, in violation of the state's non

profit laws, and in furtherance of the City's overall scheme. Its principal place of 

business registered with the Secretary of the Commonwealth is "Cambridge License 

Commission, 831 Massachusetts Avenue, Cambridge, MA 02139". CLAB has 

promoted itself on its website "as an alternative to suspending licenses" and that 

"the City encouraged" its creation. It claims: "Through the innovation ofthe City of 

Cambridge License Commission and the cooperation of its founding board members, 

CLAB was a frontrunner in non-traditional responses to licensee infractions." 

The License Commission and the ABCC are the only bodies that can legally 

handle violations of the liquor license laws. The Police Department and District 

Attorney's Office handle any infractions of criminal law by licensees. Unfortunately, 

there is no "alternative" to following the law when it comes to "licensee infractions". 

This organization clearly appears to have been, and currently is, operating for an 

illegal purpose under Massachusetts law. 

Not only does CLAB claim to handle legal and/or criminal matters that 

should be handled by the License Commission and/or other departments, it also 
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claims to have a relationship with the City where its Members receive special 

treatment from the City compared to others who are not Members of CLAB. For 

example, according to its website, some of the benefits of CLAB Membership include 

"being scheduled first when you have business before the License Commission" and 

"free server training". A review of the Minutes of numerous License Commission 

hearings confirms that this special treatment has in fact been given to CLAB 

Members. CLAB also claimed to have a "Merit System", where the "License 

Commission" would consider CLAB membership "in review of changes to your 

license or infractions of the law". This is clearly not legal. 

The City's involvement in this organization is astounding, and the fact that it 

has allowed the organization to continue to exist, even after former City Manager 

Richard Rossi and current Chair Murati Ferrer were questioned about CLAB in early 

2016. The only action that appears to have been taken by the City or Commission 

was a a letter sent to CLAB by Chair Murati Ferrer merely asking for language to be 

changed on the CLAB website, removing reference to the "merit system". Nothing in 

that letter indicated that Chair Murati Ferrer desired to end the City's relationship 

with CLAB. 

In fact, to date, CLAB's website still lists the Commission's Executive Director 

Elizabeth Lint as a board member, and claims that she has been "affiliated since 

2005". The website also states that it "recently evolved into an even more 

cooperative public/private organization with its vote to include non-licensees on 

the board with the election of Elizabeth Lint of the License Commission as its first 

non-licensee board member." This sounds like no changes have been made in the 
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City's relationship with CLAB. 

There is much evidence in the public record of the City's relationship with 

CLAB. The City encouraged liquor license holders to join CLAB, and required every 

licensee to take a 21 Proof class run by CLAB that was identical to other programs, 

according to recent statements by Murati Ferrer. It appears to be part of the City's 

overall scheme to wrongfully favor and protect certain businesses. 

P. Individual Claimants 

The above facts are referenced and incorporated herein as to each Claimant. 

1. River Gods, Inc. and Jaqueline Linnane 

In or about 2000, jaqueline Linnane sought to open a music venue in 

Cambridge, Massachusetts. As part of her due diligence, the first step she took was 

to seek accurate information on how to obtain a liquor license from the Cambridge 

License Commission. She inquired with the Commission regarding the possibility of 

applying for a new liquor license. Ms. Linnane was told by Commission staff that she 

was required to purchase a liquor license from an existing Cambridge business. She 

was not informed by the Commission that there was no quota in Cambridge at that 

time, and she could have simply applied for a liquor license. 

Ms. Linnane purchased an All Alcohol Restaurant liquor license from Karen 

Waldron, the owner of the Charles River Sports Bar ("Sports Bar") located on River 

Street in Cambridge, which required her to also purchase the lease and business. 

The existing Sports Bar was a bar operation without a commercial kitchen, and Ms. 

Linnane intended to operate without a commercial kitchen. Ms. Linnane did not 
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intend to use the name or concept of the Sports Bar, she merely needed a liquor 

license. 

Although the building that the Sports Bar was located in was for sale at the 

time, Ms. Linnane could only afford to purchase either the building or the business, 

but not both. Since she needed a liquor license to operate, and was told by the 

Commission that she must purchase one, Ms. Linnane proceeded with a purchase 

and sale agreement to buy the Sports Bar for $165,000. 

Ms. Linnane's attorney, James Rafferty, who regularly appears before the 

Commission, prepared and filed a transfer application with the Commission for the 

purchase. Prior to her hearing before the Commission, Ms. Linnane was instructed 

by the Commission through her attorney Rafferty that she was required to build out 

a commercial kitchen and present a full dinner menu. This was not Ms. Linnane's 

intention, and was not consistent with her business model. 

The existing Sports Bar was permitted by the Commission to operate with a 

"Restaurant" liquor license as a bar with no commercial kitchen during its many 

years of operation. As a result of the Commission's demand for Ms. Linnane to build 

a commercial kitchen, she had to renegotiate the lease with her landlord, at an 

additional cost of $7,000, because the lease that she purchased did not allow her to 

perform the renovations to install a commercial kitchen as the Commission 

requested. She also had to invest additional funds that she had not anticipated in 

order to build a kitchen and serve food at her music venue. Ms. Linnane was never 

informed by the Commission that other types of licenses existed, such as "Tavern" 

and "General on Premise" liquor licenses, that would not have required her to build 
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and operate a commercial kitchen. She could have applied for a new one, or 

converted the "Restaurant" license that she purchased into one of those categories, 

thus her lease renegotiation and kitchen build was yet another unnecessary expense 

forced upon her by the Commission. 

Ms. Linnane spent approximately $165,000 for the kitchen build out. She also 

had to endure the ongoing cost of hiring a chef and operating the commercial 

kitchen. Ms. Linnane's final total investment in the new business was approximately 

$320,000, of which $240,000 was through a bank loan, including a pledge of the 

liquor license. The Commission reviewed and approved her pledge, and upon 

information and belief, never informed the bank that there was no quota in 

Cambridge. She spent 7 years repaying her bank loan each month, which came to 

$240,000 in loan payments, and over $70,000 in interest on that loan. Ms. Linnane 

spent $320,000 to purchase a business that she did not need to purchase, plus 

interest on her loan, and years of hard work and effort to operate an unnecessary 

commercial kitchen, when she could have applied for a "new" "Tavern" or "General 

on Premise" liquor license at the time for probably less than $100. 

In or about July 2016, Ms. Linnane's landlord failed to renew her lease, and 

she was forced to close her business. If she had purchased the building in 2001, 

which at the time was on the market for $729,000, rather than spend her money on 

purchasing an existing business with a liquor license, Ms. Linnane could have stayed 

in business in 2016 and would likely still be open today. The current value of the 

property is estimated to be approximately $1,564,000 (Zillow.com), a lost 

opportunity for profit of about $835,000. 
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In or about 2017, after closing her business, Ms. Linnane attempted to sell 

her liquor license, at which time she learned that it was worthless. She learned that 

for 15 years her business was required to operate according to Commission 

Regulations that were not legally valid, and were constructed to create a false 

market for liquor licenses, and protect certain businesses from competition and 

devaluation of their liquor licenses. During those 15 years in business, the City never 

informed Ms. Linnane there was no quota for liquor licenses since 1981, and thus 

her license was worthless at the time that she purchased it. This fact was actively 

and intentionally concealed from Ms. Linnane through a scheme by the City and 

Commission, along with certain lawyers, landlords, and possibly brokers, to her 

extreme financial detriment. The false market that the City and Commission created 

for liquor licenses finally crashed as the public began to learn of the City's fraud. 

Before the City's fraud was exposed, brokers told Ms. Linnane that her liquor 

license was worth approximately $250,000. In her attempt to sell her license, Ms. 

Linnane paid an additional $6,000 in license fees to the Commission, while 

hopelessly attempting to sell her liquor license. She met with the City Manager and 

City Solicitor to request additional time to make those payments while working 

things out with the City, but the City refused to come up with a solution, even though 

it was within their authority to extend the deadlines for all liquor license fees, or 

waive them all, while the City attempted to find a solution to the repercussions of its 

wrongful acts. At a hearing before the Commission on or about November 15, 2018, 

Ms. Linnane was even encouraged by the Commission to try to sell her liquor license 

on Craigslist, even though it was worthless. When Ms. Linnane responded to the 
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Commission that she didn't want to potentially commit fraud, the Commission 

refused to address the issue. A review of the Craigslist terms indicate that Ms. 

Linnane would have violated those terms by trying to sell her liquor license at that 

time. Ms. Linnane has now lost her liquor license because she could not afford to 

continue to pay yearly fees for a worthless license. 

The financial harm to Ms. Linnane and her business, including but not limited 

to the above, was directly caused by the City and Commission's fraudulent scheme 

to create a market for liquor licenses where none existed. The City, Commission, and 

individual city officials involved, from approximately 1981 to present, intentionally, 

recklessly, and/or negligently caused Ms. Linnane and her business a large financial 

loss. 

2. T.T. the Bear's Place, Inc. and Harriet Bonney Bouley 

In or about September 1973, Harriet Bonney Bouley purchased a Restaurant 

liquor license along with the existing business that held it for $60,000. She opened 

her establishment in Central Square on Green Street as a restaurant, and 

approximately 7 years later moved to 10 Brookline Street, where the business 

remained until its closure on July 31, 2015. Ms. Bouley's business served the 

Cambridge community for approximately 42 years. 

Ms. Bouley's business at 10 Brookline Street initially included a commercial 

kitchen operation, but the Commission offered to waive that requirement in or 

about 1984 in a settlement agreement, and she continued her business as a music 

venue, without the kitchen operation. Ms. Bouley was not aware at the time that it 

was against state law for the City to waive that requirement. Ms. Bouley was never 
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informed by the Commission that she could have converted her Restaurant liquor 

license to a General On Premise license, which would have been the appropriate 

liquor license for her business concept. 

In 1981 when the Council lifted the quota for liquor licenses in Cambridge, 

Ms. Bouley, as a licensee and Cambridge business owner, was not informed of a 

proposed City Council Policy Order that would ultimately have a large impact on her 

business. After the Council's vote to lift the quota, the City failed to promulgate the 

new law to Ms. Bouley, who for over three decades was unaware that the quota was 

lifted, a significant development impacting the value of her business. If she had been 

informed before and/or after the vote to lift the quota, she may have taken different 

actions with her business. It was not until approximately 2017, after her business 

was closed, that Ms. Bouley learned that there was no quota in Cambridge, and that 

she could not sell her liquor license. 

Prior to closing her business in 2015, All Alcohol liquor licenses were actively 

selling on the market, and a broker estimated that her license was worth 

approximately $250,000. However, as she was attempting to sell her liquor license, 

she learned that there was no quota in Cambridge since 1981, and that the 

Commission's body of regulations that had been applied to and enforced against her 

business were largely against state law. The Commission wiped those regulations off 

the books, leaving business owners like Ms. Bouley to deal with the repercussions of 

the Commission's wrongful and illegal actions. 

In her hopeless attempt to sell her worthless license, Ms. Bouley paid two 

years of additional license fees to the Commission. She met with the City Manager 
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and City Solicitor through a telephone conference to request additional time to 

make those payments while working things out with the City, but the City refused to 

come up with a solution, despite the City's authority to extend fee deadlines or 

waive fees for all licensees. The Commission, along with five City Councillors, 

colluded to coerce her to sell her liquor license for an unreasonably low amount. 

The Commission placed her matter on the hearing agenda numerous times, even 

after having granted her an additional six months to sell her license, at the urging of 

her landlord, even though the ABCC had already denied that landlord's appeal of the 

Commission's extension. City officials have no business getting involved in private 

business transactions. Not only were these tactics clearly wrongful, but they caused 

Ms. Bouley a great deal of undue stress. 

In late 2017, Ms. Bouley offered to sell her liquor license back to the City, 

since the City kept insisting that the license still had value. This offer was reasonable 

in light of the City's prior activities of selling taxi medallions. The Commission 

refused that offer and instead revoked her liquor license, leaving her with a loss of 

hundreds of thousands of dollars that she expected to use for her retirement. The 

financial harm to Ms. Bouley and her business, including but not limited to the 

above, was directly caused by the City and Commission's decades long fraudulent 

scheme to protect certain business owners, and to create a market for liquor 

licenses where none existed. The City, Commission and individual city officials 

involved from approximately 1981 to present, intentionally, recklessly, and/or 

negligently caused Ms. Bouley and her business a large financial loss. 
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3. Emmaslices, Inc. and Jeffrey R. Weingast 

In or about 2004, Jeffrey Weingast purchased Emma's Pizza, an iconic 

Cambridge pizza restaurant that was established in the 1960s. He paid $65,000 for 

the Wine and Malt liquor license that he purchased with the business. At no time 

during the process of purchasing the liquor license did the Commission inform Mr. 

Weingast that there was no quota and he could have simply applied for a new liquor 

license. For the approximately 12 years that he operated the business, Mr. Weingast 

believed that he was required to purchase a liquor license to open his business, and 

that he could sell his liquor license·ifhe ever closed his business. 

In or about December of 2016, Mr. Weingast closed his business and 

attempted to sell his liquor license. He expected to sell his license for approximately 

$125,000. Instead he recently learned that there was no quota in Cambridge, that 

the quota was lifted in 1981, before he purchased his license, and that his license 

was worthless when he purchased it. The City and Commission actively obscured 

these facts from public knowledge for decades. Mr. Weingast also recently learned 

that the Commission's Regulations that had been applied to and enforced against his 

business since 2004, were largely against state law. The Commission recently wiped 

those regulations off the books, leaving business owners like Mr. Weingast to deal 

with the repercussions of the Commission's wrongful and illegal actions. 

In his attempt to sell his liquor license, Mr. Weingast paid additional license 

fees to the Commission, while hopelessly attempting to sell his liquor license. He 

met with the City Manager and City Solicitor to request additional time to make 

those payments while working things out with the City, but the City refused to come 
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up with a solution, even though it was within the City's authority to extend the 

deadline for, or waive, the fees for all licensees. In 2017 the Commission revoked 

Mr. Weingast's liquor license, leaving him with no hope of recovering from his 

financial loss. 

The financial harm to Mr. Weingast and his business, including but not 

limited to the above, was directly caused by the Commission's fraudulent scheme to 

protect certain business owners, and to create a market for liquor licenses where 

none existed. The City, Commission and individual city officials involved from 

approximately 1981 to present, intentionally, recklessly, and/or negligently caused 

Mr. Weingast and his business a large financial loss. 

4. Sandrine's, LLC and Gwyneth Trost 

Gwyneth Trost opened Sandrine's Bistro in December of 1996 at 8 Holyoke 

Street in Cambridge, which she operated for approximately 19 years, providing 

Cambridge with a well-respected, high-end French dining experience. Ms. Trost 

purchased her Wine and Malt Restaurant liquor license in 1996 from an existing 

business at that location called "8 Holyoke". She did not use the existing business' 

name or concept. During the process to purchase the liquor license, Ms. Trost was 

not informed by the City or Commission that there was no quota for liquor licenses, 

and that she could have simply applied for a new one, rather than purchase one. The 

Commission also failed to inform her that the license she purchased had no value at 

the time it was purchased, because an unlimited number of licenses were available. 

The Commission approved her purchase of the license, and a pledge that she made 
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to a bank, which required her to pay interest on the loan of approximately $70,000 

for many years. 

Ms. Trost applied to add Cordials to her Wine and Malt license numerous 

times, and each attempt was seemingly wrongfully denied by the Commission. In 

approximately August of 2007, the Commission granted Ms. Trost a change of her 

liquor license from Wine and Malt to All Alcohol. At the time the Commission 

claimed that she now held two licenses, the original Wine and Malt liquor license 

that was "for value, and transferrable" and the new "All Alcohol" license that would 

be "no value, and non transferrable". 

There were numerous legal issues with the Commission's position on this 

"upgrade". First, state law does not allow the License Commission to restrict a 

license's value or transferability. Next, even if such a condition were allowed (which 

would require a lengthy legal process through the City Council and state legislature), 

such a condition must be approved by the ABCC and stated clearly on the liquor 

license itself, which did not occur. Finally, state law does not allow more than one 

liquor license to be held at the same location at the same time. These illegal 

unwritten "policies" caused great financial harm to Ms. Trost's business. 

It was not until recently that Ms. Trost learned that for decades the 

Commission had actively obscured from public knowledge the fact that Cambridge 

had no quota for liquor licenses. She also learned that the Commission had recently 

announced publicly that its body of regulations, that had been applied to and 

enforced against her business for approximately 19 years, were largely against state 

law. The Commission recently wiped those illegal regulations off the books, leaving 
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business owners like Ms. Trost to deal with the repercussions of the Commission's 

wrongful and illegal actions. 

In approximately March of 2015, Ms. Trost closed Sandrine's Bistro, after 

about 19 years in operation, and went through a bankruptcy proceeding. Her liquor 

license, which she purchased in 1996, was a critical asset in the course of those 

proceedings. A qualified buyer was found to purchase Ms. Trost's license through 

the bankruptcy court. Numerous hearings were scheduled before the Commission to 

determine the "value" of Ms. Trost's liquor license. The Commission issued an 

opinion to the bankruptcy court that Ms. Trost's liquor license had "no value" and 

could not sold for profit, causing her to lose hundreds of thousands of dollars on the 

transaction. 

The Commission's decision was submitted to the bankruptcy court by the 

buyer, and Ms. Trost's license was devalued by approximately $300,000 in those 

proceedings according to the Commission's instructions. However, according to 

state law, Ms. Trost's All Alcohol liquor license had value and could be sold, and the 

Commission went outside of its legal authority to provide an opinion to the 

bankruptcy court on this issue. It's misrepresentation of the law and the value of Ms. 

Trost's license to the bankruptcy court, seemingly to help the buyer get a better 

deal, may constitute fraud and/or interference with a business contract or 

relationship. 

The financial harm to Ms. Trost and her business, including but not limited to 

the above, was directly caused by the City's wrongful actions, including the 

Commission's fraudulent scheme to protect certain business owners, and to create a 
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market for liquor licenses where none existed. The City, Commission and individual 

city officials involved from approximately 1981 to present, intentionally, recklessly, 

and/or negligently caused Ms. Trost and her business a large financial loss. 

5. McCabe's Porter, LLC, Brian Manning, Thomas Covert, and 
Christopher Whitney 

McCabe's Bar & Grille, located in Porter Square, was opened by owners Brian 

Manning, Thomas Covert and Christopher Whitney in or about 2014. They 

purchased an existing business at that location called Dubliner Pub for 

approximately $350,000, which included the purchase of an All Alcohol Restaurant 

liquor license for, upon information and belief, approximately $250,000. During the 

process to purchase the liquor license, the owners were not informed by the City, 

Commission, or their attorney James Rafferty that there was no quota for liquor 

licenses, and that they could have simply applied for a new one. The Commission 

also failed to inform them that the license they purchased had no value at the time it 

was purchased, because an unlimited number of licenses were available. 

The Commission approved the purchase of the liquor license, and a pledge 

made to a bank for approximately $350,000. For four years they have made monthly 

payments of approximately $5,000, including approximately $12,000 of interest on 

that loan, with 3 years of payments remaining. Upon information and belief, at the 

time of the pledge, neither the City, the Commission nor their attorney James 

Rafferty informed the bank that there was no quota in Cambridge. 

These monthly principal and interest payments have caused McCabe's great 

financial difficulty, creating undue strain on their business operations. In or about 
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January of 2017, the McCabe's owners put the business and liquor license on the 

market through a broker for approximately $380,000. The owners expected to be 

able to sell their All Alcohol liquor license for approximately $250,000. However, as 

they attempted to sell their license, they became aware that there was no quota in 

Cambridge, a fact which the Commission actively obscured from public knowledge 

for decades. They also learned that the Commission announced that its body of 

regulations, that had been applied to and enforced against McCabe's since 2014 

when the business opened, were largely against state law. The Commission recently 

wiped those regulations off the books, leaving business owners like Manning, Covert 

and Whitney to deal with the financial repercussions of the Commission's wrongful 

and illegal actions. 

For over a year the owners of McCabe's have attempted to sell their liquor 

license unsuccessfully. They now know that the license is worthless, and that it was 

worthless when they purchased it. Not only did they spend unnecessary money to 

purchase their liquor license, but they have paid interest for four years on the 

pledge of that liquor license to a bank (which was approved by the Commission), 

and have had hundreds of thousands of dollars in business losses as a result of the 

City's actions. 

The financial harm to McCabe's and its owners, including but not limited to 

the above, was directly caused by the Commission's fraudulent scheme to protect 

certain business owners from competition, and to create a market for liquor licenses 

where none existed. The City, Commission and individual city officials involved from 
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approximately 1981 to present, intentionally, recklessly, and/or negligently caused 

McCabe's and its owners a large financial loss. 

6. Lanes & Games, Inc., C. Anthony Martignetti, and Daniel A. 
Martignetti 

Lanes and Games opened in or about October of 1983 at 195 Concord 

Turnpike in Cambridge. The All Alcohol Restaurant liquor license for that 

establishment was purchased by C. Anthony Martignetti and three other partners 

for approximately $65,000 from an existing business called the Turnpike 

Bowladrone, that opened in 1942 at that location. When they purchased the liquor 

license they were not informed by the Commission that the quota was lifted just 2 

years prior, and that they could have gotten a license without purchasing one. They 

did not plan to use the former business' name when they purchased it, although they 

did keep it as a bowling center. Lanes & Games is currently owned by C. Anthony 

Martignetti and Daniel A. Martignetti. 

In or about 1990, the owners sought to increase the hours of operation at 

Lanes & Games to 2am on Thursdays, Fridays and Saturdays. Rather than simply 

allowing the owners to amend the hours of their existing liquor license, the 

Commission had the owners turn in that liquor license, getting no value for it, and 

move a different liquor license that they owned to that premises. The license that 

was moved to Lanes & Games was an All Alcohol Restaurant license, which was 

purchased in or about August of 1975 for approximately $12,000. That license was 

formerly used by the owners to operate King's Pub and Faces at 211 Concord 
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Turnpike, and was the same type of liquor license as the one at Lanes and Games 

that the owners were asked to turn into the Commission. 

On or about August 15, 2017, the owners closed Lanes & Games. At the time 

that the owners made the decision to close, they expected to sell the real estate and 

liquor license to contribute to their retirement. They anticipated that they could get 

around $350,000 for their license at the time that they made the decision to close 

their business, which was a factor in that decision. When they attempted to sell the 

liquor license, they were shocked to learn from a broker that their license was 

worthless. 

The Martignettis have been in business in Cambridge for over 40 years, since 

1975. In addition to Lanes & Games they operated Kings Pub, a bar, and Faces, a 

dance club, both located at 211 Concord Turnpike. Both ofthose operations had no 

commercial kitchen, and the owners were never informed by the Commission that 

they could have converted their Restaurant liquor license to a Tavern or General On 

Premise license, which would have been the appropriate liquor license for their 

business concepts. A General On Premise liquor license would also have been the 

most appropriate license for the Lanes & Games bowling center operation. 

In 1981 when the Council lifted the quota for liquor licenses in Cambridge, 

the Martignettis, as licensees and Cambridge business owners, were not informed of 

a proposed City Council Policy Order that would ultimately have a large impact on 

their businesses. After the Council's vote to lift the quota, the City failed to 

promulgate the new law to the Martignettis, who for over three decades were 

unaware that the quota was lifted, a significant development impacting the value of 
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their businesses. If they had been informed before and/or after the vote to lift the 

quota, they may have taken different actions with their businesses. It was not until 

late 2017 that they learned that there was no quota in Cambridge, that unlimited 

liquor licenses were available, and that they could not sell their liquor license. 

The Martignettis did not learn that Cambridge has no quota until late 2017 

when they tried to sell their license. The Commission had actively obscured from 

public knowledge for decades the fact that the quota was lifted. In 2016 the 

Commission announced that its body of regulations, that had been applied to and 

enforced against the Martignetti's businesses since the quota was lifted in 1981, 

were largely against state law. The Commission wiped those regulations off the 

books, leaving business owners like the Martignettis to deal with the repercussions 

of the Commission's wrongful and illegal actions. 

The Martignettis paid liquor license fees to the Commission after they closed 

their business in the hope of attempting to sell their liquor license, and are now 

holding a worthless license. The financial harm to the Martignettis and their 

business, including but not limited to the above, was directly caused by the City and 

Commission's decades long fraudulent scheme to protect certain business owners, 

and to create a market for liquor licenses where none existed. The City, Commission 

and individual city officials involved from approximately 1981 to present, 

intentionally, recklessly, and/or negligently caused the Martignettis and their 

business a large financial loss. 
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IV. Legal Claims 

A. Negligence, M.G.L. Ch. 258, § 2 
(By all Claimants, against all Defendants) 

1. Claimants incorporate by reference the allegations set forth 

above, as if fully set forth herein. 

2. Defendants engaged in acts that were negligent, wrongful 

and/or acts of omission, within the scope of their employment with the City. 

Defendants' failed to exercise due care in the execution of policies, regulations, and 

laws. Defendants ' acts are not immune from liability. 

B. Interference with Contract and/or Business Relationship 
(By all Claimants, against all Defendants) 

1. Claimants incorporate by reference the allegations set forth 

above, as if fully set forth herein. 

2. Defendants interfered with business contracts and/or 

relationships between Claimants and third parties. Defendants knew of the 

relationships and interfered by improper means, motives, deceit and or economic 

coercion. Claimants suffered financial loss directly from the Defendants' conduct. 

Defendants violated statutes and common law precepts through misrepresentation 

and threats. Defendants' acts are not immune from liability. 

C. Fraud, Deceit, Fraudulent Concealment, Fraud in the Inducement, 
Conspiracy to Defraud, Misrepresentation 
(By all Claimants, against all Defendants) 

1. Claimants incorporate by reference the allegations set forth 

above, as if fully set forth herein. 
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2. Defendants coerced or engaged in efforts of undue influence 

upon the Claimants. Defendants made false representations of material fact, with 

knowledge of the falsity, for the purpose of inducing Claimants to act thereon, and 

Claimants relied upon those representations as true and acted upon them to their 

financial detriment. Defendants' acts are not immune from liability. 

3. Defendants had a duty to disclose information to the public and 

Claimants in order to make their representations complete and not misleading. 

Defendants failed to make full and fair disclosure, deliberately hid and suppressed 

information, inducing the Claimants to act upon those misrepresentations, to their 

detriment and financial injury. 

4. The Defendants' engaged in wanton, willful and reckless disregard for 

their fraud and misrepresentations. 

D. Monopolize, Attempt or Combine or Conspire in Violation of 
M.G.L. ch. 93, Section 5 
(By all Claimants, against all Defendants) 

1. Claimants incorporate by reference the allegations set forth 

above, as if fully set forth herein. 

2. Defendants engaged in acts to monopolize, attempt to 

monopolize, or combine, or conspired to monopolize with persons, part of trade or 

commerce. Defendants' acts are not immune from liability. 

E. Unfair or Deceptive Acts or Practices in Violation of M.G.L. Ch. 
93A 
(By all Claimants, against all Defendants) 

1. Claimants incorporate by reference the allegations set forth 

above, as if fully set forth herein. 
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2. Defendants engaged in unfair methods of competition, unfair 

or deceptive acts or practices in the conduct of trade. Defendants' acts are not 

immune from liability. 

F. Restraint on or Aid/Abet Trade or Commerce - Ch. 93A, §4 
(By all Claimants, against all Defendants) 

1. Claimants incorporate by reference the allegations set forth 

above, as if fully set forth herein. 

2. Defendants engaged in a conspiracy in the restraint of trade or 

commerce. Defendants' acts are not immune from liability. 

G. Civil Conspiracy 
(By all Claimants, aga inst all Defendants) 

1. Claimants incorporate by reference the allegations set forth 

above, as if fully set forth herein. 

2. Defendants engaged in a conspiracy through acts in unison, 

with a peculiar power of coercion over the Claimants, which Defendants would not 

have had if acting independently. 

3. Defendants engaged in a conspiracy, through a common design 

or agreement, between two or more persons, to do a wrongful act, through tortious 

acts in furtherance ofthe agreement. 

4. Defendants' acts include, but are not limited to, conspiracy to 

engage in violations of Chapter 93 and 93A, fraud by deceit and/or 

misrepresentation, intentional interference with contract or business relationship, 

bank fraud, bankruptcy fraud, and/or creation and submission to the public record 
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of false written reports, among others. Defendants' acts are not immune from 

liability. 

H. Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organizations Act, 
18 U.S.C.A. §1961 - §1962 
(By all Claimants, against all Defendants) 

1. Claimants incorporate by reference the allegations set forth 

above, as if fully set forth herein. 

2. Defendants formed an association-in-fact and used that 

association to defraud the Claimants. Defendants unlawfully, intentionally, and/or 

knowingly participated directly or indirectly in the conduct of an Enterprise through 

a "pattern of racketeering activity" under §1961(5). This constitutes an "Enterprise" 

pursuant to 18 U.s.c. §1961( 4). This Enterprise used their association-in-fact to 

defraud Claimants. The members of the Enterprise are all "persons" within 

§1961(3) and are legally distinct from the Enterprise. 

3. The members of the Enterprise engaged in acts that constitute 

"racketeering activity", in violation of one or more of the following: Mail Fraud (18 

U.s.c. §1341), Wire Fraud (18 U.S.c. §1343), Financial Institution Fraud (18 u.s.c. 

§1344), Honest Services Fraud (18 U.s.c. § 1346), Bank Fraud (18 U.s.c. §1, 2, 9(4)), 

Interference with Commerce (18 U.s.c. §1951), and/or Bankruptcy Fraud (18 U.S.c. 

§157), among others. Each participated either directly in more than 2 of those acts, 

or aided and abetted the commission ofthose acts. These activities continued for 

many years, and some of those activities continue and threaten to continue 

indefinitely. The activities are chargeable and indictable (18 U.s.c. § 1361(1)). 
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8. These activities are related by common participants, common victims, 

common methods, common purpose, and/or a common result to defraud and 

unjustly enrich Defendants and/or collaborators at the expense of the Claimants, 

while concealing those activites. The racketeering activity is distinct from the 

activity of the Enterprise and is made possible by the existence of the Enterprise. 

9. The predicate acts are related, in that they have similar purpose, 

results, participants, victims and/or methods of commission. These acts were a 

direct and proximate result of the racketeering activity, that induced Claimants to 

act upon false representations of Defendants, to the Claimants' financial injury. 

I. Treble Damages and Attorney's Fees, M.G.L. Ch. 93 & 93A 
(By all Claimants, against all Defendants) 

1. Claimants incorporate by reference the allegations set forth 

above, as if fully set forth herein. 

costs. 
2. Claimants are entitled to treble damages, attorneys fees and 

,. Treble Damages and Attorney's Fees, 18 U.S.c. § 1964(c) 
(By all Claimants, against all Defendants) 

1. Claimants incorporate by reference the allegations set forth 

above, as if fully set forth herein. 

2. Claimants are entitled to treble damages, attorneys fees and 
costs. 

V. Statute of Limitations 

The Claimants allege thatthe statutes of limitations are tolled due to 

Defendants' fraudulent concealment and the Claimants' and other class members' 

inability to discover, through the exercise of reasonable diligence, those claims, 
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and/or that Defendants were concealing the conduct discussed herein and 

misrepresenting information to the Claimants and other class members. 

VI. Demand 

In the spirit of settlement, the Claimants hereby make the following 

demands. These demands are independent demands of each named Claimaint 

specified, and are severable. 

1. As to Claimants River Gods and Jaqueline Linnane, whose 
monetary damages are substantial, they are willing to consider a 
reasonable offer in full settlement of their legal claims; 

2. As to Claimants T.T. the Bear's Place, Inc. and Harrie t Bonney 
Bouley, whose monetary damages are substantial, they are willing to 
consider a reasonable offer in full settlement of their legal claims; 

3. As to Claimants Emmaslices, Inc. and Jeffrey R. Weingast, 
whose monetary damages are substantial, they are willing to consider 
a reasonable offer in full settlement of their legal claims; 

4. As to Claimants McCabe's Porter, LLC, Brian Manning, Thomas 
Covert and Christopher Whitney, whose monetary damages are 
substantial, they are willing to consider a reasonable offer in full 
settlement of their legal claims; 

5. As to Claimants Sandrine's, LLC and Gwyneth Trost, whose 
monetary damages are substantial, they are willing to consider a 
reasonable offer in full settlement of thei r legal claims; 

6. As to Claimants Lanes & Games, Inc., C. Anthony Martignetti, and 
Daniel A. Martignetti, whose monetary damages are substantial, they are 
willing to consider a reasonable offer in full settlement of their legal claims; 

7. As to all Claimants, they demand the City restructure the 
License Commission in compliance with M.G.L. Chapter 138, Section 4, 
including adhering to requirement that Commissioners be Cambridge 
residents; 

The Claimants look forward to settlement discussions. If no settlement is 

reached, Claimants reserve the right to proceed with a suit to the fullest extent of 
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their legal rights, including a request for: Trial by Jury, Attorney's Fees, Costs, Treble 

Damages, Punitive Damages, and such other relief as the Court may deem just and 

proper. 

4k L 2 r.nS.-tc-
By Atto;~r Clai~ 
Kimberly S. Courtney, Esq. 
Courtney Law 
Tel. 617-797-4112 
kim@kimcourtneylaw.com 
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Tolling Agreement 

This Tolling Agreement ("Agreement") is entered into on the Effective Date below, 
by and between the Claimants ("Claimants"), and the Defendants ("Defendants"), 
(collectively the "Parties") as identified in the Presentment of Legal Claims 
submitted herewith on ("Presentment"). 

Reference is made to the factual basis and legal claims in said Presentment and 
incorporated herein. 

Whereas, Claimants have asserted legal claims against the Defendants in the 
Presentment; 

Whereas, the Parties wish to explore a resolution to these claims outside of 
litigation; 

Whereas, this Agreement is entered into by the Parties in order to protect the 
Parties against the possible expiration of claims and counter claims during potential 
settlement discussions; 

N ow, Therefore, the Parties agree as follows: 

1. The Parties have entered into this Agreement to preserve from the Effective 
Date below ("Effective Date"), continuing 6 months thereafter ("Termination Date"), 
any and all claims of either party against the other and to suspend and toll the 
applicable statute of limitations; 

2. The Parties hereby waive any defense of statute of limitations for the period 
of time accruing from the Effective Date to the Termination Date. The time period of 
this Agreement shall not be included in the determination of whether the statutes of 
limitations has run for any legal claims brought by either party. 

3. This Agreement shall continue for 6 months from the Effective Date. The 
Parties may agree to renew this Agreement for an additional period at any time 
prior to the Termination Date. 

4. Either party may terminate this Agreement in writing at any time during the 
effective period of this Agreement, which will stop the tolling of the statutes of 
limitations 20 calendar days after the date of the mailing of the Termination letter. 

5. This Agreement shall not affect any claim or defense available to any party as 
of the Effective Date, shall not be construed as an acknowledgement or admission by 
either party that a claim has or has not been barred by the statute of limitations, and 
shall not constitute an admission of liability by either party. 
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6. This Agreement and the obligations of the Parties, as well as all claims arising 
out of this Agreement, shall be governed by the laws of the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts. 

7. Any and all notices by the Parties under this Agreement shall be in writing 
and sha ll be sent by electronic mail to the addresses below in addition to mailed by 
Certified First Class Mail with Return Receipt to the addresses below. 

Effective Date: 

Termination Date: 6 months from Effective Date 

By Attorney for Claimants 
Kimberly S. Courtney, Esq. 
Courtney Law 
Tel. 617-797-4112 
kim@kimcourtneylaw.com 

By __________________ _ 

For Defendants 
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