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54. MINUTES OF REGULAR BOARD MEETING. MONDAY, JULY 12. 1982 

PERSONNEL COMMITTEE (Continued) 

(4) REOUEST FROM REPS. BETTY CONTI AND GRACE GUROIAN 4/19/82 FOR "STUDY 
AND EVALUATION OF MUNICIPAL PERSONNEL PRODUCTIVITY". 
Held in Committee 5/3/82 and 6/7/82 

HELD IN COMMITTEE. 

(5) STUDY FINANCIAL IMPACT OF FUTURE LABOR CONTRACTS AND ALL SALARY ACCOUNTS 
OF THE CITY. Submitted by the Steering Committee 5/24/82. Held in 
Committee 

HELD IN COHMITTEE. 

PLANNING AND ZONING' COIiMITTEE - Chairman Donald Donahue 

MR. DONAHUE: On June 30, the Planning and Zoning Committee meet with 
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Mr. Stork, Mr. Dudley, Mrs. Signore and myself in attendance. A public 
hearing was held that night on item 4 and we held a meeting directly afterwards 
for the rest of the Agenda. 
(1) ACCEPTANCE OF HUCKLEBERRY HOLLOW as a City Street - Atty. Fusaro's 

letter 4/28/82 to Mr. Donahue re Performance Bond Agreement and 
Maintenance Bond. Held in Committee 6/7/82. Acting City Engineer 
Roloff CERTIFIED 6/28/82. 

APPROVED ON CONSENT AGENDA. 

(2) ACCEPTANCE OF FROST POND ROAD as a City Street - from Oak Ridge 
Development Corp., 123 Main St., White Plains, N.Y. 1,452.67 ft. 
in length, running west from Cascade Road. Submitted 5/7/82. 
(Phone 914-966-4800). Held in Committee 6/7/82. Acting City 
Engineer Roloff CERTIFIED 6/28/82. 

APPROVED ON CONSENT AGENDA. 

(3) ACCEPTANCE OF ASPEN LANE as a City Street - from Oak Ridge Development 
Corp., 123 Main St., White Plains, N.Y. 1,192.92 ft. in length, running 
north from approximately the middle of Frost Pond Road. 5/7/82. 
Held in Committee 6/7/82. Acting City Eng. Roloff CERTIFIED 6/29/82. 

APPROVED ON CONSENT AGENDA. 

(4) REFERRAL RECEIVED FROM PLANNING BOARD 3/17/82 10:45 A.M. on APPL. 
UMP-254; Application is Thomas Lyman, Jr., whose application was heard 
4/20/82 and APPROVED by the Planning Board, with decision filed with 
Town Clerk 5/7/82. Application amends the Master Plan from "Commercial, 
Neighborhood or Local Business", to "Residential, Single Family Plots, 
One Acre or More" for property located at High Ridge Road and Trinity 
Pass Road. The PETITIONER requesting reversal of the Planning Board 
is T. Ward Cleary, Trustee. Held in Committee 6/7/82. 

MR. DONAHUE: The impact of the proposed change in the Master Plan would 
limit the intensity of development that would be allowed on the Site, 
which is located on High Ridge Road near Trinity Pass. Under current 
regulations, an office building could be built on a site surrounded by 
single family homes. Area residents who brought the application to the 
Planning Board made a very convincing case for the change and demonstrated 
that if such a development were to be permitted, it would be incompatible 
with historic surroundings and would far exceed the intent of the local or 
neighborhood business classification. A store which is located on the 
site is now being converted to a small office. I would add that those who 
brought the referral to this Board which is one of the property owners in 
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMITTEE (Continued) 

question. did not attend the puBlic hearing but sent a letter to the Yommittee, 0 
copies of which were distributed to the ~oard. They basically address the r 
issue of creating a non-conforming use, and such use would Be created by \ 
this change. However, as has been b»ought to this Board's attention in the ~ 
past under current zoning regulations, non-conforming uses are protected to 
a great extent so that no one would be put out-of-Business· 6y this change. 
By a vote of 4 in favor and none opposed, the Committee recommends the 
approval of this application which would agree with the Planning Board's 
decision. With that in mind,r would ~~ve that Appl. IMP-254 to change 
the }laster Plan classification for the property described therel:n and 
located at the intersection of Bigh Ridge Road and Trinity Pass· from 
"Commercial Neighborhood or Local Business l ' to "Resident:l:al, Single Family 
Plots, One Acre or More" be adopted. SECONDED. 

~ms. GUROIAN: Although I'm on the Committee, I was not at the meeting so 
I have a question to ask of the Chairman. How big a piece of property are 
we talking about? 

MR. DONAHUE: .661 acres. 

MRS. GUROIAN: The property we're talking about is less than one acre 
and we're re-zoning it to one acre or more? 
MR. DONAHUE: This is a Master Plan change. 
MR. DONAHUE: Yes. Under similar actions that this Board has taken and 
the Zoning Board has taken, we have done the same type of thing. However, 
because of the properties past uses of residence and because of the way 
the zoning regulations and master plan classifications are set up, if 
someone were to want to construct a single-family house on this site. if 
they assemble the .661 acres involved, they could build a residence there. 

MRS. GUROIAN: How? If you change the zoning, how can they build a 
residence if you change it to one acre or more? 

}!R. DONAHUE: Because it's only .661 acres, they would be allowed to build 
a single-family reSidence on the site, To no~ allow i~ would be confiscatory. 
The City would allow them to build that. 

MRS. GUROIAN: If they made application for special exemption or something? 
But you're now forCing them to make an application, and that application 
could be denied. 

MR. DONAHUE: That's true. At this point in time, there are two parcels 
involved that make up the .661 acres. One is now Being converted to a 
small office~ , 15 people who will work there. The other parcel is a 
nursery and is leased to Shanty Bithi Nursery. There is no indication that 
any kind of a residence will be planned for that site; however, what this 
does in much the same way as we restricted the kind of development that 
could be placed on the Groesbeck property, the Giovanni'·s Restaurant 
property, the store on Old Long Ridge Road, we lve done the same thing 
there only with zoning regulations, restricted the kind of development 
that could be constructed there. The present structures will be 
protected because they would have a year if through some catastroph~ 
the present structure should be burned down, for example, they would 
have a year to begin re-construction. If it should be vacant for 
less than a year, a similar type of commercial operation could be placed 
in the same building. It's very doubtful that any kind of a residence 
would be constructed there. 
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56. MINUTES OF REGULAR BOARD MEETING. MONDAY, JULy 12, 1982 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMITTEE (Continued) 

MRS. GOROIAN: Why did they pick residential, single-family plots, one 
acre or more when the property is substsntially less than one acre? 
Why didn't they make it residential, half acre or a quarter acre? 

MR. DONAHUE: In much the same way the Zoning Board brought application 
before the Zoning Board itself, the residence use that cla~sification 
because it is compatible with the Master Plan classifications of all 
the surrounding property. 

MRS. GERSHMAN: Very briefly, I would urge the Board to support this 
because I think that by making this kind of a change,at this poin~will 
eliminate future problema in the area such as we have experienced with 
properties like theGroesbec~ property, or Giovanni's, both of whiCh 
have been built on part-residential, part-commercial, it's been a 
mish-mash. I think this would clear the whole thing up, and I ' do hope 
you'll support it. 

MR. WIDER: Move the question. SECONDED, 
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PRESIDENT SANTY: We will vote on Motion by Mr. Donahue for approval of this sppl. 
APPLICATION APPROVED: 21 Yes; -0- No; 2 Abstentions; 9 Non-Votes. 

(5) PROPOSED RESOLUTION ABANDO.~nlG A PORTION OF THE ROAD BED OF STILLWATER 
AVEII1JE ADJACENT TO THE INTERSECTION OF WEST MAIN STREET, TRESSER BLVD. 
AND GREENWICH AVENUE. Per Mayor Clapes' letter 4/12/82. On 6/8/82 
Community Development mailed to Bosrd members. 

HELD IN COMMITTEE. 
Above also referred to PUBLIC HOUSING & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE. 

(6) PROPOSED RESOLUTION ACCEPTING THE TRANSFER OF PROPERTY AT THE INTERSECTION 
OF WEST MAIN STREET, GREENWICH AVE .. AND TRESSER BLVD. FROM THE URBAN 
REDEVELOPMENT COMMIS'SION TO THE CITY OF STAMFORD; RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING 
MAYOR'S OFFICE TO FORMULATE DISPOSITION PLAN; RESOLUTION REGARDING MAINTENANCE 
AND CARE OF PROPERTY. (All one resolution.) Per Mayor Clapes' letter 
4/12/82. On 6/8/82 Community Development mailed to Board members. 
This goes with Item 13 above. 

HELD IN COMMITTEE. 

Above also referred to PUBLIC HOUSING & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE. 
MR. DONAHUE: Items 1, 2, and 3 are on the Consent Agenda and I so Move.SECONDED.PASSED 
TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE - Sandra Goldstein, Chairwoman UNANIMOUSLY. 

MRS. MAIHOCK: The Transportation Committee met in the Main meeting room, 
Wednesday, July 7, 1982. Sandra Goldstein, Chairman and Audrey Maihock 
were Committee members present. Others present were James Ford, Director of 
Traffic and Parking, Deputy Chief George Mayers of the Police Department 
and Reps. Paul Dziezyc and Phil Stork. 

(1) THE MATTER OF UNENFORCED PARKING RESTRICTIONS AT THE CORNER OF 
KNICKERBOCKER AVENUE AND ST. CHARLES STREET. Submi tted by Rep. 
Joseph Tarzia, 17th District, 6/23/82. 

MRS. MAIHOCK: The problem regarding this item, it was felt, could be 
resolved for the neighborhood with help from the representatives of the 
17th and 15th districts. Mr. Ford's help also was solicited and we also 
recommended that the Board of Education, perhaps Mr. Donahue, could assist 
in solving the problem that exists there. We also were the Secondary 
~ommittee on Fiscal items 8 and ~ which we mentioned before and on which 
we voted favorably. 

MR. ZELINSKI: What is the disposition of Item 1 on the A.genda? 
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TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE (continued) 

MRS. MAIHOCK: The disposition of Item 1 on the Agenda waa that ~ took 
no action; but as I said, we referred the issue to the representatives from 
the 15th and the 17th districts for their resolution of the problem in 
conjunction with help from Mr. Ford and perhaps Mr. Donahue as . the Board 
of Education rep~esentative. 

PUBLIC HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE - Co-Chairmen Lathon Wider 
NO REPORT and David Blum 
1IRBAN RENEWAL COMMITTEE - CO-Chairperson John Roes and Annie SUDIDerville 
MS. SUMMERVILLE: The Urban Renewal Committee met toqight, 6:30 inlthe Republican 
Caucus ~om. 'Present were Co-Chairmen, John Roos and Ann Summervi le and Ann 
Saxe, Elizabeth Gershman and Mr. James Dudley. On your desk tonight, you will 
see a Resolution. The Committee's vote was unanimous to approve this Resolution 
and I so Move. SECONDED. 

(1) PROPOSED RESOLUTION APPROVING CONTRACT FOR SALE OF LAND IN THE SOUTH-
' EAST QUADRANT (EXTENDED) URBAN RENEWAL PROJECT FOR PRIVATE REDEVELOPMENT 

TO BLUEBERRY ASSOCIATES (RE-USE PARCEL /Ill) FOR THE PRICE OF $68,500.00. 
Appraisal of Samuel G. Boyarsky, Fairfield, enclosed; as well as packet 
of papers by Mayor Clapes 6/16/82. 

MRS. CONTI: I would like to ask the Committee Chairman what is the appraised 
value on this land as of United Appraisers' recent re-appraisal? 

MS. SUMMERVILLE: The only appraisal that we have is $24.50 a square foot. 

MRS. CONTI: No, but I'm talking about all the land the City has just re­
assessed and I want to know what the assessed value on that land is. 

MS. SUMMERVILLE: I have no idea. We didn't bring anybody in to ask ~hat 
question. 

MRS. CONTI: We have a letter here from Corporation Counsel which I resd 
saying that that wasn't, the $68,500, was not exactly a good price and 
I wondered what the assessed value was. 

MR. GAIPA: I think that since the United Appraisal assessments are the basis 
for market assessments throughout the whole City, I don't see how we can even 
consider this type of sale without knowing what that appraisal is. I therefore 
would Move to send t ,hia back to C.ommittee. SECONDED. 

MS. SUMMERVILLE: I can't answer what the United Appraisal was, but I can answer 
the question I put to the ~~yor today. I couldn't get the answer from the 
illustrious Mr. Clapes todayat12:00. I too sympathize with your feelings on 
this, but I was assured by Mayor Clapes that ••• if you notice, I don't know if 
all of us got the package that was sent down, it was a lengthy amount of material 
that we got; and the Mayor said to me that there was no problems with his 
present Commissioner. If you notice in the previous correspondence, there had 

o 
·0 

been some correspondence with our past Corp. CQU~el Cookne~ and the 'Mayor said to me 
they had been conversing with the people that are involved in this particular 
piece of property and also the Urban Renewal. If you will look at the Resolution, 
you will see that the Resolution was revised to fit into the agreement that 
Leonard Cookney had asked for in the beginning. The Mayor assured me today at 
12:05 that the persons that we had working for us upstairs were happy "ith the 
agreement that is before us tonight, and the Resolution will take care of any 
of the questions that we might have by having the Urban Renewal to oversee 
what goes on on the property and that these particular persons that will own 
the propert~ fulfill the agreement to the fullest. That's as much as I can 
can answer, Mr. Gaipa, I'm sorry. 
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URBAN RENEWAL COMMITTEE (Continued) 

MR. WHITE: Forgive me, but I'm always very much confused over Urban 
Redevelopment anyhow. Why is Urban Redevelopment selling part of its 
land to private developers? Now, it rousted private ownership out of 
there. Now they · tore the buildings down, I don't remember which 
buildings were tore down exactly~ why is it now turning around and selling 
this land ,to private developers and who are the private developers? Are 
they involved with Urban Redevelopment in any way? The whole thing doesn't 
make a hell of a lot of sense. Perhaps I'm just obtuse, I don't know, but 
I'm very much puzzled by these rather weird transactions. 

MS. SUMMERVILLE: Maybe I can explain to you, Mr. White. The piece of 
property that we are talking about; it's not unusual that Urban Renewal 
sells property to private development, if you know the history of the Urban 
Renewal and I don't think we want to go into that tonight. But the piece 
of the property that we are talking about tonight is behind the old 
Sarner's department store. I looked at it today; it's a piece of land 
that you can do nothing with other than parking. I mean, I can't see 
putting up a high~rise building or something. To answer your question 
about the Urban Renewal, it is not unusual for the Urban Renewal to be 
involved with property to private developers, if you know the history of 
Urban Renewal. 

MR. WHITE: So URC is selling to private development to build a parking lot? 

MS. SUMMERVILLE: They are selling property to a private developer who 
happened to be in the Urban Renewal project. It's a part of the quadrant, 
just like all other lands are sold. This is a part of, adjacent to, the 
Urban Renewal quadrant. I hope that answers your question. 

MRS. GUROIAN: First of all, I'd like to make a comment on the fact that 
the Mayor says the present Corporation Counsel has no problems ••• 

MR. ZELINSKI: Excuse me, Madam President, Point of information. There is 
a Motion on the Floor to send this back to Committee. That is the only 
question to be addressed. 

MRS. GUROIAN: Sorry • 

MR. DUDLEY: I would just like to summarize much of what Ma. Summerville 
has already said. This is a parcel of land Which.) in my eyesJ I don't see 
anybody developing at all, and it would be practically worthless to anybody 
else. 

MRS. GUROIAN: If I'm out of order, then he's out of order. 

MR. DUDLEY: I am speaking to the Motion. Therefore, I would urge you not 
to send this back to Committee. It's a parcel which, as Ms. Summerville 
said, would be used basically for parking. It would be practically 
worthless to anybody else and I urge you not to send it back to Committee, 

MRS. SAXE: I think Mr. lfhite would like to know how large that piece of 
property is. It's 2,796 square feet. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: I don't think he asked that question, Mrs. Saxe. 

58. 
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URBAN RENEWAL COMMITTEE (Continued) 

• 

MRS. SAXE: The cost runs about $24.50 a square foot, I believe, and 2,796 sq. 
is a very small portion of an acre. The appraisal, if you read the material, 
shows that it is going for what the appraised value would be on an acre. 
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MRS. GUROIAN: I don't think I could vote for this unt,il I know what the recent 
appraisal is on that piece of property. As long as nobody here can answer that 
question, I would vote to put it back in Committee. 

~ms. McINERNEY: There is a definition of fair market value on page 10 of this 
information that we got tonight, and it is " the highest price estimated in 
terms of money which a property will bring if exposed for sale in the open 
market, allowing a reasonable time to find a purchaser who buys with knowledge 
of all the uses to which it is adopted and for which it is capable of being 
used." This information was compiled in Feliruary of "82, and in a letter 
that we have here, dated the 22nd of March, by former Corporation Counsel 
Leonard Cookney. he indicated that he felt in addition to Blueberry 
Associates paying the $68,500 for the property. that the City would be 
supplied with in-kind items, such as sidewalks. landscaping. streetscaping. 
I would like to know. before I make a decision on putting this back into 
Committee. whether that has been effectuated or not. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: We are way off the track. We are discussing returning this 
to Committee . Ms. Summerville, you are the last speaker; we are going to go 
right to a vote. 

MS. SUMMERVILLE: I would vote in favor of not returning this back to C.ommittee, 
I asked the Mayor the question and the Urban Redevelopment the question, what 
would happen if we did not approve this tonight. The Urban Renewal told me 
that this has been before the Mayor a long time. Somewhere the papers got 
lost in the shuffle. If we do not pass this tonight, the Urban Renewal thinks 
that the developer might say forget it because they have been waiting 30 days 
with their bank for a closing. They have to meet a deadline, and they asked 
the Mayor's office plus the Urban Redevelopment's office plus the persons who 
are buying the property asked us to do either one or the other, vote it up or 
down, so they will know how to proceed on their development. 

MR. TARZIA: I attended the Committee meeting also, by the way. I made some 
inquiries today, and I found out it really is only of value to the people that 
would like to purchase it. Therefore, whether we can get a thousand or 
ten thousand dollars more really would be out of the question because if 
later on, if we return this to Committee, as Ms. Summerville mentioned, they 
have a deadline with their bank and other commitments that they have to make, 
Blueberry. Associates, which is where the Samer's Building is. They 
are going to use it for parking space. That's really not the question or it's 
irrelevant in a sense. It only has a value to them. I think by postponing 
this we may lie will do ourselves harm because we'll be stuck with a piece of 
property in the back there with 2,700 square feet. It has no value to the 
City; you cannot turn it into a small park. I asked the possibility of doing 
that maybe. It's either take the $68,500 and run or just leave it there, 
hoping that maybe someday they will want to liuy it. I don't know. I just 
caution you in sending it back to committee. 
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URBAN RENEWAL COMlfiTTEE (ttofltinued) 

60. 

MR. BLUM: I want to say that I am against returning this to Committee. I think 
there's been so many items going back to Committee. This is an item that's in 
the ORC , a small parcel that no one has any other use but this S~rner's Bldg. 
for parking. I ask that we vote for this and get it over with. 

MR. ROOS: I would like to say that this was appraised at $31,000 a few years 
back. The city at that time felt that this was not a good appraisal and it 
was appraised low because of its size and its location and what ,have you. 
Now we're up to $68,500, it's $24.50 a square foot, and if it were prime 
land useable to many other sources, it would be around $30.00 a square foot. 
I think to put this back to Committee and to lose the sale of this land, 
which is mostly useless to anybody but Samera or Blueberry Associates, 
I think we should get on with this and not put back to committee. 

MR. WIDER: I always appreciate seeing district Board members work within 
their district, and Ms. Summerville is working within her district and I 
feel that she is doing the best thing that she sees to be done in that 
district. I would hope that we would support her resolution so we could get 
this property off our hands. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: We will move right to a machine vote. 

MOTION TO RETURN TO COMMITTEE DEFEATED: 15 No; 8 Yes; 9 Non-Votes. 

MR. DUDLEY: Move the question. SECONDED. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: All in favor of Moving the question, say aye. Opposed? 
How many people do not want to Move the question. We need 2l .votes to Move 
the question. Yes votes to Move the question, please raise your hands. We 
are not Moving the question; we'll continue with debate. 

MRS. McINERNEY: Now I can ask the question. In accordance with this 
letter from Mr. Cookney, he said that in addition to paying the $68,500 
for the property, that the City should receive in-kind items from 
Blueberry Associates, such as sidewalk, landscaping, streetscaping 
improvements to the immediate area. Do you know whether or not they 
are agreeing to that, Ann? 

MS. SUMMERVILLE: I know what Mayor Clapes said to me at 12:05 today. 
It is all taken care of. The Resolution is as they would like it to be. 
He has been assured by the Urban Renewal Commission that they will be 
the overseers to see that this developer lives up to his commitment to 
the fulles t. 

MRS. McINERNEY: Yes, but we don't know for a fact that that's part of 
his commitment or whether he just pays the $68,500 and leaves. 

MS. SUMMERVILLE: If you read the Resolution, it does say something to 
the intent that he felt that the Resolution, when it talked about the 
Urban Renewal, it would take care of what you are asking. That's why 
I questioned the Mayor today because I wanted to make sure that they 
were going to live up to their commitment. I explained to the Mayor, 
the letter that he sent us did not say he was in favor of or against; 
and that is why I spoke to him for 45 minutes today and he strongly 
suggested that we support it for that reason. I agree that it doesn't 
say; I'm just agreeing with the Mayor. 
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URBAN RENEWAL COMMITTEE (Continued) 

MRS. GUROIAN: Can anybody tell me what commitments they have made? 

MS. SUMMERVIIJ.E: They have made the commitment that Mr. Cookney asked for 
as far as taking care of the City sidewalks, etc., as stated in the letter 
from Mr. Cookney to the Blueberry Associates. 

MRS. GUROIAN: And that cOllllllitment is in writing? 

MS. SUMMERVILLE: I don't think you heard me say that. 

MRS. ~ROIAN: So then it's not a commitment at all. It's just a verbal 
promise. 

MS. SUMMERVILLE: Which is not unusual. As long as the Urban Renewal has 
the right to oversee the development of the property for the intent for 
which it was purchased,it is not unusual for that to happen in the Urban 
Renewal Quadrant when they're dealing with people who are going to buy 
some land from them. If you do some research on the properties that have 
been sold to the private developers before, the same kind of intents in 
the Resolution that we have before us •.• it's past practice. 

MRS. GUROIAN: And we've been burned in the past too. But that was not 
the question I was going to ask. I would like to know what the Urban 
Renewal Commission had planned for this piece of property if it were not 
sold to Sarners 

MS. SUMMERVILLE: Nothing. Garbage. It would become a dump, an eyesore 
in downtown, because it's not useful to anybody. 

MRS. GUROIM~: Because it would be left vacant, it would become a dump? 

MS. S~mmRVILLE: That is my own personal opinion, Mrs. Guroian. 

MR. GAIPA: This property value is very complicated to arrive at. It made 
some sense to me to employ the experts that we hire to assess all the 
property in the City of Stamford in terms of what the market value would be. 
How we can overlook it and forget the use of United Appraisal to set some 
type of value on this property is beyond me. This is not what a prudent 
person would be even if it would delay a decision for three weeks. I can 
appreciate Ms. Summerville's commitment to her district and to her committee, 
I really do. All I'm saying is that perhaps we should be thinking more in 
terms of determining price before we go ahead and sell something and then 
later find out that United Appraisal, our experts that we paid hundreds of 
thousands of dollars to, has assessed at a higher price than we sold it. 
I don't mean $5,000, I'm talking $30,000 or $40,000 more. I don't know, 
but we should find out. 

MRS. CONTI: Despite all the assurances we are hearing here tonight, I 
would just like to remind this Board that a few hours earlier we discovered 
that we were fleeced out of $13,300 and out of a proper parcel for a tot lot. 

MR. BLUM: Mrs. Conti just took the words out of my mouth. 

61.
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URBAN RENEWAL COMMITtEE (Continued) 

MRS. GERSHMAN: I think that we have let property go in different places at 
different times for less than it was worth. We may well be doing that now. 
But this is a piece of property that evidently cannot be used for anything 
else. The only people .. ho would be interested in buying it are Blueberry 
Associates. I would like to point out that Sarners is an old-established 
building. It's being restored. I think that in time it will be a show-piece 
in downtown Stamford. I think they should be given points for that. We have 
committed several hundred thousand dollars here tonight for various projects 
and so forth. We may be able to get $3,000 or $4,000 more for this lot by 
waiting, and perhaps we can't. The people who own Sarners' may decide, well, 
that's it, we're not interested anymore. For a few thousand dollars, we're 
not giving the money away. We're not trying to get grant or something. 
We're selling a piece of property that's of no value to anyone else. It 
will be kept up by the people who own the building. It will not become an 
eyesore, and I think that it's something we can do for a long established 
merchant. I suggest we support it. 

MR. DUDLEY: I can appreciate everybody's concern about a parcel of land and 
how we have gotten the shaft before. I really do appreciate that. We are 
talking about a parcel of land that means nothing to anybody other than the 
Blueberry Associates who now owns the Sarner Building. In my estimation, 
maybe the assessment is higher than it should be. That's quite possible. 
It's valueless to anybody else. I don't think anybody here in this room can 
see that land develop for any other purpose other than a parking lot. We 
are talking about a space that's in between the ramp going up to the Town 
Center and Sarners. Now, what other purpose it could be used for, I don't 
know. I don't see any other purpose. If it becomes any other purpose, we 
are straightening out the Veterans Park to make it look more beautiful. 
You want to know where the bums will go? The bums will go in between that 
area. And that is my opinion of what I think will happen. I think it's 
time, you got an opportunity, take the money and run; I really feel that 
if we don't move on this tonight what's going to happen is we're going to 
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come back to them at a later date and say it will be a higher price and 
they're going to reject it. So I urge everybody please to accept this tonight. 

MR. ZELINSKI: Three quick things. Number one, I'm concerned about the 
price that United Appraisal might put on this. Number two, I'm very 
concerned about the fact that some papers were lost and this thing is so 
important that we have to pass it here tonight or else the world comes to 
an end. If it were so important, these papers would not have been lost 
no matter who lost them. And thirdly, I am sick and tired of coming here 
to a Board meeting and saying this has to be passed tonight or we're going 
to lose it. Baloney! If these people are concerned with purchasing this 
piece of property, whatever it happens to be, even though it's useless to 
anybody else, it may be more important to them in the future and they may 
be willing to pay more money. I don't think it's proper for us to be shot­
gunned tonight to say we've got to act on this or else. I don't think one 
month is going to make a darn - bit of difference here, and I think we have 
to stop moving with haste without sound reasoning; and I hope this goes 
back to committee for one more month. 

MR. BOCCUZZI: May I ask Ms. Summerville, if Blueberry does not buy this 
piece of property, does this become a piece of land-locked property? 
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MS. SUMMERVILLE: Yes, it is. 

MR. BOCCUZZI: I think that right there should solve a lot of problems. 
something is land-locked and nobody can use it, you're not going to ever 
sell it. We've had that problem before. The thing that amazes me, and I 
sat here through three or four Board meetings, and the people who are now 
so excited about getting an appraisal from United Appraisal have been 
condemning them because they don't know how to appraise property for the 
taxes. What do we do, we use somebody when we can get some use out of 
them and we condemn them when they do something we don't like. I really 
think the most important thing you have to worry about here ••• 

MR. GAIPA: Point of personal privilege. Mr. Boccuzzi has said that I 
have been criticizing United Appraisal. 

MR. BOCCUZZI: I didn't say you. 

MR. GAIPA: Yes you did. Because I'm the one who made the Motion to have 
that appraisal taken care of. 

If 

MR. BOCCUZZI: If the shoe fits, Mr. Gaipa, wear it. Now to go back to 
what I was saying, I think the most important thing here is this piece of 
property becomes land-locked. Land-locked property is worth zero. That's 
what this Board has to decide. 

MRS. SAXE: I would like to read from Page 40 of the appraisal on this piece 
of property. It says: "To effectively utilize the subject parcel additional 
land is the major requirement. This site has no aesthetic appeal and in 
the judgement of the appraise~ has a very serious locational obsolescence for 
conversion to a higher use. In the opinion of the appraiser, the highest and 
the best use for this site would be a park in order to utilize its maximum 
utility." Now, since that time and since this particular appraisal, they 
put up the road which went up there an~ therefor~made this piece of property 
almost unusable except for parking or for next to no use at all in back of a 
building. And Sarners is willing to buy the property at $68,900 and I'm 
willing to say at this time if the United Appraisal's amount of money for 
that property is $68,000 or less, that we go ahead and pass this with that 
particular contingency. If the contingency goes on like that, then it will 
be over and done with at that point. 

MRS. McINERNEY: It has become very apparent to me that the Resolution 
contains no guarantees other than that the City will receive $68,500 
for the property. The Redevelopment Commission will watch the activity, 
but there is no guarantee that these other commitments mentioned by 
Mr. Cookney are included; and I happen to feel that perhaps I made a 
mistake and that Mr. Gaipa is right~ that the experts that the City hired 
to do the fair market appraisal on all of the properties in town should 
have been consulted or at leas; we should have looked at that appraisal 
value. Saying that this is a land-locked piece of land and that it is 
absolutely valueless to anybody but Blueberry Associates is no~in fac~ 
true because I remember several years ago when the City had a piece of 
absolutely valueless land opposite the town yard that could not be used for 
anything and it was sold to a man who combined it and utilized it and made a 
profit on it three-fold, four-fold, what the city sold him the property for. 
I think, based on the information and the lack of not knowing what the 
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goals and the commitments are other than the $68,500, I would make the 
Motion to return it back to Committee until we have more specifics as 
to whether they're going to come up with other commitments. SECONDED. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: Mrs. McInerney, I'm not accepting that Motion because 
that Motion is out- of- order. I,e've already had that Motion and we voted 
on it. 

MRS. McINERNEY: I'm very sorry, there has been other information that came 
to light with this Resolution and we don't know the total commitments and 
it is very much in order. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: I would ask the Parlimentarian. We have already defeated 
s Motion to return to Committee. Is another Motion to return to Committee 
on the same item acceptable at this time? 

MRS. GUROIAN: As far as I know, as long as substantial discussion has 
ensued since the Motion was previously made, the Motion can Be made again. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: Mrs. McInerney, the Parlimentarian and I will go along 
the ruling. Motion has been made and Seconded to return this to Committee. 

MRS. HAWE: Hove the question. SECONDED. 

MOTION TO RETURN TO COMMITTEE: DEFEATED. 

MR. DONAHUE: Two points. I think enough has been said about the location 
of the property and it's only being of value to owners of the old Sarner's 
Building, and I think that's quite evident. The fact that we're getting 
approximately $.80 on the dollar, and that's compared to ••• 

PRESIDENT SANTY: Excuse me, Hr. Donahue. you're actually speaking on 
moving this back to committee. That's the main Motion now. 

MR. DONAHUE: I'm stating why it should not be moved back to COmmittee. 
We're getting approximately $.80 on the dollar to a piece of property 
that is not valuable to the City; and even if the City could put a park 
in there. it would be something we would have to maintain. I douBt that 
its location would provide for a very attractive area in any way, shape, 
or form. The price seems to me to be a good price for the parcel in 
question, that's point number one. Secondly, in terms of Mr. Cookney's 
statement about inkind services, not inkind services, but their providing 
for streetscapes and planting, etc., I believe that the Urban Renewal 
Commission has complete site plan and architectural view capaBilities 
in the entire Urban Renewal area, and they in fact have to review a 
site plan before it"s completed. They can reject it or request an 
amendment to that site plan. As a matter of fact, when Blueberry 
Associates or Development went in with their original architectural 
plans for the Building and its renovation, the front was glass and steel; 
and the Urban Renewal Commission told them that they wouldn't accept that 
and they wanted it rescored to its original condition and its original 
architecture and that's what's being done now. So there is contingency. 
There is a method of enforcing the types of things that Mr. Cookney spoke 
about. There is no reason to send this back to Committee. 
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MR. BLUM: Move the question. SECONDED. 

65. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: We will Move the question which is returning this to Committee. 
MOTION DEFEATED by a tie-tie vote, 11-11. We will continue discussion on the 
main Motion, which is the Resolution. 

MR. GAIPA: I would like to propose an amendment to the Resolution that we 
accept the $68,500 if it has been determined tomorrow morning that it is 
within 5% of the United Appraisal's ·yrice. SECONDED. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: Who is going to be authorized to approve this? The Committee? 

MR. GAIPA: Yes, the Chairman of the Committee, Ms. Summerville. 

MR. DZIEZYC: Move the question. SECONDED. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: We will continue with debate. 

MR. STORK: I was just wondering if Mr. Gaipa would be receptive to the 
wording of his motion to 'this morning' instead of 'tomorrow morning'. 
PRESIDENT SANTY: Mr. Gaipa would be receptive to that. 
MR. DUDLEY: Move the question. SECONDED. 

MR. DONAHUE: Point of information. Can I just ask a question? Aren't we 
assuming here that this parcel is isolated in its entirety as a parcel and 
it's not included in the Urban Renewal property in the downtown area? 
In other words, can we go to the records tomorrow and find this exact 
piece of property listed there in its current dimensions as described in 
the sale agreement? 

PRESIDENT SANTY: Mr. Donahue, I don't think there's anyone here that can 
answer that question. I understand why you're speaking against the 
amendment. 

We are now going to Move the question on whether we accept Mr. Gaipa's 
amendment to the resolution. 

AMENDMENT DEFEATED. 11 no, 8 yes, 3 abstentions and 10 not-voting. 

MR. DUDLEY: I would like to also amend the resolution. The way I would 
like to amend the resolution would be as such. It appears to me one of 
the problems is the upkeep and the improvements on the sidewalks and the 
surrounding area. I would like to amend it as such where if we get it in 
writing, again tomorrow morning, if that is possible. I want to amend the 
Resolution subject to the approval of a letter stating, I don't exactly 
know how I would word it. I'll pass for now. 

MRS. CONTI: This is very much in keeping with Mr. Dudley's proposed 
amendment. Is this, and I think it is but I'm not positive, area part 
of the downtown streets cape program which means in fact the City has 
already appropriated the money to do this downtown streetscape program. 
And therefore this group, Blueberry Associates, would not be responsible 
for it; they would be relieved of that responsibility which is all the 
more reason they should pay a bigger price for the land. 
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MR. DUDLEY: If I may just comment on what Mts. Conti said. It's my opinion 
that that parcel is not part of that streetscape program. The parcel is nowhere 
near that. It is over on the side which would not involve that, if that clarifies 
anything. 

MRS. CONTI: Well, you said this was a land-locked piece of property and 
therefore,I assume that the part that they would be responsible for the 
streetscape would be the front of the store which I believe is part of 
that downtown streets cape area. 

MR. BLUM: I make a Motion we Move the question. SECONDED. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: We are going to Move the question on approval of the 
proposed Resolution. There are 24 members present. 

RESOLUTION APPROVED: 12 Yes; 10 No; -0- Abstentions; 10 Non-Voting. 

EDUCATION, WELFARE AND GOVE~mNT COMMITTEE - Co-Chairpersons Walter Gaipa and 
}'..ary Lou ~.;I.I\Sldi 

MR. 
Mts. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

GAIPA: E, W, & G met on July 8. Present were Co-Chairperson Ms. Rinaldi, 
Gershman, Mr. Blais and Mts. Conti. All items, 1, 2 and 3 were Held. 

REQUEST FRIM REP. McINERNEY AS TO WHY ROADS BROUGHT UP TO CITY ACCEPTANCE 
have never been invoiced for a period of the past ten (10) years. 
Similar request made by Rep. DeLuca. Short report made 6/7/82. 

Above also-'referred to PLANNING AND ZONING COMMITTEE. 

HELD IN COMMITTEE. 

LETTER OF 5/17/82 FROM REPS. B. CONTI, G. GUROIAN, J. FRANCHINA. AND 
J. HOGAN REQUESTING A SPECIAL STUDY COMMITTEE TO LOOK INTO THE ASSESSMENTS 
MADE BY UNITED APPRAISERS. Held 6/7/82. 

HELD IN COMMITTEE. 

LETTER OF 6/8/82 FROM REP. GERSHMAN REQUESTING DETAILED INFORMATION ON 
TAX ABATEMENTS GRANTED FOR 1980 AND 1981, and broken- down as specified 
in her letter. 

HELD IN COMMITTEE. . . 
CHARTER REVISION AND ORDINANCE COMMITTEE - Co-Chairmen John Roos and 

Jeremiah Livingston 

MR. ROOS: Charter Revision met on July 1, had a quorum and agreed to 
request the establishment of a Charter Revision Commission. 

(1) PROPOSED RESOLUTION TO INITIATE A CHARTER REVISION COMMISSION; also 
proposed resolution to appoint members to the Charter Revision 
Commission. Held in Committee in April. An organizational meeting 
was held 4/19/82. Mayor's letter 4/13. President Santy's letter 
4/15/82. Held in Committee 6/7/82. 

MR. ROOS: We ask if the Board of Representatives Administration snd the 
publi~ send suggestions regarding Stamford's Charter and be sent to our 
committee. We then agreed a full Commission of 15 members would be 
desirable. This is the maximum allowance of the State's statutes. 
The minimum allowance is 5. I have a Resolution to present; you all 
have a copy. Shall I read it, Madam President? 
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PRESIDENT SANTY: We all have that, but, Mr. Roos, I have some very sad news. 
There are only 24 members present and according to the Connecticut State 
Statutes, Chapter 99, Section 7188, any such action shall be initiated by 
a 2/3 of the entire membership which makes it 27 and there are only 24 
people here. I am so sorry, but your Committee can keep working anyway 
although we didn't adopt the Resolution. 

MR. ROOS: That means we're going to lose a whole month. 

MR. STORK: }~dam President, if it would be in order, along with what has 
just happened with the lack of being able to vote on this item, I would 
ask that you write another letter to the members of this Board to please 
ask their indulgence and their attendance at these meetings. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: Mr. Stork, I will send a letter but it is 10 to 3 in the 
morning; and you can understand some of the people, why they're leaving 
and we do have several members that are ill. 

MS. SUMMERVILLE: I think that it 
be taken off this year's Agenda. 
we've lost almost half a year. - I 
have in four months. I am asking 
for this year. 

is time that we ask that this item 
It~s as simple as this. It's urgent, 
mean, how much productivity can we 
that we take this item off the Agenda. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: That Motion is out-af-order, Ms. Summerville~ we can 
discuss that at Steering if you want to take it off. The Steering 
Committee has committed this to Committee. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMMI~E - Chairwoman Audrey Maihock 

NO REPORT. 

SPECIAL COMMITTEES 

HOUSE COMMITTEE - Chairman Gerald Rybnick 

NO REPORT. 

RESOLUTIONS 

(1) PROPOSED SENSE-OF-THE-BOARD RESOLUTION CONCERNING MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEE 
CONTRACTS! AND/OR PERSONNEL NOT COVERED BY MUNICIPAL CONTRACTS -
submitted by Reps. John Boccuzzi and Gabe DeLuca 5/28/82. 

MR. BOCCUZZI: I make a Motion to Hold the Resolution until next month. 
SECONDED. CARRIED. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: All in favor of Holding the Resolution in Committee, plesse 
say aye. Opposed? How many no vote . 4 no votes and all the rest yes. 
We will submit that next month. 
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MRS. PERIUO: I make a Motion to adjourn. SECONDED. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: Steering Committee has been changed until the 20th instead 
of the 19th because of the Democratic Congressional Convention and also, 
there is one Committee re-assignment. Mr. Wiederlight has resigned from the 
Personnel Committee due to other commitme~ts and Rep. Dudley has been appointed 
in his place. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: We are now going to vote on the Motion to Adjourn. 
All in favor of adjourning, please say aye. Opposed? Who does not want 
~o adjourn? The Motion to adjourn has been DEFEATED, but I do not think 

·we·have a Quorum at this time, so all the Members who want to stay, take 
your seats and we will see if we have a Quorum. 

MR. DUDLEY: If we do not have a Quorum, I think it should be noted who is not 
present. 

PRESIDENT SANTY : We will mention who stayed. We are counting a Quorum at 
this time. Mr. Donahue, would you see if we have 21? I would ask the Members 
who are here to please use the machine so we have a final calculation of 
who is here. If you are here, just vote yes, you are present at five-minutes 
to 3:00 a.m. We have 19 Members present. Because of a lack of a Quorum, we 
will adj oum. 

ADJOURNMENT: 3:00 A.M. (No Quorum) 

APPROVED: 

By V 

Helen M. McEvoy, Administrative 
(and Recording Secretary) 

JeaseX:fS's;n't:;r;'~side&'"1i; 
17th Board of Representatives 
City of Stamford, Connecticut 
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STAMFORD 

1217/12/82 

BOARD OF REPRESENTRTIVES ~ 

HII' "'~'oIti tl~ l' JE~Ir"e. 
02:31 :56 - f" -

1 Y CONTI BETTY 
2 Y GUROIAN GRACE 
3 N FLOUNDERS BURTIS 
4 Y WIDER LATHON 
:5 Y SAXE ANN 
6 Y McINERNEY BARBARA 
7 Y GERSHMAN ELIZABETH 
8 N OWENS BOBBY 
9 N ESPOSITO PAUL 
1121 Y . STORK PHILIP 
11 Y ROOS JOHN 
12 Y HAWE MARIE 
13 Y DEGAETANI BARBARA 
14 N CONTI ANTHONY 
15 Y TARZIA JOSEPH 
16 Y WHITE W.DENNIS 
17 Y MAIHOCK RUDREY 
18 Y GAIPA WALTER 
19 Y BLUM DAVID 
2121 Y SUMMERVILLE ANNIE 
21 Y LIVINGSTON JEREMIAH 
22 Y BOCCUZZI JOHN 
23 N HOGAN JOHN 
24 N FRANCHINA JOSEPH 
25 Y DZ I EZYC PAUL 
26 Y BONNER JAMES 
27 Y DIXON HANDY 
28 N GOLDSTEIN SANDRR 
29 Y PERILLO MILDRED 
3121 Y DUDLEY JRMES 
31 Y ZELINSKI JOHN 
32 Y SIGNORE MARY JANE 
33 Y PERILLO ALFRED 
34 Y BLAIS PETER 
35 Y RINALDI MARY LOU 
36 Y RYBNICK GERALD 
37 Y DONAHUE DONALD 
39 Y WIEDERLIGHT MICHAEL 
39 N DELUCA ROBERT 
4121 Y SANTY JEANNE-LOIS 

Regular Keeting of July 12, 1982 
Started 8:30 P.M. (Adjourned 3:00 A.M.) 

32 Present 

. 8 Absent: Flbunders, Owens, 
Esposito, A. Conti, 
Bogan, Frsnchina, 
Goldstein, DeLuca. 

.. ~ .. .... 

n 
/ 

(several were ill and one bad 
(a Budden death in family-DeLuca) 
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