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PERSONNEL COMMITTEE: (Continued)

MRS. McINERNEY: (Continuing) In 1968, the pension right for the police officers
was incorporated into the police contract. Im 1971, the declaration of a Fund Trust
was established, and in 1974, the City contributed surplus funds to see that the
fund was funded and off the ground, and that resolution was passed sometime between
'71 and '74.

Prior to that during the 30-year time, actually up until 1961, the percentage
that was paild in was pretty poor, pretty small. As an example, there was one
patrolman's spouse who received payment from the City from 1937 until 1982, at

the time of her death. That included 45 years of pension from the City.

Prior to that, some of the information that has come for you or before you, and
incidentally, the Fire Department, I believe was the same way, there were people
who came before the Board in an item that employees or officers...there were certain
people that came to the Board for pensions. Those people had theilr pension money
based on service and the figures and funds would be taken out of the General Ledger.
It somehow became known as the General Ledger Pension. All of those employees were
recelving pensions, and never contributed a penny to the fund.

To my knowledge, based on a conversation with Ms. Kilgrow, and with Mr. Buchanan,
there is probably only one or two people remaining in that category at the present
time. Certainly, we cannot ask somebody to...the point is that this would not be
the first time that someone received a pension without paying into it, and under
Section 710, all of those people; Mr. Burke, Elizabeth Keeley, Mary Louise Alexander,
and some of the other people, did not pay into the pension fund.

PRESIDENT SANTY: Thank you, Mrs. McInerney.
MR. BLAIS: Move the question, Madam Chairman.

PRESIDENT SANTY: A motion has been made and Seconded to move the question. All in
favor of moving the question which is Mrs. Conti's amendment, please say aye.
Opposed? The no votes, please raise your hand. Not sufficient. We will move the
question. The question is on Mrs. Conti's amendment. We'll use the machine.

Has everyone voted? The amendment has been DEFEATED 24 negative, 4 affirmative,

1 abstaining, and 9 not-voting. Mrs. Conti, are you through with your amendments?
Continue.

MRS. CONTI: Since #2 failed, I am going to try an alternate. Under 1g)also on
page 2, under le) after the words annual salary, we would add, "less annual social
security benefits."  Said 50%Z will be based on last year of service; and then it
would continue on because Social Security has been deducted from the Registrars
for all the years they have been working. That would make the City's portion
reduced by the Social Security payment.

PRESIDENT SANTY: Is there a Second to Mrs. Conti's amendment. Seconded. Discussion?

MR. STORK: Thank you for the opportunity to speak finally to this. I find these
amendments absurd, #l1. #2, I know there are a few members of this Board who are just
rankled by the idea that the Registrars of Voters might get a pension provided by

the City of Stamford. Well, I hope that that is just around the cormer. #3, I
think the Registrars of Voters have gone beyond the call of duty in what they have
accepted in the way of concessions in putting together this package. T have
questioned both of them at least a half-of-a-dozen times, and in front of the
Personnel Committee 1f they fully understood the concessions that they have agreed
to?
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PERSONNEL COMMITTEE: (Continued)

MR. STORK: (Continuing) Specifically, if God forbid, they became deceased the
day after they left office, all benefits cease. There's no survivor benefits.
True, they would not be paying into this fund, but the concessions more than offset
that complaint.

As far as the amendment with regards to the Social Security deductions, I'm not
aware of any other pension plan where they are segregated; it's a separate fund,
it's something that you've put in, it's been deducted from your pay throughout
your working career, and it should have no bearing on this pension proposal.
Thank you.

MR. ZELINSKI: Yes, for the benefit of my colleagues, most, if not all, corporations
that supply pensions to their employees, do take into account and do subtract Social
Security from their benefits. Thank you.

MR. BOCCUZZL: Move the question.

PRESIDENT SANTY: A motion has been made and Seconded to move the question. All im
favor of moving the question, please say aye. Opposed? We're moving the question.
It's on Mrs. Conti's third amendment. Please use the machine. Has everyone voted?

The amendment is DEFEATED 24 negative, 4 affirmative, and 10 not-voting. Any
further discussion?

PRESIDENT SANTY: Thank you. Now do you want to move for the motion to republish?

MR. STORK: I have done so and it was Seconded.

PRESIDENT SANTY: Any discussion?

MRS. SAXE: I would like to have some clarification on fringe benefits that have

been brought to our attention by the Stamford Taxpayers Association. Why are

we singling out the Registrars at this present time or any time to give them a pension?
PRESIDENT SANTY: 1Is that a question to Mr. Stork?

MRS. SAXE: Yes.

MR. STORK: The only way that I know how to answer that that this Board isn't
singling out the Registrars of Voters. They have sought our help.

MRS. SAXE: Well then, may I ask you does that mean that after all, we also could
come to you and say, "we'd like a pension because wele sat on this Board?"

PRESIDENT SANTY: One moment. Mr. Stork, do you have an answer to that? .
MR. STORK: To get a pension, you have to be a salaried official.

PRESIDENT SANTY: We are now voting on publication.
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PERSONNEL COMMITTEE; (Continued)

MRS. McINERNEY: Move the question, please.

PRESIDENT SANTY: A motion is made and Seconded to move the question. All in favor
of moving the question which is on the publication of this ordinance, please say
aye. Opposed? 1 no vote. We are now going to move the question, and the question
is on the publication of the ordinance concerning the pensions for the Registrars
of Voters. Please use your machine. Has everyone voted? The motion to publish
has been APPROVED 26 affirmative, 3 negative and 9 not-voting. Mr. Stork, continue
with your report.

MR. STORK: Thank you, Madam President and Members of the Board. The Public Hearing
will be held Thursday, March 24, at 7:30 p.m. here in the Main meeting room.

(4) PROPOSED RESOLUTION FROM BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE CLASSIFIED EMPLOYEES'
RETIREMENT FUND 1/13/83, for Cost-of-Living adjustments to pensions of
retirees. Returned to Committee 2/9/83.

HELD IN COMMITTEE

MR. STORK: Item #4 on our Agenda has been held hy a vote of 5 in
favor and none opposed.

PRESIDENT SANTY: Ms. Summerville has a question to that.

MS. SUMMERVILLE: Through Madam Chairman, to Chairperson Mr. Stork, can you tell
me why this has been held?

MR. STORK: Yes, we had written a letter based on our meeting from the previous
month, and it has not been responded to; that's why we're holding it pending that
information.

MS. SUMMERVILLE: Who did you write the letter to?

MR. STORK: The letter was to the Mayor.

MS. SUMMERVILLE: Thank you.

PRESIDENT SANTY: Thank you, Mr. Stork. Do you want to continue with your report?

(5) DETERMINE THE PROCEDURE UNDER WHICH BOTH UNIONIZED AND NON-UNIONIZED PERSONNEL
ARE RECEIVING SALARY INCREASES, "ADJUSTMENTS', ETC., outside of approved
labor contracts, or in the absence of a previously-approved Compensation Plan
by this Board; i.e., on 2/8/83 a personnel administrator received Board of
Finance approval to transfer money to achieve a "salary adjustment" although
this Board approved salary increases on March 1, 1982 for non-union administ-
rators; also several Public Works MAA/AFSCME employees received increases
over and above their labor contract provisions (these are just a few examples).
Submitted by Rep. Gabe DeLuca 1/26/83 and 2/15/83.

MR. STORK: Thank you. Item #5 was deleted from our Agenda at the request of

Rep. DeLuca. He stated that it was improperly before us and that its intent would
be covered under item #7.

PRESIDENT SANTY: We are incorporating #5 with #77

MR. STORK: Yes.



b MINUTES OF REGULAR BOARD MEETING MONDAY, MARCH 7, 1983 55,
PERSONNEL COMMITTEE: (Continued)

(6) FACT-FINDERS' REPORT ON LABOR CONTRACT BETWEEN LOCAL 786 INTERNATIONAL
ASSN. OF FIREFIGHTERS, STAMFORD UNION for two years effective July 1, 1982,
calling for 9% and 8%% respectively. Board of Finance Chairman Everett
Pollard under date of 2/9/83 recommendations rejection (5-0) and will
supply a cost breakdown to this Board. Mayor Clapes' letter 2/2/83
recommends denial; March 29, 1983 is deadline for either party to
contract to reject, otherwise becomes automatic.

MR. STORK: Labor Negotiator Tom Barrett and Peter Brown from Local 786
appeared to give their presentation regarding the Fact-finders' report.
Essentially, there are no major changes in the contract except in the area of
wages. In fact, Madam President, the recommended wage increases border on the
preposterous. Year one of the contract 7/1/82 to 6/30/83, will be at 9% or

a cost to the City of $433,263 plus an additional 75% or $324,947 to pay for
fringe benefits. Thus bringing year one's total to $758,210. Year two of the
contract which is 7/1/83 to 6/30/84, will be at 8%% or a cost to the City of
$446,020 plus an additiomal 75% or $334,515 to pay for fringe benefits,

Thus bringing year two's total to $780,535. The total cost to the City over
the two-year life of this contract, Madam President, would be $1,538,745 covering
212 men.

A positive motion was made to approve the Fact-finders' report and that positive
motion was defeated by a vote of none in favor and 5 against. It is the opinion
of the Personnel Committee that should this Board vote to deny approval of the
Fact-finders' report, that both sides return to the bargaining table in another
effort to reach a mutual agreement prior to going to binding arbitration,

Both sides indicated to us their willingness to do this at our meeting, therefore,
Madam President, I move for approval of the Fact-finders' report with the reminder
that the Personnel Committee voted unanimously for denial.

PRESIDENT SANTY: Thank you. Is there a Second to that motion? Seconded. Discussion?

MR. DUDLEY: 1I'd like to speak against the recommendation, and I'd like to speak
concerning the Fact-finders' report. I'm not in favor of the Fact-finders' report.
What I see here is a problem between the City and the Unions that is not easily
resolved. The City's zero percent wage increase offer is unreasonable as is the
Union's offer. I do not want this contract to go to binding artibration. I had
spokeNto the Union representative who was at our meeting of the Persomnel Committee,
and I stated that very clearly. My main concern was would they be willing to sit
down and re-negotiate? The Union representative at that time said that he would be
willing to re-negotiate if there was an offer made, and it is my opinion that I
will reject this Fact-finder with the pzetem=e that in the hope that the City and
the Unions will sit down again, and I am not voting against this so it would go

to binding arbitration. Thank you.

MR. BOCCUZZI: I am going to speak against the Fact-finders' report. As you can
see by the numbers stated by Mr. Stork, with one contract we are talking about a
million and a half. This City is involved with some 9 contracts. Therefore, when
you get through, and if you agree to this one, you are going to have to agree to
all of them with the same rate, I think we will have a traffic problem in this City;
going out, and believe me, I'll be part of it.
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PERSONNEL COMMITTEE: (Continued)

PRESIDENT SANTY: Thank you, Mr. Boccuzzi. I heard several, "me, toos."

MR. ZELINSKI: 1I would also be in agreement that this Fact=-finders' report

should be rejected by our Board. However, I think that some type of recommendation
should possibly go with it so that it doesn't go to binding arbitration; that the
City would come up with a fair percentage increase. I think it would be outragesu s
for them to have a zero percent increase. They do have to live in this City;

they have expenses with the cost-of-living going up, and so forth, and I think they
do deserve some type of an increase, and I think that the City should come up with
some type of fair and equitable percentage that can be, hopefully, accepted by the
Unions. I think they realize the City's position also, and with their negotiating
they came up with a figure that was possibly higher than they anticipated, but I
think that they were also equally shocked at the City's figure of zero percent.

I hope that the word does get back to our Negotiator, Mr. Barrett, to have the City
offer some type of a fair and equitable percentage that these men would deserve,
and hopefully would accept. Thank you,

MR. BONNER: Thank you, Madam Chairman. I agree with Mr. Stork's analysis of

this situation. But, I would also like to say that the Union request is completely
out-of-line, it's completely unreal. I would like to further state that the

Mayor's suggestion of zero increase is not, is not out-of=line, The Unions are
professional negotiators. They start very high and suggest that anyone that starts
low, is unreal, In this case, zero is not unreal, I would like to read a comment
here from the newspaper dated March 2, Pittsburgh. These are professional negotiators
who have come up with this type of a contract; "Pittsburgh by a vote of 169 to 63,

169 to 63, the United Steelworkers' Local Union Presidents, Local Union Presidents

of the United Steelworkers, yesterday approved the first contract in the Union's
history that cuts wages and benefits for their members." These people are realizing
the facts of the day, and I think we have to realize the facts of the day, and

our Negotiator, Mr. Barrett, has to start in order to counter the unions' requirements
at below zero. He has to get to zero. Zero is not an unreal figure to live with.
Thank you, Madam Chairman.

MR. BLUM: I would like to speak in regards to the last and final offer of the
Union as opposed to the final and last offer of the City, Mr. Bonner. Mr. Bonner,
the original offer, I believe of the Fire Department, might have been in negotiations
quite higher. When you negoiftiate a contract, true that they start high, and

true that the City might start very low; believe me, nothing, if that is the only
thing that the City can give is zero, then the Fact-finder had no other alternative
but to give the final offer of 9%4. I think when you are studying labor relations,
you will find that it is better sometimes to offer something. Had the City offered
maybe 3% or 2% or maybe 5%, maybe the Fact-finder might have offered or taken

the City's position. Believe me, the Fact-finder is left with nothing. If that's
what you feel is collective bargaining; that is not collective bargaining.

Let me tell you, Mr. Bonmer, I also took a 12% decrease in wages. The steelworkers
are not the only ones that have taken concessions. Railroad workers, public workers
have taken concessions in New York City. Where do you end? Maybe the best thing

is to vote this down and start negotiations all over again, Thank you,



L3 MINUTES OF REGULAR BOARD MEETING MONDAY, MARCH 7, 1983

375
PERSONNEL. COMMITTEE: (Continued)

MR. DeLUCA: Mr. Blum said he took a 12% decrease. We're not asking the firemen
or anybody to take a decrease; we're just saying don't take anything. Here we're
saying stay status quo. Everyone keeps saying that the Mayor started off with a
zero. I don't believe it's the Mayor who started off with a zero. I think it's
the taxpayers in the City of Stamford. They have been calling up the Mayor and
the Representatives saying, "it's time to draw the line, no increases to be given
this year." At least for one year, we got to hold the line. As Rep. Boccuzzi
stated, this contract runs a million and a half. We give out 9 other contracts
the same way, definitely, we would have to be moving out.

As far as rejecting this, I think it's a step in the right direction. We keep
worrying what would happen when they go to binding arbitration, Fortunately,

for some of us that were on the Liaison Committee with the Labor Negotiator,

Rep. Boccuzzi and T had the pleasure of sitting in at a meeting with the MEA
people before the binding arbitrators, and T must say, it was highly enlightening
and very educatjonal because the Chairman of the Binding Arbitration Committee
just so happento have the last name Peter Blum, I guess no relation. He brought
it to our attention that these people get a step increase in addition to their 8%
increases, When you figure up that step increase, that comes out to almost 4% in
some cases. So by us voting a two-year contract, 8% this year, 8% next year, we
include that 4% step increase for some people; that's like a 12% increase we're
talking about.

Therefore, I learned that any future contracts that I have to vote on, I think

I have to vote against step increases in here. 8o, therefore, I have to agree with
the report given by Phil Stork even though one of the items coming up, I will not
agree with, We should reject this here and let them go to binding arbitration and
then the union is going to have to make up their own mind even if the binding arbitratc
says, "Hey, we're going to grant you 8%Z." I think the fact-finders and the arbitrators
are going to have to realize that we're not living in Utopia anymore. They have

to face realities. They keep saying that Stamford, the unemployment is 3.2Z, 3%,

the lowest in the country, but they are talking about a region which includes New
Canaan, Darien, and Greemwich. I would venture to say that Stamford would be closier
to a 7 or 8% unemployment, not the 3%, and therefore, I would be willing to take

our chances with the binding arbitrator and the fellowing police or what have you,

even with the binding arbitrator saying they get a 9%, they better think hard about
accepting that 9%, too,

MR. ROOS: When I think of the calls I've received from people saying, ''What are
you going to do about these taxes, how much further is this going to go?" And,

I think most of my calls were very envious of what we pay our people here. When

T think of a fringe benefit that I hear runs 74% of the salary, it's unbelieveable.
Sure the unions start high in hopes that somewhere will reach the middle, but I
think we don't have to start with a 9%%Z and start thinking of 3 and 4 and 5%.

I think Stamford is paying a very, very good salary. I don't think its people can
pay much more in taxes, and I think there will be a great exodus here if we keep
on being as generous as we have been. There is a certain limit to this as far

as we can go$ people are out of work, inflation is coming down, hopefully things
are going to be cheaper, and I think that our dollar is going to go further. I

do think that it's time we draw the line here. Thank you.
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PERSONNEL COMMITTEE: (Continued)

MR. WIDER: Thank you, Madam Chairman. I listen to some of these people talking
out of two sides of the mouth; I become really concerned. 1I've noticed that
some of us have been a part of raising every kind of fee in the City of Stamford
from ground openings, installing electric meters, and so forth, and all of us
live here; and all of us have to pay the going rate for service, and if we

are going to pay those rates, we are going to have to have money to pay them with.

If you walk to your grocery store, you're talking about inflation coming down,
walk to your grocery store and check the prices, and see how much they have come
down. T am not saying that we should pay 9%. I remember last year when we asked
some people to meet with Mr. Barrett to see that these contracts were equitably
negotiated. Now we come to find out that someone is criﬁizing; I didn't hear
anyone saying what we were there to offer Mr. Barrett in the way of suggesting
where he should draw the line. You become a little confused when we talk about
ralsing the cost-of-living.  If you think things are coming down in Stamford,

you get out and price an apartment this week, and go and price the same apartment
next week on the same market and you will find yourself with no place to live in
the City of Stamford because you just can't afford it,

I think that we do have to draw a line but I would hate to feel that my house

was burning down, and because we didn't pay our firemen, they didn't save my house.
I think that is what we are talking about. Let's not kid ourselves. These people
have some of our lives in thelr hands, and with the high-risers we have around
Stamford, we need the best that we can get, I wrote all over the country to

find out what kind of equipment they ordered to protect the high.rise buildings,
and I will be honest with you, they haven't got anything in the City of Stamford

to reach some of the buildings we have. I really don't know what you are saying.

in a way, because we are paying the highest tax in the City of Stamford right now.

PRESIDENT SANTY: Thank you, Mr. Wider. Please members keep your remarks to the
impending motion. Mr. Jachimezyk for the first time this evening and welcome to
the Board.

MR. JACHIMCZYK: Thank you. Madam President, I make a motion that we move the
question.

PRESIDENT SANTY: There's a motion made and Seconded to move the question., All
in favor, please say aye. Opposed? We are moving the question. The question is
on the Fact-finders' report regarding the labor coutract between Local 786
International Association of Firefighters, Stamford Union.This has been brought
forth by the Personnel Committee with a favorable recommendation bearing in

mind that the Personnel Committee voted unanimously to reject. If you vote no,
you will be going with the Committee's report to reject. If you vote yes, you
approve of it. No, if you reject it; yes, if you approve., Has everyone voted?

The Fact-finders' report has been REJECTED 2 affirmative, 25 negative, 1 abstaining
and 10 not-voting.

(7) PROPOSED ORDINANCE DELETING ORD. #319 AND SUBSTITUTING NEW ORDINANCE IN ITS
STEAD - CONCERNING SALARIES AND COMPENSATION OF EMPLOYEES - submitted by
Rep. Gabe DeLuca 2/1/83.
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PERSONNEL COMMITTEE: (Continued)

MR. STORK: Item #7 on our Agenda has been held in Committee by a vote of

4 in favor and none opposed and 1 abstaining in order to get an opinion from
Corporation Counsel, and that concludes the report of the Personnel Committee,
Madam President.

MR. DeLUCA: I can sympathize with the Personnel Committee's request to hold this
in Committee for one month pending an opinion from the Corporation Counsel, but
in view of what has been transpiring in the past several months, and as late as
the other day regarding the fantastic increases, reclassifications, creating of
new jobs, and transfers; just another way of increasing people's salaries, I'd
like to make a motion to take this out of Committee to vote on this ordinance
this evening. We may hear arguments that the reason it's being held is #1,

as Mr. Stork said is to get an opinion from the Corporation Counsel. We'll
probably hear arguments to the {ffect that maybe the Personnel Committee

needs more time to study whether they can handle such a request because if the
pecple read the ordinance, it states that all job reclassifications, creation

of jobs, or any promotions, job transfers or reallocation must first be

approved by the Board of Representatives. (inaudible) does the Personnel
Committee have the time to review all these requests to see that they are justifiable
or not? My answer to that would be if you would hold an extra meeting a month

or maybe our good President can set -up a separate committee to strictly handle
requests such as this.

As late as the other day, we pick up thke paper where our Welfare Director who
has only been gﬂﬁoard less than a year...

PRESIDENT SANTY: Mr. DeLuca, before you go into it, let's have a Second to
the motion. Several Seconds. You can continue if you have anything further to
state.

MR. DeLUCA: That's all I'd like to say. I'd like to see this taken out of Committee
and voted on this evening. If there are any changes to be made, let the Corporation
Counsel come down to us and say,”0.K., these are the changes that should be made."

We could always go back and repeal or make the changes at a later date. We have

done this in the past and there is no reason why we can't do this this evening.

PRESIDENT SANTY: Thank you, Mr. DeLuca. For the record, Mr. Livingston has left.
We now have 30 members present. I would ask the members when they are leaving,

to clean up their desks. Remember, the custodial service is not here when we
leave and sometimes we leave this in a little untidy position. Please make an
attempt to clean it up and help in the caucus rooms, also, Any further discussion?

MR. BOCCUZZI: Madam President, I have to agree with Rep. DeLuca. What happens
when the Personnel Commission or the Board of Finance acts on a transfer in the
salary account, and the Board of Representatives does not have the authority or
the will to act on it? What happens 1s that you get a built-in increase in the
salary account for the following year's budget which we had no control over. The
minute the Board of Reps cuts a salary account, the person who got the increase
99 times out of a 100, is far up in the steps or has so much seniority that the
cut doesn't affect them, and consequently what happens, the little person at

the bottom of the scale who was hired maybe for one or two years, has to get
laid off, or an additional appropriation has to approved by this Board.
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PERSONNEL COMMITTEE: (Continued)

MR. BOCCUZZI: (continuing) I can't see how a person could be working for the
City of Stamford and get a $9,000 raise in one year regardless of how great

they are. What happens? From what I understand, when these department heads or
people that come to work for the City of Stamford, and the salary scale is advertised,
the person applyingiﬁor the job is told, "Well, you come in at this price and we'll
get you an increasepsix-months to a year." Consequently what happens is they

get it, and we don't have a chance to vote on it. I think this is taking away
some of the authority of the Board of Reps. How are we supposqlto control or

be fiscally responsible to the taxpayers, to the people we represent, when

we have no control over certain boards increasing the salary accounts’ It's

my belief that the Personnel Commission, if they indeed think a person should

get an increase, it should be approved by the Board of Finance and the Board of
Representatives. It's going to take a little longer. It's going to mean a little
more work on our part, but I think when we take over the budget at budget time,

if there's an increase in the salary account because of an increase given by
Personnel and this Board, then we are accountable for it. But when that increase
is there and we had nothing to do with it, we're not accountable for it, they are,
the Personnel Commission, but they don't have to listen to the people screaming
and hollering about taxes; we do. We are the ones that have to be the bad guys

at budget time and reduce the salary account and lay some poor person off at the
bottom of the scale. I firmly belleve that we should get this control, and

we should use it wisely.

PRESIDENT SANTY: Thank you, Mr. Boccuzzi. Mrs. Saxe has a question to a statement
Mr. Boccuzzi made. I'll allow that, Mrs. Saxe.

MRS. SAXE: Mr. Boccuzzil, in reference to the large 9% jump in some of the
directors of the people in the City of Stamford, was it not something that was
put in the MAA contract and worked into a background that ended up by giving
this kind of a step?

MR. BOCCUZZI: Not that I know of.

MRS. McINERNEY: As a point of order, we are only addressing the issue whether or
not this ordinance should come ocut of Committee. We're not discussing the merits
of anybody's conversation at this point.

PRESIDENT SANTY: Can you answer that question at that point?
MR. BOCCUZZI: I don't believe he was tied into MAA when he was hired.

PRESIDENT SANTY: The question before us is to bring this item out of Committee.
That's what we are discussing.

MR. BLUM: I agree that this ordinance should come before us for if in a contract,
even if it was we'll say 5%, and they do get the step increases, then it's 5%
next year of that step increase; so imagine what 5% can wind-up to when they get
the step increases through the Personnel Commission; has nothing to do with the
contract. There are certain failr-halred boys that will get that step increase.

PRESIDENT SANTY: I will ask the members to please restrict their comments to
the impending motion which is to bring this item out of Committee,
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PERSONNEL COMMITTEE: (Continued)

MRS. GERSHMAN: Thank you. I do agree with the purpose and the idea in back of
Mr. DeLuca's ordinance, but I would speak against bringing it out of Committee at
this time. The Persomnnel Committee certainly appreciates it, but they would like
to work on it more. How many times have we brought ordinances out that have had
to be redone, had to have double hearings; we've had to have them rewritten, and
rewritten. The only thing the Personnel Committee wants at this time, is to please
have another month to have it looked over by Corporation Counsel te work out some
of the problems in it; to give it some thought, and bring a viable resolution
before the Board; not to talk it out here on the Floor, but to bring something
that we really can be secure in passing. Therefore, I would urge you to keep this
in Committee and not bring it out at this time. The Committee is not ready to
have it come out.

MRS. GOLDSTEIN: Thank you. I'd like to ask Mr. DeLuca what is the intent of
bringing this out of Committee? Is it ta publish the ordinance or fqr final adoption
because that will affect the way I vote on his motion?

MR. DelUCA: I think this here vote is going to be a no because the intent is
for final adoption.

MRS. GOLDSTEIN: If it's for final adoption, and Mr. Deluca is asking to by-pass
publishing something that has yet to have Corporation Counsel to look at this
ordinance,then I'm afraid I am going to have to vote against bringing it out

of Committee. If instead, he will want to have it published so that simultaneous
with publication, Corporation Counsel could look at it then it would affect my
vote.

MR. DeLUCA: 1I'll settle for compromise; I understand compromise is one of the
best things. I'll accept publication.

PRESIDENT SANTY: Rdight now, the motion before us is to take from Committee, but
bearing in mind if it passes, Mr. DeLuca will move for publication.)

By the way, Mrs. Hawe, Happy Birthday. It is pamsed midnight and your birthday
is March 8th. fast

MRS. HAWE: I move the question.

PRESIDENT SANTY: A motion has been made. Is there a Second to moving the question?
Several Seconds. All in favor of moving the question on taking this item out of
Committee, please say aye. Opposed? We're going to move the question. Use your
machine. If you are in favor of taking this out of Committee, please vote yes.

If you are against it, vote no. Now would you please vote using the machine.

If you are in favor of taking this item out of Committee, vote yes. If you are
against, vote no. Has everyone voted? The motion to take from Committee has
PASSED 21 affirmative, 7 negative, 0 abstaining and 10 not voting.

Mr. Zelinski, are you voting from your seat?
MR. ZELINSKI: Yes.

PRESIDENT SANTY: Thank you.
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PERSONNEL COMMITTEE: (Continued)

MR. DeLUCA: I'd like to make a motion for publication.

PRESIDENT SANTY: A motion has been made and Seconded for publication of this
ordinance. Any discussion?

MR. DUDLEY: Move the question.

PRESIDENT SANTY: A motion has been made to move the question, Is there a Second?
Seconded. All in favor of moving the question, say aye. Opposed? We're going

to move the question. Please use your machine. We're voting on publication

of this ordinance. Now use your machine if you are in favor of publishing.

Has everyone voted? We are voting on publication. The motion to publish has
PASSED 20 affirmative, 4 negative, 3 abstaining and 11 not-voting,

Mr. Stork, will you =0 note in your Committee?

MR. STORK: Yes, Ma'am.

PRESIDENT SANTY: This is on publication. That completes the Personnel Committee
report.

SPECIAL COMMITTEES

HOUSE COMMITTEE - Chairman Gerald Rybnick

MR. RYBNICK: Madam President, in the envelope that I have given you tonight,
I wish you would read the letter very carefully because Mr. Spaulding has
many reasons in there to make it a little bit harder to get a new card, and
when you are parking during the daytime, make sure you are in the visitors'
places. Thank you.

PRESIDENT SANTY: Thank you, Mr. Rybnick. Mr. Rybnick, don't go, Ms. Summerville
has a question.

MS. SUMMERVILLE: Through you, Madam Chairman, to Mr. Rybnick, I'd like for

Mr. Rybnick to ask Mr. Spaulding, are City employees allowed to park in those
visitors' spots which is the front row? I have come here on occasions, and I

know one particular person in the Mayor's office whose car is always parked in that
space. Is there any provisions made that those City employees do mot park in the
vigsitors' space?

MR. RYBNICK: I shall get an answer for you.

MR. BLAIS: Thank you, Madam Chairman. I would like to ask, through you to

Mr. Rybnick, what are the rules that Mr. Spaulding is annunciating? I know I
never received a copy of the rules, #l1, and #2, I think maybe we should have
the House Committee determine whether Mr. Spaulding is the proper person to

set the rules for the use of the parking lot, and I would make a motiom to that
effect right now.
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HOUSE COMMITTEE: (Continued)

PRESIDENT SANTY: Mr. Blais, what is your motion?

MR. BLAIS: That we have the House Committee investigate as to who should be
setting the rules for the parking lot?

PRESIDENT SANTY: Why don't you make it an inquiry instead of an investigation?
MR. BLAIS: Inquiry.

PRESIDENT SANTY: Mr. Blais is making a motion that the House Committee Chairman
make an inquiry into the Public Works Department...what was the last part of that
motion?

MR. BLAIS: Who should be making the rules over the parking lot?

PRESIDENT SANTY: Who should be making the rules over the parking lot? 1Is there

a Second to that motion? There's a Second. Any discussion? We'll move right

to a vote. All in favor of Mr. Blais' motion, please say aye. Opposed?

We'll have to use the machine for that vote. Please use your machine if you are

in favor of Mr. Blais' motion, If you are in favor of it, vote yes. If you are
opposed, vote no. Has everyone voted? Please use your machines and vote.

Ladies and Gentlemen, it's almost 1:30. I know it's late, but we still have a
couple ot items that are very important on this Agenda. Have you all voted?

The motion has been DEFEATED 13 negative, 8 positive, 1 abstaining and 16 not-voting.
That concludes your report, Mr. Rybnick? And, I think we should thank you again for
the delicious refreshments, and thank our Administrative Assistant who gets our cake.

COLISEUM AUTHORITY LIAISON COMMITTEE ~ Chairwoman Elizabeth Gershman

(1) REPORT TO BE MADE.

MRS. GERSHMAN: I have placed a report on the desks tonight, and I think that it
will be sufficient. Thank you.

PRESIDENT SANTY: Thank you.

LABOR CONTRACTS LIAISON COMMITTEE - Co-Chairpersons John Boccuzzi and Barbara McInerne

NO REPORT

PETITIONS - NONE

RESOLUTIONS

PRESIDENT SANTY: We have two resolutions to be voted on now.

(1) SENSE-OF-THE-BOARD RESOLUTION HONORING ALPHONSE PIA - submitted by
Gabe DeLuca 2/15/83.

PRESIDENT SANTY: Mr. DeLuca, do you want to move for adoption of that resclution?

MR. DeLUCA: So moved.

PRESIDENT SANTY: 1Is there a Second? Seconded. Any discussion? All in favor,
please say Aye. Opposed? PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.
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RESOLUTIONS (continued)

(2) SENSE-OF-THE-BOARD RESOLUTION COMMENDING GABE DeLUCA FOR COMMUNITY SERVICE -
submitted by Jeanne-Lois Santy.

PRESIDENT SANTY: 1Is there a motion? A motion has been made, several people
making it. Is there a Second? Several Seconds. All in favor, say aye. Opposed?
Ladies and Gentlemen, are there any opposed? Mrs. Gershman is opposed.

Mrs. Conti and Mrs. Gershman are opposed to the resolution. Mrs. Maihock is
abstaining. Mrs. Gershman is voting no, and Mrs. Conti is voting no. Otherwise,
it PASSED.

ACCEPTANCE OF THE MINUTES

JANUARY 10, 1983 Regular Meeting - Held 2/9/83.

PRESIDENT SANTY: There is one correction, page 26, '"now" should be inserted
instead of "not." Are there any other additions or corrections to Monday,
January 10th meeting?

MRS. McINERNEY: I submitted mine to the secretary already.

PRESIDENT SANTY: Are there any other amendments or changes? Is there a motion
to accept with the corrections? There is a motion to accept with the changes

and corrections. A Second? Seconded. All in favor, say aye. Opposed? APPROVED
as amended.

FEBRUARY 9, 1983 Special Meeting

PRESIDENT SANTY: We do not have February 9th meeting, but you should be getting
them within the next few days.

COMMUNICATIONS FROM OTHER BOARDS AND INDIVIDUALS - NONE

OLD BUSINESS - NONE

NEW BUSINESS ~ NONE

ADJOURNMENT :
MRS. McINERNEY: I move for adjournment.

PRESIDENT SANTY: A motion is made for adjournment. Seconded. All in favor, aye.

Opposed? Adjourned at 1:30 a.m.
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