


























































































































62. MINUTES OF REGULAR BOARD MEETING, MONDAY, JUNE 6, 1983 · -- -- -- 62. 

LEGISLATIVE AND RULES COMMITTEE: 

MRS. McINERNEY: I think there is a little bit of confusion. The letter to the 
Board was dated May 19, after our May meeting. There was a letter written 
May 3rd to the Mayor from John Smyth, Corporation Counsel. The letter written 
April 8th was from John Smyth to Commissioner Bruce Spaulding; that's attached, 
and then there is a May 7, 1983 letter to Pitney Bowes from Robert Cook as 
Mr. Zelinski indicated. This is, to my knowledge, the first time that this has 
been before us. It has not been before us and no questions were directed to 
the Committee to be asked of Pitney Bowes. 

Also, while I'm on the subject, I was wondering why item 6 has some words in 
parenthesis underneath it indicating that this will be very expense legal notices 
due to its length and figures. Is that appropriate, Madam President? 

PRESIDENT SANTY: No, it is not and it should be removed from the Agenda. 

MRS. Mc INERNEY: Thank you. 

PRESIDENT SIINTY: We are now returning this to Committee. 

MR. WIDER: Madam Chairman, in the (inaudible) of my motion, we are assuming too 
much on a blanket promise. When each items comes before our COl!lllli ttee, we have to 
find out what kind of condition they are going to leave it in. My question, 
that's in my district, that is our Park down there and I want the Committee to know 
what that condition is going to be of that Park. There are some things that are 
going on that I don't approve of down there right now by Pitney Bowes. Elmcroft 
Road is so bad so can hardly drive over it and the people have to go back in 

( 

front of that Park, and they agreed with us sitting at a meeting at Pitney Bowes 
that that road would be kept in good passable condition the total construction ( 
of that headquarters, and it isn't being done. I can't take them at face value 
anymore. I want the Committee to ask those questions and that's why I moved 
this back. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: Thank you, 

MS. I apologize to the Co-Chairpersons for stating that it was 
last month but I think we should give Mr. Wider that courtesy. I understand 
who was invited to the meetings and I don't think the district reps were 
invited. That is a procedure we use on this Board. 'Sometimes we are not invited 
and it's negligent on our part not to be there. I wish the Board would give 
Mr. Wider that privilege and send it back to Committee for one more month. 
After all, they have to live with it. 

MR. DUDLEY: Move the question. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: A motion has been made and seconded to move the question. The 
question is on returning to Committee. All in favor of moving the question, please 
say aye. Opposed? We're going to move the question. We're.going to use the 
machine. If you're in favor of returning this item which is i6 on the L&R Committee, 
please vote yes. Has everyone voted? The motion to return to Committee has FAILED 
11 affirmative, 13 negative, and 11 not-voting. 

We are now going to vote to the main motion for publication of this ordinance. 
We are voting on publication of the ordinance, *6 under L&R. Please use your machine 
to vote. I haven't read the vote yet. Maihock, what is your vote? Mrs. ( 
Maihock abstained. Is her number an abstention? I will put Mrs. Maihock as 
abstaining. The motion to publish has PASSED 19 affirmative, 3 negative, 2 abstaining 
and 13 not-voting. 
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63. MINUTES OF REGULAR B~R£_ MEETING, ~NDA!., JUNE 6, 1983 

LEGISLATIVE AND RULES COMMITTEE: (CONTINUED) 
~ 

MR. DUDLEY: For the record, please let it be noted that I am leaving the 
Floor !or item #7 due to a possible conflict. 

63, 

PRESIDENT SANTY: Fine. Thank you, Mr. Dudley. Mr. Dudley is leaving the Floor 
and will abstain from taking part in debate and voting. 

MR. CONTI: We'd like to extend a special invitation to Mr. Wider to attend this 
when we have a public hearing on it. 

(7) FOR PllBLICATION - PROPOSED ORDINANCE OR AMENDMENT TO EXISTING ORDINANCES -
proposal from Rep. Gabe ceLuca (R-14) E'UR---niCREASING VETERANS' PROPERl'Y 
EXEMPTIONS TO CURRENT VALUATIONS - letter 5/20/83. 

HELD IN COMMITTEE 
~ 

MR. CONTI: This we voted 4 - 0 to hold. Two had neglected to vote due to 
conflict of interest, but we are suppose to find out from the Law Department 
and Tax Assessor's office as to whether this could be done or not, and we find 
that something has come down from the State that precludes us from acting on it 
anyhow. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: You are holding this item in Committee? 

MR. CONTI: Yes. We're holding it at the moment, but it will be dropped because 
there is nothing we can do about it. 

(8) REQUEST FROM LAW DEPARTMENT ASST. CORP. COUNSEL :lOHN SMYTH TO RE-PllBLISH 
ORD. #499 CONCERNING EXCHANGE OF PROPERl'Y BETWEEN THE CITY AND ABE WEXLER 
RATHER THAN EXCHANGE OF EASEMENTS - "Tetter 5/9/83. 

MR. CONTI: I'd like to make a motion to waive publication and vote for final 
adoption and the Committee voted 6 - 0 to do so. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: There's a motion to waive publication of this ordinance as 
requested. Is there a second to that? Seconded. Any discussion? 

MR. ZELINSKI: Yes, thank you, Madam President. Just for the record, the letter 
that we received regarding th~s request May 9, 1983, from the Law Department, 
stated that this was an error. The error being the word "exchange of easements" 
was used in the original publication on January 31, '83, when it should have been 
"exchange of properties."It also mentioned the paragraph that the error was 
discovered and the ordinance was then resubmitted as an exchange of properties 
instead of easements and it mentions a copy of Mayor's Clapes' letter dated 
October 5th relative to this matter as well as a copy of the ordinance concerning 
the exchange of properties. 

I would like to know just for the record that the letter referred to dated 
October 5, 1982 by the Mayor, was addressed to the members of the Planning Board 
and we did not receive any copy of that, so consequently, we were never notified 
of that mistake. This is the first time that we have been notified and it was 
not our error. I'd just like to have that noted for the record, Madam Acting 
President. Thank you. 

MRS. McINERNEY: Thank you, Mr. Zelinski. 
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~GISLATIVE AND RULES COMMITTEE: (CONTI~ 

--
MS. SUMMERVILLE: Through you, Madam Chairman, to the two Co-Chairpersol)S, I C 
have two questions. What were the two words that were changed; the changing of 
the words. Would you please for the record state them. 

MR. ZELINSKI: Yes, I would be more than happy to, Rep. Summerville. It was 
correctly published "exchange of easements." Easements was incorrect. It should 
have been "exchange of properties." Properties is the correct word. We're 
asking .to correct that but we're waiving publication, for final adoption. 

MS. SUMMERVILLE: Through you, Madam Chairman, to Mr. Zelinski. 
me what Corporation Counsel's legal terminology in reference to 
the words of easement and property? 

could you tell 
this ordinance, 

MR. ZELINSKI: Not being a lawyer, Rep. Summerville, I don't know how to answer 
that except to say that in his original letter to uS ' on May 9, he just says that 
we have to correct that. It was a minor change. It doesn't affect the context 
of the ordinance which is simply an exchange of properties, okay, so in this case 
it's an exchange of properties is the correct wording. When it was sent down to 
us it was exchange of easements. Okay, and there was no easements involved here; 
it's an exchange of properties between an individual, the City of Stamford, and 
the City of Stamford, so again, they did not feel that it was necessary to 
republish it. 

MS. SU~RVILLE: Madam Chairman, just for clarification of the record, I want 
the record to show that the 6th District Representative voted on this item 
previously because the interpretation was easement not properties, and I 
feel it is totally different when it comes to legal terms. I will be voting ( 
against it for that reason. Another question I'd like to ask through you to 
the two Co-Chairpersons, if, in fact, and I think I heard you state earlier 
that it was an error on the Mayor's office part, is it not in due just that the 
Mayor's office payout of their budget to republish this ordinance? 

MR. ZELINSKI: Yes, well I don't believe it would be the Mayor's office that 
made the mistake. The draft was submitted and sent to us from the Law Dept., 
okay. Also, the property in question is on Hillandale Avenue. Is that the 
6th District? 

MRS. McINERNEY: Mr. Zelinski, that's not pertinent to her question. 

MS. SUMMERVILLE: We didn't go to court yet. 

MR. ZELINSKI: Well anyway, it's the Law Department that I presume was at fault 
in this. It was not the Mayor's office. Originally the draft was sent down by 
the Corporation Counsel's office and they made the mistake on it. 

MS. SUMMERVILLE: Madam Chairman, through you to Co-Chairman Zelinski, when I 
used the terminology Mayor's office, I took for granted that the Law Department 
did come under the Mayor's office, so it would be the Law Department that I meant. 
Wouldn't it be a fact that it should come out of the Law Department's budget? 
We cannot be so careless in doing ••• (end of tape) 

( 
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65. MINUTES OF REGULAR BOARD MEETING, MONDAY, JUNE 6, 1983 65. 

LEGISLATIVE AND "RULES COMMITTEE: (CONTINUED) 

MR. CONTI: . : .so there would be no more expense involved. 

MRS. McINERNEY: Thank you, Mr. Conti. The motion is to WlIive publication. 

MR. DeLUCA: I'd like to move the question. Seconded. 

question. All of those in favor, please 
I'm afraid the ayes have it. The 

MRS. McINERNEY: The motion is to move the 
say aye. Those against? Any abstentions? 
question is moved. Now we will proceed to a 
All those in favor, please use your machine. 

vote on the motion to waive publication. 

MRS. CONTI: Point of information. Do we have a quorum present on the Floor? 

MRS. McINERNEY: I believe we do. I'll ask the Clerk to count. It takes a majority 
vote to waive publication. It would take 19 people. I'm sorry, it would just take 
a simple majority and we have 28 people present. Now we will proceed to a vote. 
Please use your machines on waiving publication. Just waiving publication is the 
motion. The machine is cleared, please vote. Has everybody had the opportunity 
to vote? The motion has PASSED 18 in favor, 7 nos, no abstentions, and 10 people 
not-voting. 

We will proceed to the main motion which is to pass for final adoption on change. 
Request from the Law Department Asst. Corporation Counsel John Smyth to correct 
ordinance 499 concerning exchange of property between the City and Abe Wexler 
rather than exchange of easements. All those in favor, please vote by using the 
machine. Has everybody voted? Just a simple majority is necessary, 21. The 
motion has LOST 19 yes, 6 no, 1 abstention and 9 not-voting. Is that the end 
of your report, Mr. Conti? 

MR. CONTI: Madam Chairman, this cOlllpletes the L&R report. Thank you. '. 

MRS. McINERNEY: The voting has been co"ncluded on this issue. 

MR. ZELINSKI: Madam President, excuse me, that means that, in otherwords we 
voted for final adoption but we didn't vote for publication. Where does that 
leave it? 

MRS. McINERNEY: You voted to waive publication. 

MR. ZELINSKI: But we didn't vote for the adoption so the motion failed. 

MRS. McINERNEY: That's correct. I assume so, Mr. Zelinski. 

MR. ZELINSKI: It has to be resubmitted then. 

MRS. McINERNEY: I would assume so, Mr. Zeiinski. 

MR. DUDLEY: Madam Chairman, voting on the prevailing side, I'd like to make 
a motion for reconsideration. It was an abstention just for the record. 

MRS. McINERNEY: Thank you, Mr. Dudley. There has been a motion for reconsideration 
and a second to that motion. All in favor, please indicate by saying aye. No? 
Any abstentions? The motion has PASSED. 
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LEGISLATIVE AND RULES COMMITTEE: (CONTINUED) 

MRS. McINERNEY: Now, I will proceed to the main motion which is a request from ( 
the Law Department Asst. Corp. Counsel John Smyth to change the wording of 
ordinance 499 concerning exchange of property between the City and Abe Wexler 
rather than exchange of easements. Please use your machine. We're voting for 
final adoption to change the wording of this. Has everybody voted? The motion 
has PASSED 21 voting yes, 6 no, no abstentions, 8 non-voting . Thank you. Is 
that the end of the L&R Colllllittee report? 

MR. ZELINSKI: Yes, just for the record, I'd just like it noted that Rep. Ann 
Saxe was unable to attend our Committee meeting due to a previous commitment, 
and also present at our meeting was Bob Johnson from Community Development and 
Attorney Farina. Thank you. 

MRS. McINERNEY: Thank you, Mr. Zelinski. 'lbat concludes the report. Thank you. 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMITTEE - Chairman Donald Donahue 

MR. DONAHUE: 'lbe Planning and ZOning Committee of the Board of Representatives 
met on Thursday, June 2, 1983 and considered the following items with Mr. White, 
Mr. Stork, Mr. Jachimczyk, Mr. Donahue in attendance. 

(1) AREA AGENCY ON AGING - ACCESSORY APARTMENT PROGRAM - PROPOSED RESOLUTION TO 
DESIGNATE SOUTHWESTERN CONN. AGENCY ON AGING, INC. TO ADMINISTER AN ACCESSORY 
APARTMENT LOAN PROGRAM IN STAMFORD - Mayor's letter 5/18/83 stating State Dept. 
of Housing will provide funds to Area Agency on Aging to loan to homeowners 
in any. of the towns in southwestern Connecticut for the creation of accessory 
apartments. No local funds are to be expended on this program. 

MR. DONAHUE: Item *1 is a resolution which would allow the City to participate <: 
in a loan program which provides construction funds for accessory apartments in 
all compatibly zoned areas of the City in a effort 1. make more apartment~ 
available to the elderly and 2. to provide low interest loans that may allow 
an elderly person to construct an accessory apartment in a single-family home 
and thus benefit from added rental income. Any applicant would have to meet certain 
age or income requirements in both cases. With this in mind and recognizing the 
concerns the program seeks to address, the Planning and Zoning Committee voted to 
recommend the denial of the resolution by a vote of none in favor and 4 opposed 
due to the fact that there is no ordinance that recognizes or regulates the 
construction or appropriateness of accessory apartments. Our current zoning 
regulations allow for two-family homes in certain zones, but these regulations 
have not specifically dealt with accessory apartments as such. 

Accessory apartments could have a deterimental affect on the quality of life in 
existing R-5 zones and may, in fact, be more appropriate in RA-2 which are 
single-family residents of more than two acres. Both of these issues should be 
considered before the City places any kind of acceptance or any hint of acceptance 
on accessory apartments a 

Two other issues should be noted. 'lbe only towns as of today, that have passed 
this resolution are New Canaan, Wilton, Weston, and Monroe. Towns that by their 
nature may find this type of development acceptable, but at this time don't recognize 
accessory apartments by any ordinances in those towns. -Of all the member towns that 
may be affected by this program, Stamford could only hope to receive one or maybe 
two loans and with this background, I move the approval of the subject resolution 
and remind the Board of the Committee's recommendation to deny the resolution. 

( 
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMITTEE: (CONT}!,UED) 

PRESIDENT SANTY: A motion has been made and seconded, you are going to put 
it in a positive motion except for the fact that the motion was denied by the 
COmmittee. Fine, this motion has been made and seconded to approve the accessory 
apartment program. 

MR. WIDER: Thank you, Madam Chairman. I hope that people understand what this 
legislation is all about and not being mislead about changing any parts of any 
city, and most of our cities, I working with the Housing Coalition, we have 
12 large municipalities in the State of Connecticut now that have accessory 
housing committees to try to make additional housing available for senior citizens 
who are struggling trying to pay the tax on their homes. Many senior citizens 
are looking for ways to accomodate other people in their large homes because it's 
hard for them to carry and many of them are people that are left with a big house 
all by themselves. 

This legislation does not seek to change any kind of zoning or any kind of city 
planning. It was created for the benefit of the senior citizens that need help, 
and I'm sorry this wasn't put in my Committee. I'm really concerned that this 
is being recommended not to be funded when the people around here are begging 
for help. I certainly would vote for it instead of voting against it. and I 
ask you to vote for it because many of our senior citizens need it, and 
I can bring you a list of them that need it in Stamford who have big one-family 
houses that would like to get someone in with them to help them bear their 
expenses. Madam Chairman, I can't insist on these members to think for themselves. 
I can't go along with the Committee recommending something against their senior 
citizens. Thank you. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: Thank you, Mr. Wider. Many speakers. 

MR. ZELINSKI: Yes, thank you very much, Madam President. I concur wholeheartedly 
with Rep. Wider. I think it would be a mistake and I'm really surprised at the 
Committee for recommending denial of this. Both this year and last year at the 
public hearing on our budgets, we heard a lot of senior citizens and even middle 
income people who weren't senior citizens, that mentioned the fact how difficult 
it was for them to continue to keep their homes in the City of Stamford because of 
the constant, steady increases in the taxes. Aiso, not only would we be helping the 
people to help pay their taxes, but also, I think all of us in this room are aware 
of the dire shortage of available apartments in the City of Stamford. We have seen 
over the years, so many conversions of apartments into condominiums. Other apart­
ment buildings have been demolished to make way for corporation headquarters, and 
believe me, this is something that would be a benefit to the people of Stamford 
and I really can't visualize any way that it would be deterimental. We're not 
talking about down zoning any neighborhood or any area in the City of Stamford, 
we're talking about creating' an agency on aging that would designate Southwestern 
Connecticut to administer -an accessory apartment loan program in. Stamford, and to 
even top it off to make it even better, there are no local funds that are going to 
be expended for this program. They're coming out of the State and I really feel 
that we really should stop and think before we take the committee's recommendation. 

I know that in most cases we don't follow all the different items on the Agenda, 
myself included, and we have to more or less rely on the Committee's recommendation, 
but in this case, I would have my colleagues think twice about this because there 
may be many constituents in your particular district that would be affected by this. 
I know, personally, over the years, I've been contacted for such legislation to be 
passed and I'm very happy that the State took it upon themselves to do this and I 
sincerely hope that we would pass this resolution creating this particular agency 
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMITTEE: (CONTINUED) 

MR. ZELINSKI: (continuing) that hopefully would create some~re housing and <= 
help some of the taxpayers to help not burden them with their taxes. Thank you 
very much, Madam President. 

PRESIDENT SlUITY: Thank you, Mr. Zelinski. 

MS. SOMMERVILLE: I, too, support the two previous speakers, Mr. Wider and Mr. 
Zelinski. I would like to read into the record a letter that I received from 
the COlIIIIIission on Aging tonight. It is not that lenthy and I think it is 
important enough that we do take time out and have it as part of our record. 
I, too, as Mr. Wider said, I find it very strange that the Housing and Community 
Development COlIIIIIittee was not even made a Secondary Committee on this particular 
item. I find that very strange. 

This letter Was received tonight and it 'is from Anita Sanborn, Executive Director 
of the Commission on Aging. "Dear Mrs. Summerville, It has come to my attention 
late this afternoon that the Planning and Zoning Committee would report on the 
following: Resolution to designate thesouthwestern Connecticut Agency on Aging, 
Inc. to administer an accessory apartment loan program in Stamford, and that their 
decision is not to support this resolution . Should the Board of Representatives 
take action on this item this evening, June 6, I hope this letter can be made 
available to them as part of the record since I believe they should be aware of 
the following facts: 1. The Stamford Commission on Aging is in support of this 
resolution. 2. This resolution has no impact on Stamford's zoning regulations 
or ordinance. Areas currently zoned for multiple family dwellings could be 
considered. If zoning will not allow for such, then obviously no such demonstration 
project could be conducted in Stamford. It is my understanding that the area 
zoned R-5 in Stamford would be eligible. 3. If the Board of Representatives ~ 
does not pass this resolution, then Stamford will not be eligible for the low 
interest loan available through the State· Department of Housing which totals 
$159,000.00 for southwestern Connecticut. This matter is of high interest to 
the Stamford senior citizens who are concerned about the availability of housing, 
their ability to maintain their own homes and remain independent of their homes. 
4. Passage of this resolution would mean that one or possibly two loans could 
be made to Stamford residents to demonstrate the feasibility of developing 
accessory apartments .. " 

They would like for us to also note, accessory apartments must be created within 
existing floor space square footage of the residence. No additional rooms or wings 
are allowed. She also attached on here, "I have attached copies of the original 
correspondence on this matter sent to Mayor Clapes on March 14, 1983, from the 
area Agency on Aging. The Planning and Zoning col!lllittee also got copies." 

I see a lot of people who are probably not interested but I would like to give 
this other portion of this letter and if you will bear with me on the last part, 
I think we should give the Executive Director of that Agency that much courtsey. 

"I serve on the Board of the Executive Committee of the area Agency on Aging, 
and I was part of the Planning and Zoning Committee when they considered this matter . 
My purpose for sending this letter is to clarify what the resolution proposes to 
accomplish. Thank you for your consideration .. " 

As a matter of record, Madam President, I would like for this letter to go on 
record along with the voting of this Board and also I will make available to each 
Board member, a copy of this letter and what was attached to it tonight for their 
information. Thank you. I hope you will vote in favor of this resolution. 

( 
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMITTEE: (CONTINUED) 

PRESIDENT SANTY: Thank you, Ms. Summerville. Many speakers. 

MRS. MAIHOCK: I concur that this would be an undesirable program. Our City's 
Zoning assurances that people rely on when investing their life's saVings would 
be shattered. This would mean down zoning • . The enforcement alone would be an 
unmanageable task to limit these accessory apartments to the aged. 

MR. STORK: Well, Madam President, coming from a district that's virtually 
all residential, single-family homes with a few small apartment buildings and 
a few two-family homes, I can only relate that constituents tell me consistently 
that they are opposed to any accessory apartment program; at least in the 15th 
District, and that's from where I'm speaking tonight. It brings more people; 
it brings more traffic; it brings more problems and for that reason, I'm opposed. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: . Thank you, Mr. Stork. 

MR. WHITE: .Thank you, Madam President. Look, zoning here in Stamford, Madam 
President is a hodge-podge. The entire zoning has to be rewritten from top to 
bottom. I think many of us agree with this, at least I do. The whole question 
of accessory apartments is that they're springing up allover Stamford. Many 
of them are illegal. They are bringing crowding and noise and all sorts of problems 
to the community. I would be for accessory apartments if, in fact, they were 
properly regulated and by regulated I mean enforced. There is a real problem here 
in Stamford. Any kind of law that you write or any kind of regulation, you not 
only have to write a long regulation that gives the Cfty the power to act, you 
also have to include in it an element asmuch as possible that will make the City 
act. That's a big problem here in Stamford. The point is that if accessory 
apartments could, in fact, be restricted to the elderly; if we could designate 
very clearly where they could go, and if, in fact, it could be enforced, I'd 
be all for it, but that's not the case at the present time. 

You have a problem here in Stamford both with accessory apartments as to where 
they're allowed in terms of say the R-5 zone, and in areas where they are not 
allowed, and before We go adopting any programs like this, let's see if we can't 
straighten out the whole zoning mess and I do mean mess here in Stamford; the 
whole land use mess here in Stamford, before we start adopting programs like this 
which just add a continued thrust to the exploitation of land here in Stamford; 
always the elderly or always somebody who we tend to emphasize and sympathize with 
are used as shills to get all kinds of programs like this in operation and then 
we find from various city agencies here in Stamford, "Well, this is what was intended, 
but we can't do anything about it because of thus and so," and we are constantly 
running into this problem here in Stamford, so I would say that we should vote 
this program down at the present time, not with the idea of hurting the elderly, 
with the idea of getting the whole zoning situation straightened out here in 
Stamford. We can start from ground zero to start to take care of our elderly . 

You know one way to take care of our elderly really, is to start to put pressure 
on the State to redo this entire tax structure. For example, when a person reaches 
65, his taxes should be frozen so he can stay in his property. When he retires, 
he should get a 10\ across-the-board reduction if he is living in his home and it's 
not an income producing property. This is the way we ought to go in many instances, 
but to adopt a program like this at the present time is very foolish, and I asked 
some questions. The people involved may be shocked in terms of why we are turning 
this down at the present time, but I remember asking some questions of the Committee. 
You really had a strange situation. You had a lot of these town around here in 
Fairfield County that were adopting it in principal because they didn't allow 
it, but they were encouraging us to adopt it. Stamford, once again, is suppose to 
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMITTEE: (CONTINUED) -- -- --_---...:--. 
MR. WHITE: (continuing) , take on the burden here although now they are being 
a little afraid of ' us because we're growing in such a way that we're actually 
becoming a piranha here to these other towns. So, I, in fact, would really 
urge us to vote this program down at this time. Thank you. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: Thahk you, Mr. White 

MRS. SAXE: Thank you, Madam President. I COncur with Mr. White and I also 
am not in favor of this. I would also like to remind everybody that a taxpayer 
at the State level is the same taxpayer at the City level, and if you want to 
control taxes, the thing is to say no to these things. Thank you. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: Thank you, Mrs. Saxe. 

MRS. GUROIAN: I'm also opposed to the proposed ordinance. It is not as 
though the Zoning Board has not entertained this idea when they were revising their 
zoning regulations. The same arguments were raised at that time, and the same 
counter-arguments were proposed at that time, and the Zoning Board in its professional 
wisdom chose not to address the regulations to accessory apartments for some of 
the objections made tonight. 1. That it would virtually impossible to limit 
this to the elderly and in fact, in the material that We have received, it 
says in several places that it would not be limited to only the elderly and 
that it would be extended to other than the elderly in order to provide homes. 
I agree with Mrs. Maihock in that it is a form of down zoning since it is an 
introduction of two family use in one family neighborhoods. As such, it should 
be completely regulated by zoning regulations. To propose to pass an ordinance 
when there are not any zoning regulation governing the construction that that 

c 

ordinance mandates, would be unwise to say the least because contrary to what C 
Ms. Summerville quoted from the letter that was read, there is nothing to prevent 
them from adding additional rooms, adding anything in order to qualify for the 
grants offers by this ordinance. I would urge all of you to think twice before 
you do this especially since the Zoning Board has itself not addressed itself to 
governing such an ordinance and until such time as they include accessory use of 
structures in their ordinances, it would highly unwise for us to pass an ordinance 
which would over-ride their jurisdiction. 

MR. ZELINSKI: Madam President, point of clarification. This is a resolution, 
not an ordinance. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: It is a resolution, Mrs. Guroian. 

MRS. GUROIAN: I accept the clarification, a resolution. 

MR. BLAIS: Thank you, Madam Chairman. I sit here tonight having voted for 
some condominiums on the West Side and I'm against accessory housing, okay. 
It seems to be a contradictory position, however, I think there's major difference. 
In our Master Plan, we've set aside areas for multiple housing and therefore, hope­
fully controling the growth, and controlling the densification of the City of 
Stamford. Should we pass this accessory housing, we will increase the densification 
of the City of Stamford greatly and rapidly because the economic incentives are 
there. This in turn would raise havoc with other City services I for instance, 
how are you going to have a fail melting out of the sewer assessments? In 
multiple units it's easy to distinguish a two and a half unit, a two and a half 
bathroom unit. In accessory housing it may not be as easy to distinguish. 
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMITTEE: (CONTINUED) 

MR. BLAIS: (continuing) Services such · as traffic, garbage collection, police 
protection, and fire protection would all have a lot greater demand put on them. 
Therefore, I would urge all of you to consider very carefully whether you want 
the type of · explosion that would come with accessory housing. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: Thank you, Mr. Blais. There's no further speakers so we are 
going to move right to a machine vote. The motion is to adopt the resolution 
to de3iqnate the Southwestern Connecticut Agency on Aging to administer accessory 
apartment loan program in Stamford .bearing in mind that the Committee came out 
with a favorable recommendation although their vote was to deny. Please use your 
machine. Has everyone voted? The motion has LOST 4 affirmative, 23 negative, 
and 8 not-voting. 

(2) FOR PUBLICATION - PROPOSED ORDINANCE CONCERNING SALE OF CITY-OWNED PROPERTY 
ON HALLOWEEN BOULEVARD TO MAR[O .ORGERA (Lots 73 and 74 - 3,600 sq. ft. 
zoned R-S, A District) - submitted by Mayor Clapes 4/26/83. 

MR. DONAHUE: Item t2 concerns the sale of City-owned property on Halloween 
Boulevard to Mario Orgera who is an. adjacent property owner for $25,000.00. 
At our meeting which was attended by Mr. Orgera and his attorney Mr. Mccabe, 
a second offer was produced for the same property by another adjacent property owner. 
We could have picked up $2,000 the other night if we had the authority. For this 
reason, the Cbmmittee recommends denial of this publication until both parties 
can have an opportunity to bid on this parcel and the successful bidder can come 
back to this Board for a public hearing and a final adoption and sale of this 
property. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: You're holding *2 in Committee? 

MR. DONAHUE: No, we are recommending that we do not publish this by a vote of 
o in favor and 4 opposed. Excuse me, I will make a motion to publish this item 
and the Committee recommendation is against it; 0 in favor of publication, 4 
opposed, so we are asking the Board to deny publication at this time. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: There's a motion on the Floor to publish this proposed ordinance 
concerning the sale of City-owned property on Halloween Boulevard to Mario Orgera. 
It's been seconded bearing in mind that the Committee voted to deny publication; 
to refuse publication. Any discussion? 

MR. BLAIS: Thank you, Madam Chairman. I would like to ask through you to Mr. 
Donahue, if Mr. Orgera has started any work on developing this parcel of land? 

MR. DONAHUE: Mr. Orgera owns a warehouse and office on adjacent proper·ty . The 
parcels in question were apparently open to dumping and they were a mess. The City 
was not maintaining them and, I believe, that Mr. Orgera has from time to time, 
cleared the property to make his own property more attractive. 

MR. BLAIS: Has he merely cleared the property, Don, or has he prepared the site 
for work? 

MR. DONAHUE: To tell you the truth, I don't believe the question is in order 
at this time. I haven't been to the site. Now that we have two buyers in question, 
I'm sure that that would be an issue at a later date. I do not know that he's 
begun any construction. We were told by both he and Mr. McCabe that he has cleared 
the property to make his property more attractive. I think that meant clearing 
debris and such. I don't know about any development. 
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PLANNING lIND ZONING COMMITTEE: (CONTINUED) 

MR. BLAIS: Thank you, Mr. Donahue. However, I maintain that the fact that he 
has potentially done some development work. First of all, he has over-stepped <: 
his bounds. I don't know where he got the permission but it may prejudice our 
case from ' trying to sell it to another bidder in the future. It seems that 
it's another case where it helps to have friends on the 5th floor. Thank you. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: No further speakers, we're going to move right to a machine vote 
on the publication of the proposed ordinance *2, under Planning and Zoning bearing 
in mind that the Committee voted no. Has everyone voted? Mr. Gaipa has left. 
I'm under the impression there are 27 members present. May I ask the Assistant 
Tellers to take a head count. Mr. Stork, will you take the head count. You are 
a Teller. The motion to publish has been denied 0 affirmative, 25 negative, 
2 abstaining and 8 not-voting. 

MR. STORK: 27 is correct. 

(3) 

to 
of this Board. 

portions of streets approved at S/2/83 meeting 
Public HUriDg to be held. Chapter 64 provisions apply • 

. Letter 3/8/83 from Richard TobiD. Atty., Cummings & Lockwood; also 
2/4/83 letter from Traffic Dir • .Jaa. Ford stating "GeDeral Reinsur­
aDce has agreed to undertake substaDtial off-site traffic cODtrol 
improvemeDt work which is estimated to .... ost in excess of $500,000.00. 

MR. DONAHUE: Item #3 is an ordinance which will permit the sale of Hill Street 
and a portion of NOrth State Street and other minor parcels to General Reinsurance 
for $599,362. +t should also be noted that the Company will be required to 
spend in excessive of $500,000 in off-site traffic improvements. A number of 
questions have been raised concerning the appropriateness of closing North 
State Street between Clarks Hill Road and Elm Street and since the portion in 
question is already closed, and while the Committee is attempting to find answers 
to the agreement which was made between the State and the City on this matter, 
and it was part of the realignment of exits 7 and B, it was further felt that 
however, if the Board of Representatives did not act in a timely fashion, the 
City might wind up with a piece of property that we will have to maintain, and 
for this reason, the Committee has voted 4 in favor and none opposed to recommend 
approval of publication of this ordinance at this time. 

PRESIDENT SlINTY: There's a motion made to publish the ordinance relating to 
the purchase of portions of North State Street and Hill Street from the City of 
Stamford by Elm Street Corporation for $599,362.00. Is there a second to that 
motion? Seconded. Any discussion? 

MR. DUDLEY, At this time, I'd like to make a motion to return this to Committee. 
There's some questions that I have as well as a lot of other people. There are 
questions that have gone unanswered. We do not know where the order came from 
to close North State Street. It is currently being used only by construction 
vehicles for ' General Reinsuran~e. The people in my district are upset: reasonably 
so, and I just feel that at this time, until we find out where the order came from 

( 

to close the road, and why the road was indeed closed and maybe it should be open ( 
at this point. 
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMITTEE: (CONTINUED» 

MR. DUDLEY: (continuing) 
answered, this should stay 
Thank you. 

I just feel that until all these questions are 
in Committee and we should not publish this. 

73. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: A motion made -to return this item to Committee. Several 
seconds. We are now addressing returning this to Committee. No discussion, 
we'll move right to a machine vote. We are voting on returning this item to 
Committee. Has everyone voted? We're voting on returning this item to Committee. 
A motion made by Mr. Dudley. Return to Committee has PASSED 20 affirmative, 
6 negative, and 9 not-voting. That's returned to Committee, Mr. Donahue. 

MR. DONAHUE: That concludes the report of the Planning and ZOning committee. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: Thank you, Mr. Donahue. 

SPECIAL COMMITTEES 

HOUSE COMMITTEE: Chairman Gerald Rybnick. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: Mr. Rybnick has left. I would remind all the members to 
clean off our desks and help clean up the Caucus rooms before you leave. 

COLISEUM AUTHORITY LIAISON COMMITTEE - Chairwoman Elizabeth Gershman 

(1) REPORT. (ATTACHED TO BACK OF MINUTES) 

MRS. GERSHMAN: You have a report on your desks. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: We did get the report. Thank you very much. 

LABOR CONTRACTS LIAISON COMMITTEE - Co-Chairpersons John Boccuzzi & B~rbara McInerney 

MRS. McINERNEY:: The Labor Liaison Committee is meeting On June 14, next Tuesday 
at 6:30 and we will be meeting with the Mayor and the Labor Negotiator Thomas 
Barrett to discuss both item 1 and item 2 which are being held in Committee until 
such time as we meet with them. 

(1) TIlE MATTER OF UNLIMITED SICK LEAVE lI;lR NON-UNION ADMINISTRATORS JllID ANY 
OTIIER EMPLOYEES WHO Sl'llE 'rHIS BENEFIT: and the matter of necessary 
adjustments to the Civil Service Regulations and labor contracts where 
applicable, to be examined, considered and remedial action taken -
submitted by Rnbert:. "G.,pc· DeLuca 3/15/83 and 5/19/83. Held in 
Committee 4/4/83. Report made 5/2/83. 

HELD IN COMMITTEE 

(2) EXPLANATION OF HAYOR CLAPES' POSITION OF ZERO OFFER TO THE CITY'S EMPLOYEES 
LABOR! UNIONS. 

HELD IN COMMITTEE 

MRS. McINERNEY: That concludes my report. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: Thank you, Mrs. McInerney. 
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PETITIONS - NONE 

RESOLUTIONS - NONE 

lICCEPTANCE OF TIlE MINUTES 

March 7, 19B3 Regular Board Meeting , 

PRESItENT SANTY: 
Board Meeting? 
Board meeting. 

Is there a motion to accept 
A motion made and seconded to 
All in favor, please say aye. 

the Minutes of March 7th'Rllgular 
accept the March 7th Regular 

Opposed? Minutes are ACCEPTED. 

April. 4, 1983 Regular Board Meeting 

PRESIDENT SANTY: There' 8 a motion to accept the April 4th Minutes ••. 

ARt ZELINSKI: Madam President, I would like to make a motion we hold these. 
I was reading them over and there seems to be missing the report of part of 
the Legislative and Rules Committee so until that is clarified, I'd like to 
hold these until next month. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: The April 4th? 

MR. ZELINSKI: The April 4th Minutes, yes, Madam President. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: There is a second to hold the April 4th Minutes. All in 
favor of holding these Minutes, please say aye. Opposed? We'll hold them. 

May 2, 19B3 Regular Board Meeting - NOT READY . 

COMMUNICATIONS FROM OTHER BOARDS AND INDIVIDUALS - NONE 

NEW BUSINESS 

(1) THIRD SUBMISSION OF REQUEST TO PLACE ON THE BOARD's AGENDA THE MATTER OF 
"INVESTIGATION OF PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT UNDER SECTION 204.2 OF THE CHARTER 
OF THE CITY OF STAMFORD". Submitted by Reps. John J. Hpqan, Jr. and Philip 
Stork. 'Resolutions previously submitted, also subsequent communications 
referred tOt etc. 

HELD IN COMMITTEE 
MR. stORK: Thank you, Madam President. I have conferred with the co-sponsor 
of this item, Mr. Hogan, about an hour ago, and we would appreciate holding this 
on the Agenda for one more month due tO, the severe depletion of the members of 
the Board from tonight's meeting. 

I would also further request, Madam President, that this could be moved up to 
the front of the Agenda so that we could begin this at our next month's meeting. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: Mr. Stork, I'll take that into consideration but New Business 
is at the end of the Agenda. We only have 27. We rotate some of the Committees; 
maybe we can work it up a little bit further. 

OLD BUSINESS - IIONE 
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ADJOURNMENT -

PRESIDENT SANTY: The Chair will accept a IIIOtion to adjourn. So moved. 
Is there a second? Excuse me, that's the point. We have to thank 
you before we adjourn; before I accept that, thank you, Mr. Hogan. We have 
to change our July meeting. 

MR. ZELINSKI: Madam President, I make a IIIOtion that we meet on Monday, 
July 11, if that is appropriate? 

75. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: That's appropriate and that's what we were planning on. 
Thank you so much. Is there a second for the resolution to change our July 
meeting since it's Fourth of July to July ll? All in favor of changing our 
July meeting to July 11th, please say aye. Opposed? I will now entertain 
a motion to adjourn. Seconded. All in favor of adjourning, please say aye. 
Opposed? Motion is CARRIED. The meeting is adjourned. 

Adjourned at 1:20 a.m. Clean-up squad left 1:35 A.M. 

APPROVED: 

AK(73 pages) 

8M Steering Report and attachments 
and voting record. 

BY:~~);,'~· ~~:£~ 
Helen M. McEvoy, Administrative 
(and Recording Secretary) 
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the'liseum -- Authority Liaison 

. -.~ 
Co~ttee - ,June 6. 1983 @ 

The Coliseum Authority Liaison committee met on May 17 at 7.30 

in the Democratic Caucus Room to review the "4-Part" contract at 

the request of commissioner Patrick Marra. The Commissioner had 

indicated that he wished input from the Committee and the Board before 

it came before the Board for courtesy approval and while it Was still 

in negotiation. As indicated in the call 0 '£ the meeting. a quorum 

was not necessary because no consensus vote was to be taken. Mrs. 

Conti and Mrs~ Gershman were the only members present. Several 

recommendati~ns were made and forwarded to the Commissioner. (See 

attached sheets.) The Committee invites all Board memvers to forward 

suggestions to Mrs. Gershman, Chairman. at this time, to be forwarded 

to Commissioner Marra and the Coliseum Authority Advisory Panel. 

Commissioner Marra has also requested that the Liaison Committee 

review the Coliseum Authority (Ordinance #480 Supplemental) with a 

view to its renewal sometime within the next year. The Committee 

invites all Board members to participate in a review at this time. 
• 

This is on the agenda for the next Committee meeting. 

The Coliseum Authority Advisory Panel met on May 16, at which 

ti~ reports were given by the Contract committee and the ArchitectUre 

Committee. The Contract committee reported that they were meeting 

on the "4-Part" contract and hoped that this contract would be 

forwarded ~o the Board of Representatives for Courtesy approval in 

time for ' the Board's July meeting. The . Architecture committee is 

meeting with various architects who have been invited to submit bids 

and will soon have a proposal to present to the Stamford Center for 

the Arts and the Coliseum Authority. 

~ote: To understand the attached notes, they must ·be read in conjunction 
with t~'7 "4-Part" contract, on file in the Board Office. 

(j~7:... /'./,. _,f/! a j1 /OJ /. _ , .... _~~: ELIZABETH GERSHMAN, CHAIRWOMAN 
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