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FISCAL COMMITTEE: (continued)

4. § 26,630.00 - STAMFORD YOUTH PLANNING & COORDINATING AGENCY (SYPCA)
CODE 205.7525 DIRECT SERVICE GRANTS - additional
appropriation request for various youth programs.
$19,630.00 is to be received in the form of a grant
from the State Dept. of Children & Youth Services,
balance of $7,000.00 to be assumed by the City.
Request by Mayor Serrani 7/30/85. Board of Finance
approved 8/21/85.

Rbove also referred to EDUCATION, WELFARE AND GOVERNMENT COMMITTEE.

MR. DONAHUE said by a vote of 9 in favor and 1 opposed, the Committee
recommended approval. Seconded.

MRS. NAKIAN stated that her Committee, E, W, & G, was in favor of this
4 to 0.

PRESIDENT GOLDSTEIN seeing no hands, proceeded to a voice vote.
APPROVED with 2 no votes; Mrs. Conti and Mrs. Maihock.

5. § 6,000.00 - STAMFORD YOUTH PLANNING & COORDINATING AGENCY (SYPCA) -
CODE 205.7551 MEDIATION SERVICE - additional appropriation
request for the development of mediation services for
youth. To be reimbursed by a grant. Request by Mayor
Serrani 7/30/85. Board of Finance approved 8/21/85.

Above also referred to EDUCATION, WELFARE AND GOVERNMENT COMMITTEE.

MR. DONAHUE said by a vote of 9 in favor and 1 opposed, the Committee
recommended approval. Moved and Seconded.

MRS, NAKIAN said that E, W, & G, concurred on this.

PRESIDENT GOLDSTEIN proceeded to a voice vote. APPROVED with 2 no votes;
Mrs. Conti and Mrs., Maihock.

6. § 1,430.00 - HEALTH DEPARTMENT - COST SHARING GRANT - CODE 553.1110
SALARIES - additional appropriation request to cover
reclassification of a Clerk typist I to Clerk typist II,
effective 7/1/85. (Reclassified May, 1985; 1985/86
budget already completed) Request by Mayor Serrani
7/30/85. Board of Finance approved 8/21/85.

APPROVED ON CONSENT AGENDA WITH MRS. CONTI ABSTAINING.




13.

MINUTES OF REGULAR BOARD MEETING MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 9, 1985 13.

FISCAL COMMITTEE: (continued)

7. § 1,167.00 - HEALTH DEPARTMENT - EARLY PERIODIC SCREENING,
DIAGNOSTIC & TREATMENT PROGRAM - CODE 556.1110
SALARIES - additional appropriation request to cover
reclassification of Clerk typist II to Secretary;
substantial portion is reimbursed by a grant.
For fiscal year 1985/86. Board of Finance approved
8/21/85.

APPROVED ON CONSENT AGENDA WITH MRS. CONTI ABSTAINING.
8. $147,330.00 - SALARY INCREASES FOR NON-UNION UNCLASSIFIED
ADMINISTRATORS - additional appropriation request

for salary increases through fiscal year 1985/86.

Charge prior year salary accruals:

1982/83 9,785
1983/84 16,114
1984/85 38,451
1985/86 Salary expense Acct, 1110:
Dept. 201 - Mayors Office 9,917
Dept. 210 = Town Clerk 2, 300*
Dept. 230 = Law 1,750
Dept. 240 - Finance 1,750
Dept., 301 - Public Works Administration 1,750
Dept. 271 - Labor Negotiator 13,102
Dept. 280 - Traffic 13,008
Dept. 410 - Police 21,000
Dept. 450 - Fire 15,000
Dept. 550 - Health 2,320
$147,330

*Correct figure should be $3,383.
Request by Mayor Serrani 8/1/85. Personnel Commission
approved 7/25/B5. Board of Finance approved 8/21/85.

Above also referred to Personnel Committee.

MR. DONAHUE said the most important part of this item was that it,

in fact, sets up a pay plan for 15 persons within the city not covered

in any bargaining unit. It follows the concept that the Fiscal Committee
and other committees have been following that there should be a pay

plan in place in order to provide for a fair review and salary increases
for all city personnel, especially those not covered in other ways.

The Committee vated B in favor and 2 opposed, the Committee recommended
approval of this amount. Moved. Seconded,

MR. DUDLEY said that the Personnel Committee concurred.
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FISCAL COMMITTEE (continued)

MR. BOCCUZZI also said that Mr. DeLuca's figures for a Chief Executive
being paid less than his cabinet, cannot be justified. Nor does he

feel that 7% can be given for onme year, and yet the years for which no
adjustments were made and no increases were given are just left. When a
union comes in and the term of the contract is for several years, some of
them back one or two years, the increases are retroactive with the union.
That is the way they settle it. There are positions here that he knows
have not been increased for three years or so. To give one 7Z raise in
three years is like giving 2%% or 2%7%Z raise per year. At this point, he
has to disagree with Gabe DeLuca. He feels a pay schedule should be set
up which reflects the office, and he wished to emphasize the word "office",
or position. These increases should not be given or given because of an
individual.

As he has said before, and he wishes to reiterate that he cannot see any
justification where anhead executive gets less than his cabinet or sub-
ordinate officials. It is like a foreman in a shop getting less than the
help, or the owner of the shop getting less than the foreman. Or a person
say directly under the Commissioner of Finance getting more than the Commis-
sioner does. You have to have that certain spread in-between in the salary
levels. He is sorry but he just cannot agree with Gabe DeLuca much as he
would like to. They will just have to be on opposite sides of the fence.
(Mr. DeLuca interjected that he would still pitch for Mr. Boccuzzi.)

MR. BURKEBﬁédhas a couple of problems, one of which is probably a concept,

due to the package nature of this proposition. Some of these positions

are contract positions, and he was given to understand that some of them

were supposed to get increases along the way, but did not get them. There
apparently was a dereliction of duty on someone's part; yet, because of

the package nature of this thing, people who did not do the job are being
rewarded for not rewarding those who deserved it. It seems rather incongruous.

Secondly, he said it seems the same route was taken once befare, taking
individuals and setting individual salaries. Does this usurp the pre-
rogatives of the Personnel Commission by setting individual salaries for
non-contract jobs. He does not know the answer but it does bother him.
He said the last time they got involved in this, they were told rather
succinctly that they were doing just that.

MR. DONAHUE said this Board is not usurping anyone's authority. This was
worked on by Mr. Pacter with Mr. Bernstein, but a letter of unanimous ap-
proval has been received from the Personnel Commission dated 8/1/85.

MR. BURKE said that is for the original, but he is referring to Mr. Deluca's
amendment.

MR. DONABUE said they have not heard of that any more than this Board has
before tonight.

MR. BURKE said then they could not vote on that as it would be usurping
the prerogative of the Persomnel Commission.
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MRS. MATHOCK went on to say that we end up paying some who already have
been given raises, and once again, there you produce another imbalance.
This is a very critical problem for this City, this constant raising of
salaries, and accelerating this imbalance. She said we must sit back

at some time soon and analyze this thoroughly, not in the heat of the
moment; and not on the spur of the moment should we be discussing this.
We should really have a thorough over-haul of this personnel compensation
plan. She was very happy at that meeting to hear Mr. Bernstein say that
he was thinking of Performance Evaluation. Now that is one thing that
she has not heard anyone here say, exactly, tonight. It is very important
to the City's productivity and to the image that the City gives to the
public.

MR. BOCCUZZI asked for a five-minute recess. Seconded. Voice vote was
not definitive, so the President called for a machine vote.

THE PRESIDENT said the Motion to Recess was APPROVED with 21 Yes, 12 No.

RECESS PERIOD WAS FROM 9:40 P.M. to 9:55 P.M.

THE PRESIDENT requested the CLERK OF THE BOARD ANNIE M. SUMMERVILLE to
Call the Roll. There are 34 present and & Absent.

MR. BOCCUZZI made a Motion to Return to Committee. Seconded. APPROVED
by voice vote, with opposition by Reps.McIlnerney, Santy, Vos, Conti,
Burke, Guroian.

Item #8 has been RETURNED TO COMMITTEE.

(9) $ 30,000.00 - PARKS DEPARTMENT - Code 610.2310 MAINTENANCE OF
FACILITIES - Additional Appropriation requested to
repair the War Memorial in St. John's Park. Re-
quested by Mayor Thom Serrani 8/12/85. Board of
Finance approved 8/21/85.

Above also referred to PARKS AND RECREATION COMMITTEE.

APPROVED ON CONSENT AGENDA, with Mr. Skovgaard voting in opposition.

(10) $700,380.00 - POLICE DEPARTMENT - VARIOUS ACCOUNTS - Additional
Appropriation requested to fund Police contract for
fiscal year 1985/86. Requested by Mayor Thom Serrani
8/15/85. Board of Finance approved 8/21/85.

Above also referred to PERSONNEL COMMITTEE.

MR. DONAHUE said Item #10 is to fund the contract recently ratified by

this Board, and he so Moved for approval. The Committee voted 9-1.

Seconded.

MR. DUDLEY said Personnel Committee concurred.

There being no speakers, the President called for a voice vote.
APPROVED, with Mrs. Conti voting No, and Mr. T. Martin and Mr. Skovgaard
Abstaining.
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FISCAL COMMITTEE (continued)

MR. BURKE asked in front of whom is this public hearing to be held, the
Committee of the Whole, as a Board, the two committees only of the Board,
or exactly in front of whom should it be held.

MR. DONAHUE said this was discussed and will be discussed further at a
future hearing of the two committees to outline and create a format for
the public hearing. This will be done in a week or so.

MRS. SANTY asked why does the exact same item appear in two places on the
Agenda for tonight, #13 under Fiscal and #2 under E.W.&G., as she has
never seen that before on a Board agenda.

THE PRESIDENT said it is before two committees who share the responsibility
for the item. Steering voted to do it this way.

MRS. SANTY said then if this is defeated now, we can vote on it again when
it comes to E.W.&G.

THE PRESIDENT said no, that would be taking up the same matter twice.

MRS. SANTY said it is somewhat redundant to put it under two committees on
one agenda, especially when we have a place at the end of an item for
referral to another committee, as it does now state. E.W.&G. could have
given their report now.

MRS. McINERNEY is against the amendment to hold the public hearing on Nov. 12th.
She feels this issue has been battered around for several months. Last month
this Board was accused of holding the money for political motivations. She
does not feel a public hearing is a political motivation. If we sincerely
want to get started and plan for a future City Hall, it should be held as
soon as possible, or at least next month, in October. Nov. 12th appears to
be a safe date as it is after the Election, and the public may not be quite
as interested at that time. When Mr. Zelinski proposed the resolution, she
assumed the results of the public hearing would be available for the October
meeting of this Board. Putting it off to Nov. 12th is not very fair to the
public. It should be held sooner.

MRS. MATHOCK concurred with Mrs. McInerney. She was under the impression also
that when the resolution was brought forth, that it would not take until Nov.
12th to effect a public hearing. She does not think it is necessary to wait
that long. She feels the public should address the problem now. It is an
issue now. It may not be as effective later.

MR. DeLUCA said he is not concerned if this is going to be an issue for any
particular party, Democrat or Republican. Due to the fact that some people
are already saying that the Board of Representatives wants to wait until after
the Election before they vote on the funds so they won't be considered big
spenders, the hearing should be held in October at the latest. It is akin to
the Charter Revision proposals that went down the drain because they were
presented to the public at a Special Election rather than the General Elec-
tion with the attendant low turn-out of voters, below the statutory require-
ments. Consequently, some very important corrections to the Charter were
lost, and have not been re-proposed.
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LEGISLATIVE AND RULES COMMITTEE

MR. SKOVGAARD said the Legislative and Rules Committee met on Monday,

August 26, 1985, at 7:30 P.M., in Conference Room II, at the Board of
Education Bldg. Committee members present were Robert Skovgaard, Scott
Morris, John Zelinski, James Dudley, Maria Nakian, Ruth Powers, Terrence
Martin, and Audrey Maihock. Representatives also in attendance were Claire
Fishman and David Martin. Also attending were Eve Cholmar and John DeForest
from the Historic District Study Committee concerning Old Long Ridge Village;
Steve Friedlander, Exec. Dir. of Jewish Community Center; J. Ralph Murray,
Chairman of the Stamford Demolition Board; Peter Koch of the Comprehensive
Public Affairs Service Company; Diane Erickson of Mem's Cafe, who is also
representing the Restaurant Division of the Downtown Council; Carl Magnotta
who will soon be the proprietor of the Davenport Restaurant in the Davenport
Hotel; WSTC reporter Kathy Muscoff. He received a call from the Law Depart-
ment on the day following the meeting to explain the reason Corporation
Counsel or his designee was not in attendance at the meeting was because

the office received the notice late Monday morning, did not in fact have
even an opportunity to review the notice of our meeting until the morning
after the meeting, so there was no one from the Law Dept. who was actually
aware that the meeting was being held.

Ttem #1 was not on the Consent Agenda contrary to his Committee Report. No

items were on Consent this month. An amendment was recommended and everyocne
has a copy of it. The Committee voted 7-0-1 to amend the ordinance to read

as was mailed to all.and he so Moved. Seconded.

(1) FOR RE-PUBLICATION, AS AMENDED - PROPOSED ORDINANCE REGULATING THE
VISUAL DISPLAY OF OBSCENITY TO MINORS. Submitted by Rep. Dudley
3/11/85. Approved for publication 5/6/85. Held in Committee 6/3,
7/1, and 8/12/85.

THE PRESIDENT called for a voice vote on Item #1 as amended, for publicationm.
APPROVED with six Abstentions: Reps. A. Perillo, M. Perillo, Summerville,
Rinaldi, Maihock, and Blum.

MR. SKOVGAARD said the Committee voted 8-0 to Hold this item and instructed
the Chairman of the Committee to write a letter to the Mayor requesting

the Mayor to institute a request for funding for the Demolition Board due
to the fact that there are no operating funds for them in the budget which
makes it impossible for them to even mail out notices of their meetings.
Accordingly, the letter was written, and as stated, this item is being Held.

(2) FOR FINAL ADOPTION - PROPOSED ORDINANCE AMENDING ORD. #514 SUPPLEMENTAL
CREATING A DEMOLITION BOARD AND ESTABLISHING A RELOCATION/DEMOLITION
FUND. Submitted by Reps. Nakian, Morris, Skovgaard. Held in Committee
6/3 and 7/1/85. Approved for publication 8/12/85.

HELD IN COMMITTEE.

MR. SKOVGAARD said on Item #3, the Committee voted 3-4-1 to approve this
request and he would so Move. Seconded.

THE PRESIDENT said this Motion is framed in the positive, although the Commit-
tee voted disapproval.
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PERSONNEL COMMITTEE

MR. DUDLEY said the Personnel Committee met on August 28, 1985. Item #1
was Held.

(1) FOR FINAL ADOPTION - PROPOSED ORDINANCE CREATING POSITION OF PART-
TIME RISK REDUCTION PROGRAM SPECTALIST. This position is in a
block grant program administered by the State, and position is to
be created by ordinance in the unclassified service, with a duration
to depend solely upon duration of the grant involved. Current grant
to start 6/1/85 and extend through 5/31/86. Submitted by Dr. Gofstein,
Health Director, 5/28/85. Approved for publication 7/1/85. Held in
Committee 8/13/85.

HELD IN COMMITTEE.

(2) PROPOSED RESOLUTION CONCERNING MEDICAL BENEFITS FOR CERTAIN EMPLOYEES
OF COMMISSION ON AGING. The following full-time employees of the Com-
mission on Aging shall be included in group life, dental, hospitaliza-
tion, and major medical poliecies.available to other City employees:

1l Office Manager; 1 Driver; 1 Office Worker.
Due to a long-standing oversight, these positions have never been
formally authorized to receive these benefits., Submitted by Mayor
Thom Serrani 7/16/85. Held in Committee 8/12/85.

MR. DUDLEY said the Committee voted 6 in favor, none opposed, to approve,
and he so Moved. Seconded.

He said before going any further, he would like to Move Item #4 to the
Consent Agenda.

Mr. Dudley said on Item #2, this is a position that we have been paying
benefits for currently and we have no resclution and that is what is being
voted on tonight.

MR. ZELINSKI asked if these were Civil Service positions, or were they
created by this Board by ordinance.

MR. DUDLEY said they normally are created by resclution, as in the past,
but since we do not have such a resolution, this the reason for this being
submitted.

MR. ZELINSKI said it was his interpretadion that all Civil Service employees
are eligible for fringe benefits. What concerns him is that the Commission
on Aging was formulated by an ordinance by a previous Board of Representa-
tives and of course the positions therewith. However, Mr. Zelinski does not
believe that that Beard had in mind paying for additional costs and expenses
for positions that were not Civil Service. Needless tosayiftheyintended that
one or more of these positions were to be Civil Service, they would have

so indicated and the fringe benefits would be automatic. If one or more
of them were unclassified, such as the part-time Dial-A-Ride drivers they
had some years ago, (now full-time), they would have provided by resolution
any benefits, if any, they wanted to give them. Their personnel and job
titles have changed a lot during the past several years. Mr. Zelinski said

he could not_rationalize giving benefits to non-Civil Servi
perhaps the Personnel Comgitteg Chairman couldnexpan& u§§§ gﬁa%?ployees, ——
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PERSONNEL COMMITTEE (continued)

MRS. MATHOCK said it does not indicate the number of hours to be worked.
MR. DUDLEY said not to exceed 17 hours per week.

MRS. MATHOCK asked if this were not approved, since it states it is already
funded for this fiscal year, what would happen to the funds?

MR. DUDLEY said he believes it would return to the General Fund.

MR. BOCCUZZI said he had a very long conversation with Mrs. Isidro on this
particular position as he would not want to find out later on that it became
an union position, and now becomes so permanent that it can't be gotten rid of.
Mrs. Isidro assured him that it would be based on a two-year contract.

In reference to what Mrs. Santy said, and her name is so close to Serrani
and spend, all "S", the position was requested by the Mayor's Aide who feels
the office needs it. It will help relieve other people in the office so

they can do other, more meaningful work. This job will be 17 hours per week
or less, certainly not more, and no benefits will be attached thereto.

He told Mrs. Isidro he will hold her to it as long as he is on this Board, and
he will be on this Board for the next two years. You don't have to worry
about civil service, fringe benefits, or how much time is involved. The
hourly rate is not in excess of what this type of person can get on the
outside, if you look around. He feels the position is needed. He will vote
for this item and he is asking the people on this side of the aisle to vote
for it, if they so choose to do.

MRS. FISHMAN said in response to Mrs. Santy's remarks, she understands her
concern about spending money, but Mrs. Fishman gets the impression that all

the money that comes into her house is never spent because she does not want

to spend anything. It is the same thing with the City. We collect taxes

from the people albeit some time everybody doesn't want to pay their taxes.
Andwe are given a budget, we are given money to spend for the good of the City.
You cannot keep saying no, no, no, we are not going to spend any money. We are
given money to spend and we have to spend it wisely. And if there is a
need, that is what we have to do. It has b be spent wisely, and she feels

this is a wise choice.

MRS. McINERNEY said she would disagree with Mr. Bocecuzzi that we, in effect,
have an agreement which requires this position to remain as an independent
position without any entitlement to benefits in the future. If that were
truly the case, we would not be entertaining other items that have come before
this Board requesting benefits for very similar positions with other Boards.

She remembers that Community Development in 1974 had only a life expectancy
of two years. It is close to 11 years, and now we are making some of those
employees civil service people. It is not always what we intended it to be
at the moment of its inception, and is something we must truly guard against.
She cannot support something which could blossom and explode into being a
large expenditure in the future, no matter how small it starts.

She said it does not follow that if we are given a budget, or given a con-
tingency, that it is our inherent right to continue to spend taxpayers'
money. The taxpayers have become disillusioned; they do not come to public

hearings any more; but they are having a problem making their d ’
Many are on fixed incomes an do not get ?Z or 9% and EerCaing;nugg geggggctive.
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PERSONNEL COMMITTEE (continued)

MR. LYONS said that responding to Mrs. McInerney on Community Development,
when he came on this Board, the SCDP was quite large, and the economy in
that Department was made by this Administration. It has been outstanding.

MR. DeLUCA asked what are the qualifications and other requirements. It
should be stated in the contract that there will be no benefits accruing

to this job, that it is for no longer than two years, and the specifications
should be part of the contract. The Zoning Board Analyst was supposed to

be on for one year and she lasted five years. He Moved that this be returned
to committee so they can insert the qualifications, that no benefits will

be given, and it will be for no more than two years, and the maximum rate is
$11.00 per hour, and the minimum rate should be stated. We don't have to

give $11.00 just because it is mentioned. Seconded.

THE PRESIDENT called for a machine vote on the Motion to Return to Committee.
DEFEATED with a vote of 7 Yes, 24 No, 1 Abstention, and 2 Non-Voting.

MR, SKOVGAARD Moved the Question. Seconded. CARRIED by voice vote.

THE PRESIDENT called for a machine vote on Item #3. Mr. Perillo will be
recorded as voting Yes. The Motion has been APPROVED with 25 Yes votes,
7 No votes, 1 Abstention, and 1 Non-Vote.

(4) TFOR RATIFICATION - AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF STAMFORD AND TEAMSTERS'
LOCAL #145; this agreement applies to 4 contracts:
Public Works - Parks Dept. - Traffic & Parking Dept. - and
E. Gaynor Brennan, Sr. Golf Course.
Agreement provides for wage increases of 6% effective 7/1/84;
6% effective 7/1/85; and 6% effective 7/1/86. Clothing allowance
fseliminated as a separate item and added to wages The Board
has 30 days from 8/12/85 to accept or reject the agreement.

Above also referred to LABOR CONTRACTS LIAISON COMMITTEE.

MR. DUDLEY said he Moved his one Consent Item for approval, which is Item #4.
Seconded. (See Page 30 of these Minutes for further regarding Item #4.)

THE PRESIDENT called for a volce vote on the Consent Agenda. CARRIED.

MR. DUDLEY thanked Mr. Jachimczyk for sitting in on part of the Committee
meeting in Mr. Dudley's absence.

(5) MATTER OF COMMINITY DEVELOPMENT EMPLOYEES BEING DESIGNATED AS
CLASSIFIED EMPLOYEES as per letter from Sim Bernstein, Personnel
Director to Catherine Trentini, Director, Stamford Community
Development dated 6/27/85. Submitted by Rep. Robert DeLuca.

HELD IN COMMITTEE. '

MR. DUDLEY said Item #5 has been Held in Committee.
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMITTEE

(1) REQUEST TO REVIEW CERTAIN ACTIONS OF THE OFFICE OF ZONING BOARD
BOARD ENFORCEMENT OFFICER. Submitted by Wm. H. Dolan, 44 Windsor
Road, Stamford 06905, 4/28/85. Held in Steering 5/15 and 7/14/85.
Held 7/1/85.

HELD IN COMMITTEE.

MR. WHITE said the Planning and Zoning Committee met on Thursday, Sept. 5th,
in the office building of the Board of Education. Present were Committee
members Donahue, Guroian, Vos, White, and Wider. Also Rep. Mallozzi was there
but had to leave early to attend other Board business. Reps. Goldstein and

T. Martin were also present. Invited guests and general public representa-
tion were also in attendance including Finance Comm. Paul Pacter, SEAC Dir.
David Anderson, Chuck Ringel, of the Downtown Council; alsec Len Gambino of

the radio station.

Regarding Item #1, investigation of this matter by the Committee revealed the
problemwas not one of enforcement but rather concerned a decision of the Zoning
Board of Appeals. Basically, the ZBA in a R-5 Multi-Family Low Density District
soon to be zoned as R-7% as a part of Comprehensive Rezoning, granted a
variance. The application was for a five-unit structure. Such variance was
given on the basis because the applicant was some eleven Iinches short of the
front line width,andza denial would comstitute unreasonable limitation of
property use. Overwhelmingly, the vast majority of residents in the area were
and are single-family housing. It was also widely understood that the

area was to be rezomed R-7% as a part of Comprehensive rezoning. Since that
time, because of the complete support of the local community, it has been so
rezoned, but not, unfortunately, before the variance and comstruction made
thelr appearance.

The Planning and Zoning Committee disagrees with the decision of the ZBA on
two levels., First,it is, in our opinion, a2n egregious example of the ZBA

Land Use atrocity. The entire neighborhood is single-family housing, with
few exceptions, and they are two or three-family hemes not on Windsor Road.
The fact that they put certain conditions and restrictions in the variance

is not gignificant use-wise, and in the practical realm, they are unenforce-
able except for the constant effort on the part of the neighbors. Secondly,
the Planning and Zoning Committee believes the ZBA is over-stepping by far,
the parameters of its authority by such decisions. It does not have the power
to grant Varilances and Special Exceptions .except by provable hardship. More-
over, such hardship is narrowly defined“fifs little to do with personal finances.
Itrelates to the topography of the land, e.g., you hit a reock ledge while
digging a cellar for your home and must move the foundation ten feet over

so technically it is too close to your neighbor's side yard boundaries.

This would constitute a legitimate hardship. The inability to construct your
home because of geologic and topographiml features would therefore warrant some
sort of a variance. The Planning and Zoning Committee believes that meeting
with Corporation Counsel to discuss these issues is in order.
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMITTEE (continued)

MR. LYONS asked whether the Chairman said the developer would pay for the
new parking. (Mr. White said Yes.)

MR. ZELINSKI brought up some guestions on the appraisal of the property:
who ordered it, who paid for it, ete. He wanted to know if any liabilicy
would be incurred by the City in the event there should be problems with
the garage that the developer is building on top of the City's parking
garage. This could involve all sorts of problems, large and small, from
catastrophic on down to construction. And has it been determined whether
the existing garaggagear the load of another floor safely?

MR. WHITE said, in response to the President's remark, that he has all the
questions, but he doesn't know about the answers, but he will try. The
City has a new policy on appraisals, and now the City orders the appraisal
but the developer pays the appraisal fee. The City gets the money first and
then releases or passes on the appraisal.

As far as structure goes, Mr. White said he assumes that if the parking
garage fell in, that since it is the City's garage, they would be liable.
This would be like the situation at the transportation center. The contracts
and agreements would spell out liabilities and who was responsible for them.
Now if the parking floor on top of Mr. Jaffe's building caved in, he thinks
Mr. Jaffe would be responsible for it. That is an assumption, and probably
net a very satisfactory answer.

MR. ZELINSKI asked if a public hearing would be held on this proposed ordinance.
MR. WHITE said that his Committee was planning on holding a public hearing.

MR. ZELINSKI trusts then that there will be time for a second appraisal. ’

He questions future ramifications about some: developer going on City-owned
property and building om it. At the Aug. 5th meeting when this was discus-
sed, he mentioned that this project would eliminate some of the parking
behind the stores on Bedford St. which are used by many City residents when
they shop. He has determined that 20 parking spaces will be eliminated if
this project goes through. He would like to see an historic building remain,
but not at the expense of much-needed parking currently in use.

MR. WIDER said the parking behind the stores on Bedford St. is quite raggedly
as he does go there on occasion. He favors this plan because it ties in the
old and the new. It is exciting; it is beautiful. When you look at the
beautiful building on the left hand side of Broad St. and the disaster we
have on the right hand side, some beauty is needed to be put in there.

MS. RINALDI Moved the Question. Seconded. CARRIED, by voice vote.

THE PRESTDENT called fora mechine vote on publication of ordinance of City-
owvned propertyonBroad-St. APPROVED with 27 Yes, 5 No, and 2 Nen-Voting.

(2) FOR PUBLICATIQN OF PROPOSED ORDINANCE FOR THE SALE OF CITY-OWNED PROPERTY
ON NORTH SIDE OF BROAD ST., ADJACENT TO BEDFORD ST. PARKING GARAGE to
ELLIOTT JAFFE at the appraised value of $597,000, under terms and condi-
tions outlined in "The Lounsbury Building - A Unique Survivor" booklet.
Submitted by Mayor Thom Serranmi 8/12/85. Planning Board approved 8/30/85.
Board of Finance approved 8/21/85. '
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMITTEE (continued)

(3) CLARIFICATION OF STREET NAMES IN SHIPPAN AREA; also location of suit-
able sign at the intersection of Magee Avenue, Shippan Avenue, and
Harbor Drive, as per letter from Arthur Collins, Pres., Collins Develop-
ment Corp. 7/1/85. Submitted by Corp. Counsel Jay Sandak 8/21/85.

HELD IN COMMITTEE.

MR. WHITE said Item #3 is being held pending further investigation.

PERSONNEL COMMITIEE (additional):

THE PRESIDENT said they would have to go back to Item #4 under PERSONNEL
COMMITTEE, since this involves 4 separate agreements, so there will have
to be 4 separate votes taken. She asked Mr. Dudley to make the proper
Motions for the ratification of these union contracts of the Teamsters.

MR. DUDLEY said that Mr. Barrett had advised him that four separate votes
were required; however, since Mr. Dudley's Committee took 4 separate votes
and approved all of them, and then the item was put on the Consent Agenda,
only the one vote taken for approval of the Consent Agenda was required.

Note: See Page 26 for detail on this item.

PUBLIC WORKS AND SEWER COMMITTEE

MR. PERILLO said the Public Works Committee met on Sept. 4, 1985, jointly
with Fiscal Committee. Committee members present were Betty Conti, Tom
Burke, Ron Malloy, John Zelinski, Joe Santagata, Al Perillo. Absent was
Roger Taranto. This joint meeting was to consider the report of Booz,
Allen, Hamilton, Solid Waste Collection. Mr. Donahue, Fiscal Chairman,
chaired this meeting, went around the table to the members of both Commit-
tees as to who had questions on this matter. He also recognized other
Board members for the same reason. The meeting went on for almost two hours,
Many questions were asked, and it seems the answers were the same as those
in the report. Public Works Committee members were not quite satisfied.
Mr. Homer, who represented Booz, Hamilton, said the report they presented
is - what they were hired for, nothing else.

After the joint meeting was over, the Public Works Committee met in the Main
Room of the Board of Education Bldg., and reviewed everything that went on.
5till not satisfied with the report, a Motion was made for non-acceptance of
the Booz, Hamilton Report by a vote of 5 against, and 1 Non-Voting, the Motion
carried for non-acceptance of the report.

THE PRESIDENT said the entire matter was Held in Committee in Fiscal.

(1) MATTER OF THE B0O0Z, ALLEN & HAMILTON STUDY OF SOLID WASTE COLLECTION,
AND FUNDING ALTERNATIVES FOR THE CITY OF STAMFORD. Submitted by
Mayor Thom Serrani 7/18/85. Held in Committee 8/12/85.

HELD IN COMMITTEE.
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PUBLIC WORKS AND SEWER COMMITTEE (continued)

(2) SENSE-OF-THE-BOARD RESOLUTION CONCERNING CARE AND MAINTENANCE OF
BUILDINGS TURNED OVER TO CITY BY BOARD OF EDUCATION. Submitted by
Reps. Audrey Maihock and Betty Conti 8/5/85.

MR. PERILLO said on the desks tonight is a resolution two pages long, and
he Moved for approval. Seconded.

MR. SKOVGAARD is opposed to this resolution. To support his oppositian,

he brings to the Board's attention two schools which are no longer in use.
One is in his District and the other in his parents' District. The first
is Franklin School. He would be loathe to pass any resolution that required
the City to maintain Franklin School in a condition comparable to the
surrounding buildings and grounds of that particular neighborhood, which is
currently in utter disrepair. There is debris in the lawns, and there are
things hanging from trees. There are buildings with no insides whatsoever.
All windows are broken, interior walls broken. That is clearly not the
intention of this resolution, but in fact, we would be requiring the City
of Stamford to go and wreak havoc if the Franklin School were still the
property of the City. Mr. Skovgaard believes it has been sold.

The other school near his parents' house is the Riverbank School. Stretch-
ing this resolution to the extreme, or just a little bit, he asks if this
would require Stamford taxpayers to spend thousands and thousands of dollars
on professional landscaping to keep the grounds up to the quality of the
grounds of the surrounding neighborhood, which is of a very high quality,
residential, expensive homes with immaculately kept and groomed grounds.

He does not feel this Board should be passing resolutions to maintain a
school in a2 run-down neighborhood in a run-down condition, and to maintain
a school in an excellently-kept neighborhood in a condition equivalent to
the surroundings.

The boarding up of an unused school should not be prohibited. Boarding up
prevents or at least discourages vandalism. The provision for an adequate
security system 1s not specific as it does not state adequate for what.
For the prevention of vandalism, there is no such thing. To alert people
that vandalism has occurred, what use?

MR. DAVID MARTIN said he did not want people to misinterpret Mr. Skovgaard's
remarks. In the 19th District, no one would propose that large sums be
spent to professionally landscape Riverbank School. At the same time, that
school was not mowed or taken care of in any way, shape or form throughout
the entire summer. To address that problem even once required comnsiderable
time fromthe Public Works Dept.' Time should have been scheduled so that the
school would have received minimum attention from the time it was turned over.
All schools turned over to the Public Works Dept. should have an inspection
and maintenance schedule. It should not be an eyesore to the community, nor
should any other City-owned building or equipment, for that matter, receive
benign neglect, because in the end it is far more expensive to make correc-
tions.

MRS. MATHOCK said she and Betty Conti wrote this resolution because they were
very upset by the unsightly appearance and the lack of maintenance of these
buildings that the City has been taking over. It was not expected that
Riverbank School would be maintained like Rockefeller's estate.
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PUBLIC WORKS AND SEWER COMMITTEE (continued)

MRS. MATHOCK (continuing): However, a reasonable amount of care is essential
if the property values of the neighbors are to be upheld, and that is the
reason she and Betty Conti did this. They do not want run-down neighborhoods
in the community. There are many forces in this community that are spending
millions and millions of dollars to make this City onme of the greatest cities
in Connecticut. Yet if you go and look at Burdick School, you are horrified.
It is all boarded up; it is not kept up; there is debris around it; it is
unsightly because it has never been mowed or taken care of. These are valuable
real estate properties of the City and someone should be accountable for their
care and maintenance until proper disposition is made of them. A modicum of
care is not asking for too much, and should be budgeted, if not already done so.

When you have bgildings that are not taken care of properly, you immediately
find people who will come in and try to occupy them. There are, after all, a
lot of homeless in this area looking for shelter. As Mr. Dudley pointed out,
some of the habits of some people are objectiomable to the neighbors in those
areas. Public officials have an obligation to take care of the City's proper-
ties, and she is sorry if Mr.Skovgaard thinks we don't, but we really do.

MRS. PERILLO Moved the Question. Seconded. Voice vote taken, but the
Chair was in doubt and requested the members to vote by machine.
CARRIED by a vote of 23 Yes, 9 No, 2 Non-Voting.

MR. SKOVGAARD made a Point of Personal Privilege.

THE PRESIDENT asked if he had been insulted and Mr. Skovgaard said he had.

MR. SKOVGAARD said he takes exception to what Mrs. Maihock says. in” her
characterization of his feeling that the City does not owe a responsibility,
or an obligation to keep up the buildings. He said nothing of the sort.

His name was used and the content of what he said was completely misconstrued.
And yes, that is an item of Personal Privilege.

THE PRESIDENT said she is sorry, but it really is not.

She called for a machine vote on Item #2, the Sense-of-the-Board Resolution.
APPROVED with 27 Yes, 1 No, and 6 Non-Voting.

MOTION TO SUSPEND THE RULES TO TAKE UP AN ITEM NOT ON THE AGENDA.

MR. PERTLLO Moved to Suspend the Rules and take up an item not on the Agenda,
being amending Sec. 8-14 Landfill Operation Fees. Seconded. Voice vote was
not definitive and the President called for a machine vote. APPROVED with

27 Yes, 3 No, 4 Non-Voting.

At the present time, the City is charging private contractors to dump debris
at the landfill site at a rate of $1.00 per cwt. This is now to be increased
to $2.00 per cwt., or $40.00 per ton for debris.
Mr. Perillo Moved to waive publication of ordinanggendi
of Ordinances. Seconded.

BBc. 8-14 of the Code
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COMMUNICATIONS FROM OTHER BOARDS and INDIVIDUALS

MS. SUMMERVILLE wished to enter into the record that a2 communication
was received from Finance Commissioner Pacter dated 9/9/85 that it be
made a part of our minutes for reasons. It is on the desks tonight.

NEW BUSINESS - Nome.
OLD BUSINESS - None.

ADJOURNMENT :

There being no further business to come before the Board, upon Motion duly
Moved, Seconded, and APPROVED, the Meeting adjourmed at 12:07 A.M.

Helen M. McEvoy, Administrative

(and Recording Secretary)

Board of Representatives
APPROVED City of Stamford, Comnecticut

Sandra Goldsteiq//?resident
18th Board of Representatives

Pages 1-14 transcribed by A. Kachaluba
Pages 15-end " " H. McEvoy

SG/AK/HMM
Encls.
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