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The regular meeting of the Board of Representativea of the ity of
Stamford was held on Tuesday, January 3, 1956, at the Walter R. Dolan
Jr, High School Cafeteria, Toms Road, Glenbrook. The meetinr was
called to order by the Fresident, Mr. George V. Connors, at ":15 P.M.

INVOCATION was given by Rev. W. Lee Baxter, Pastor, Faith Te- rnacle
Baptist Church, 16 Greyrock Place.

ROLL CALL was taken by the Clerk. There were 35 present and five
absent. The Aabsent members were: Irving Snyder, Willlam Murphy,
Helen Peatt, John DeForest and John Lilliendahl,

ACCEPTANCE OF MINUTES - Meeting of December 12, 1955.

Mr. Kaminskl called attention to page 1014 of the Minutes, 12th line
from bottom, the word "approved" to be changed to "considered".

Mr. Nolan called attention to page 1014 "Businecss on the Calendar"
where the vote was taken "unanimously". He stated that he had made a2
request to abstain from voting on this question. He was Informed that
permission had to be obtained by a vote of thc members present and
that he had falled to request this permission. He aaked thav a vote
be taken at this time on his previous request to abatain from voting
on this matter, and, upon motion of Mr. Fredericks, seconded by
several volces, 1t was CAR:KIED unanimously.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES
Stecring Committee:

Mr. Connors, Chairman, read the Minutes of meeting held December 19,
1955:

STEERING COMMITTEE REPORT

The Steering Committee of the Stamford Board of Representatives
met in the Mayor's office, City Hall, at 8:15 P. M, The Chair-
man, Mr. George Connors, beilng aboscent, the Clerk, MNr. John
Macrides, presided.

The following members were present: Alanson Fredericks, Joseph
Milano, Rutherford Huizinga, Joseph Iacovo, Norton Rhoades,
Williem Kaminski, George Georgoulis, John Macrides, Irving Snyder,
Stephen Kelly and Paul Plotkin. The absent members were: George
Connors, Chalrman and Robert ILewis.

The following Communications werc read:

1. Letter dated December 13, 1955, from L. A. Feck, Cincinnati,
~hio, addresscd to the "City Fathers of Stamford, Conn." re-
lative to an article published in the New York Times, Cir-
culated to other newspapers and re-printed by the "Cincinnati
Enquirer” reclative to birds nesting in the City Hall clock,
causing the clock to run slow. The Secretary was ordered to
answer the letter and refer 1t to the Public Works Department.

2. Letter dated December 16, 1955, from Mr. Joseph T. Greany,
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Chairman, Board of Tax Review, notifying the Board of Rep-
reentatives of their January meetings for the purpese of re-
celving applicaticns for revisions of assesaments on the List
of September 1, 1955. Placed on File

3. Letter dated Deccmber 8, 1955, from Mr. Walter Wachter, Plann-
ing and Zoning Director, in regard to application of J. Michael
Cantore, Michacl Stolfi, Samuel P. Deleo, Rocco J. Conetta and
-John J. Carlo, petitionirg the Zoning Board for a change in
the zoning mop of property located at corner of Bedford and
Hoyt Strcets, from present RMF multi-family residence district
to C-L Limited Business District, and disapproved by the
Zoning Board. Application also presented to Planning Board
for change in Master Plan and approved by that Board. This
-application was heard jointly by the Planning Board and the
Zoning Board on September 28, 1955, HReferred to Legislataive
& Rules Committce.

4, Ietter dated December 14, 1955, from Mr. Walter Wachter, Plann-
ing and Zoning Dircctor; in regard to application of the First
Stamford Corporaticn, petitioning the Planning Board for a
change in the Master Plan and signed by 20% or more of the
owners of privately owned land within 500 feet of the prop-
erty described in the application, located on Blachley Road
(formerly known as the Mchuyler-Merritt Estate). This appli-
cation was heard jointly by the FPlanning Board and the Zoning
Boerd on September 28, 1955. Approved by Planning Board Nov-
ember 22, 1955. Referred to lLegislative & Rules Committee.

In regard to No. 3 and 4 above, Mr, Plotkin suggested that the
Planning and Zoning Committee have a joint meeting with the
Iegislative and Rules Committec; that they ask the interested
parties involved and the Planning and Zoning Board to gubmit
written arguments in support of thelr petitions and that the
Joint committees submit their findings to the Board of Repres-
entatives at thelir January 3, 1955 mecting. Mr. Plotkin's sug-
geszign met with unanimous approval of the Committee and waos a-
opted.

Jpon motion of Mr. Fredericks, seconded by Mr. Huizinga, the
Committee adjourned at J:55 P. M,

Respectfully Submitted,

" George V. Connors,
Ohairman
Steering Committee

Mr. Killeen MOVED the Committce report, as read, be accepted. Second-
ed by Mr. Topping and CARRIED unanimously.

Fiscal Committee:

Mr. William Kaminski, Chairman, read the Minutes of meeting held
) fave )
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REPORT OF FISCAL COMMITTEE OF THE BOARD COF \
REPRESENTATIVES, CITY OF STAMFORD, CONN.

December 19, 1955 i
2 ]
A meeting of the Fiscal Committce was held at 5:00 P M. in the
Mayor's office, City Hall, on December 19, 1955. All members present.

The Fiscal Committee considercd all items given approval by the Board
of Finance at their meeting held December 12, 1955.

(1) Amendment tu the 1955-1956 Capital Project Budget for the in-
clusion of 521,000 to cover the cost of straightening, widen- : '
ing and deepening the channel to the boat basin and harbor at
Cummings Park.

Your Committce was unanimous in approving this item, with the follow-
ing resolution:

BE IT RESOLVED, trat the Board of Representatives
zmend the Capital Project Budget of 1955-1956 by
the amount of $21,000 to cover the cost of straight- /
ening, widening and deepening the channel to the boat

basin and harbor at Cummings Park.

(2) Request for additional salary appropriations for the Public Wr-ks
Department, to cover certain changes in grade and classiflicat: n.

Your Committee was unanimous in requesting your approval of the
following:

Code 413.1 Bureau of' Parks $1,290.00

Code 413B.1 Division of Trces 450.00

Cbde 412B.1 Tree Climber-Highway 150.00 ;

Code 412D.1 Tree Climber Highway 150.00 .

Code 416.1 Building Bureau 570.00 o
$2,610.00 .

(3) Your Committee decided to request that the two items of $2523.78,"
General Election Expense, July 26, 1955, Registrars of Voters, Code
#100.53 and $2591.22, General Election Expense, August 30, 1955,
Registrars of Voters, Code #100.53, portions of which werc approved

at our December 12, 1955 meeting, leaving balances of $524.78 and
$592.22 still unapproved, remain in Committee in order that clarifi-
catlon on the question of whether or not we can act on the remainder
can be obtained.

(4) Elm Street School - Special appropriation of $2,000 to maintain
the Elm Street School Buillding.

Your Committee requests that we send this item back to Committee,
'pending an answer to a letter sent to the Mayor by the Fiscal Com-
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mittee, requesting the Mayor to advise us of the disposition or use
of this building.

(5) $12,00 appropriation for installation of Fire Hydrants, Dept. of
Public Works, Code 441.12.

Your Committee was unanimous in requesting that we approve this appro-
priation of $12,000, new fire hydrants, Code 441.12.

(6) Pensicn, Mark O'Brier., Mechanical Supervisor.

Your Ccmmittee was unanimous in requesting that we approve the appro-
priation of $1,866.03 to cover pension of Mark O'Brien.

(7) Your Committee was unanimous in requesting that we approve the
appropriation of $50.00 for account PP 424.5 Damage to Domestic
animals.

(8) Your Committee was unanimous in requesting that we approve the
appropriation of $1,500 for the former Stamford Muscum Building
maintenance.

(9) Your Committee was unanimous in requesting that we approve the
appropriations for the Planning Board, as follows:

Code 520 Overhauling, Typewriter $125.00

Code 520.10 Subscriptions & Misc. 200.00

Code 550.3A Stenographic Services 250.00
75,

(10) By unanimous vote your Ccmmittee recommends approval of the Fire
Department request for the following appropriations:

Account 440.3 Stationery-Postage $ 150.00
i Account 440.5 Telephones 200.00
Account 440.6A Flags 104.00
Account U440.6C General Supplies 2,500.00
Account 440,17 Gas, 011 & Tires 1,357.65
Account #40.7 Janitors Supplies 200.00
Account 140,19 Tools 100.00
Account 440,22 Beds & Fquipment 250.00
Account 440,227 New Equipment 200.00
Accont 440,26 Laundry 500.00

;11] Your Committee by unanimous vote recommends the approval of

7,200 for installation and cost of fire hydrants for the Fire Depart-
ment .

12) Your Committee, by unanimous vote, recommends the approval of
200,00 foi typewriter and $175.00 for filing caoinet, Code 800; and
1,564.00 Salaries, Code 800.1, City Court.
(13) Your Committee recommends that thc item of $150.00 for the office
of Commissioner of Finance, Code 480.1, salaries, remain in Committee,

pending confirmation of the classification or grade change by the
personnel Commission.

. WILLIAM C. KAMINSKI, CHAIRMAN,
Tty Fiscal Committee
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Mr. Kaminski called attenticn to an item approved by the Board of
Finance at their meeting held December 12, 1955, in regard to issu-
ance of Bonds for financing the 1955«1955 Budget. He saild this had
been inadvertently left out of their report and that he would bring
this up 1later for approval by the Board, as it was a matter that was
of utmost importance.

MR. KAMINSKI MOVED for approval of item No. 1 on his Committee report.
Sceondcd by Mr. Kelly and Crrried unanimously.

MIi. KAMINSKI MOVED for approval of item No. 2 on his Committee report.
Seconded by Mr. Kelly.

Mr. Topping stated that in his Committee report of the Public Works
Committee, that it was his Committee's recommendation that these 1tems
be deferred untll the Park Commission has the opportunity to make its
recommendation.

MR. KAMINSKI: "I might memtion that the prerogative lies in the hands
of the Department head to recommend these salary inercases -~ it 1s up
to the Perzonncl Commission and the department head involved.

VOTE taken on the second item in the Commlttec report. CARRIED, 30
in favor and 4 opposed.

Mr. Kaminski asked the Corporation Counsel, who was present, to give
an opinion in regard to ltem No. 3 of his Committee report.

MR. HANRAHAN said he could sce no reason why the balances still re-
maining in the request from the Reglstrars of Voters, partially
approved by the Board at the December 12, 1955 meeting, could not . : .
approved at this time.

MR. KAMINSKI MOVED that this request be sent back to Committee.

MR. FREDERICKS: "Am I correct in my understanding that the Moderators
were not paid? I wish you would, at our next meeting find out whether
the Moderators were or werc not paid.'

Mr. Topping SECONDED mr. Kaminski's MOTION.

MR. FREDERICKS called a point of order and called attention to Page 4,
paragreph 5 of the Rules.,

MR. NOLAN: "Why are we reforring this back to Committee?"

MR. KAMINSKI: "At our meceting of December 19, 1955 we did not have the
ruling from the Corporation Counsel. If, howcver, any member of the
Board wishes to bring this to a vote, he may do so.'

Mr. Lewils said he would prefer a written ruling from the Corporation
Counsel and approved that this go back to Committee.

VOTE taken and CARRIED, 32 in favor and 1 opposed, Mr. Nolan voting in
the negative.

S+ 'Elm Street School - $2,000: MR. KAMINSKI MOVED that this be sent back




1021 January .

to Committee, pending an answer to a letter sent to the Mayor by the
Fiscal Committee, requesting the Mayor to advise the disposition or
use of this.buillding. Seconded by Mra. Zuckert and CARRIED unani-
mously.

MR. KAMINSKI MOVED for approval of item No. 5 on his Committee report.
Seconded by Mr. Hearing and CARRIED unanimously.

MR, KAMINSKI MOVED for approval of item No. 6 on his Committec report.
Seconded by Mrs. Zuckert and CARRIED unanimously.

MR. KAMINSKI MOVED for approval of item No. 7 on his Committee report.
Seconded by Mr. Iacovo and CARRIED unanimously.

MR. KAMINSKI MOVED for approval of item No. B8 on his Committee report.
Seconded by Mr. Topping and CARRIED unanimously.

MR. KAMINSKI MOVED for approval of item No. 9 on his Committee report.
Seconded by Mr. Kelly and Carried unanimously.

MR. KAMINSKI MOVED for approval of item Nr 10 on his Committee report.
Seconded by Mr. Kelly. Mr. Milano gave the report of the Health and
Protection Committee, recommending this be approved. CARRIED unani-
mously.

MR. KAMINSKI MOVED for approval of item No. 11 on his Committee re-
port. Secconded by Mr. Kelly. Mr. Milano gave the recommendation of
the Health and Protection Committece that this item be approved.

MR. KAMINSKI MOVED for approval of item No. 12 on his Committce re-
port. Seccnded by Mr. Georgoulis and CARRIED unanimously.

MR. KAMINSKI MOVED that item No. 13 on his Committec report be allow-
ed to remain in Committee for further confirmation and clarification.
Seconded by Mr. Kelly and CARRIED unanimously. Mr. Kaminski clari-
fied this by stating that a confirmation from the Personnel Commis-
sion had not been rcceived at the time of their Committee meeting, aa
tney met at 5:00 P.M. and the Personnel Commission met the same evenins
at 9:00 P.M. He stated that there were other matters of the same type
pending and they did not wish to handle them individually,

MR. KAMINSKI MOVED for SUSPENSION OF THE RULES 4in order that another
pressing matter could be brought up in regard to authorization for ‘he:
issuarce of biads in the amount of $1,276,000 for financing 1955-56

Capiial Projects Budget., Seconded by Mr. Fredericks and CARRIED unani-
mously.

MR. KAMINSKI presented the following resolution and MOVED for its
approval. Seconded by Mr., Kelly, and CARRIED unanimously:

RESOLUTION NO. 206

WHEREAS, in accordance with Section 630 of the Charter, as
amended, this Board has received a written request from the Mayor,
approved by the Board of Financc, to authorize bonds to finance a’l
of the Capital Projects- contained in the Capital Budget for the

| TN
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current flscal ycar, except such projects as are to be paild for with

1022

funds ralsed by current taxation or from other designated sources.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT:

1. There be and horeby is authorlzed, under and pursuant
to the Charter of the City of Stamford and any other general or special

statute thercto cnabling, the 1ssue and sale from time to time of

gecnercl cbligation, coupon serial bondas of the City of Stamford in an

aggregate principal amount of Onc Million Two Hundred Seventy Six

Thousand (1,276,000.00) Dollers for the purpose of paying for capital

projects, ccnoisting of the several public improvements or other
municlpal works of a permanent character, all as hercinafter more
fully described. Each of said capital projcects 3is included in the
duly adopted capital budget for the current flscal year and refer-
ence 1s hereby made to saild capital budget for a more complete des-

eription of the particular projects hcrelnafter designated.
capltal projects and the extent to which they are to be financed with

the proceeds of the bonds herein authorized are as follows:

Department of Publlic Works

Sanitary Sewer Censtruction

Morgzan Street Extension
Center Street-Scofield Ave. Area
Cove Island
Weat Broad Street
Nurney Strect
Congress St., Carlisle Pi,,
& Wells Avenue
Roxbury School - Relief
New Inclnerator -« Shippan Point

Storm Drains Construction

Springdale

North Glenbrook

Woodaide Park

Michael F. Lione Park - Sub Drains
McMullen, Owen & Joames Streets
Magee Avenuc - St. Mary's St.
Kensington Road

Highway Conwcruction
Broad Street Extension

Board of Public Safety

Police Department, New Headquarters Bullding
Office and Service Equipment

Board of Education

School Construction

| TN

158,000.00
100,000, 00
36,000.00
30,000.00
20,000.00

72,000,00
89,000.00
20,000,00

50,000.00
70,000.00
23,000.00

5,000.00
20,000.00
15,000.00

5,000.00

100,000,00

90,000.00

The salid



1023 January 3, 1956

Burdick School, Reconstruction
and Addition..eesesnarsesie$755,000

Icss adjustment from insurance.._382,000

Balance 373,000.00
Total $1,276,000.00

2. Said bonds shall be issued in the name of and upon the full
faith and credit of the City of Stamford and shall be 1issued as one
or more separate bond issucs and in the manner and in the principal
amount that the Board of Finance may prescribe r'rom time to time.

3. Eash of the Capital projects hercinbefore described and con-
tained in the capital budget for the current fiscal year 1s hereby
confirmed as a duly authorized capital project of the City of Stam-
ford.

legislative & Rules Committec:

Mr. Plctkin, Chairman, presented the following report of a jolnt meet-
ing of the Legislative & Rules and Planning 2nd Zoning Committecsa:

REPORT OF JOYNT MEETING OF THE LEGISLATIVE /ND RULES
AND PLANNING AND ZONING COMMITTEES

January 3, 1956

A Joint meeting of the Leglslative and Rules and the Planning and
Zoning Committces was held Thursday, December 29, 1955 at 8:30 P.M.
The meeting was convened in the Mayor's office, City Hall, and it was
agreed that Mr. Faul Plotkin would act as Chairman' and Mr. Ellis B.
Baker as Clerk, '

Those of the Leglslative and Rules Committee present were Messrs,
Plotkin, Raiteri and Baker and Mr. Kelly replacing Mr. Killeen b
;ppoigiment of Mr. Connors. Absent were Mcssra. Mclaughlin (111) and
ussell.

Those of the Planning and Zoning Committee present were Measra, Czupka,
?gg?hy and Nolan, Absent were Messrs. Mclaughlin and Topping (both

It was stated by the Chairman that the joint meecting had been called
to conslder two appeals to the Board of Hepresentatives, one from a
declslon of thc Zoning Board and the other from a decision of the
Planning Board. Thec notice of meeting which gives pertinent details,
arnd which was sent in advance to all intercsted parties, 1s attached
hereto as A.pendix #1 and made part of the report. The official
notices of referral to the Board of Representatives are attached here-
tc as Appendices #2 and #3 and made part of this report.

It was necessary to invite intercsted parties in both cases to appear
and be heard because there 1s no verbatim transeript of the proceed-
ings at the hearing bvefore the Planning and Zoning Doards, September

] iatey
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28, 1955, the Stenotypist reserved for the occasion having been unable
to attend at the last minute, due to illness in the family.

Avallable to the Comnmittecs 13 a copy of the Minutes of the Executive
Session of the Zoning Board held November 28, 1955 at which the Board
disapproved the appllication of Michael Cantore ¢t al for a change in
zoning from RMF District to a CL Business District. These Minutes
cite the Board's reasons for such dinapproval. Said copy 15 attached
hereto as part of Appondix #2.

Also availlable 1s a copy of the Minutcs of the Executive Session of
the Planning Board, held November 22, 1955, at which the Board approv-
ed a change to the Land Use Category from Residential, Multi-family,
Low Density to Kesidential, Muti-Family, Medium Density on application
of the First Stamford Corp. Sald copy is attached hereto as Appendix
#3 and made a part of this report.

It was decided to conaider the matters before the Committeecs in the
ocquence listed in the notlcc of the meeting.

Appearing at the meeting to speak in support of the appeal w:re Mr.
Michael Cantore, Mr. Sydney Kweskin, attorney for the appellants, and
Mr. Harry Terhune, attorney represcnting the First Presbyterian Church.
No one appeared on hehalf of the Zoning Board. Mr. Walter Wachter,
Planning and Zoning Director, attended to acsist the Committees in

e their understanding of the z ning classifications involved.

Mr. Kweskin outlined brlefly the reasons for the appcal and for be-
lieving the decision of the Zoning Board to be iIn error. These are

set forth in a brief presented to the Committecs and attached hereto

as Appendix #4% and made a part of this report. Mr. Kweskin stated

that plans for improving the property call for & 1 and 2 story bulld-

éng for neiphborhood stores and offices with off-street parking for
5 cars.

Mr. Terhune spokec, outlining the position of the First Presbyterian
Church in this matter. The appellants and the trustees of the Church
have entered into a written agrecement concerning the uses to which the
property may be put in the event the application for zoning change 1s
approved, this agreement to be binding to perpetuity unless released

ir writing by the Church. A copy of this agrcement 1s attached here-
to and made part of the report, as Appendix #5. The Church consequent-
ly fully supports the appellants. :

Messrs. Cantore, Kweskin and Terhune then left the meeting.

Mr. Wachter then handed the Chairman & letter from the Zoning Board,
setting forth supplemental findings in addition to the formal reasons
given in the excerpts from the Minutes regarding the Board's decision
on this application. This letter is attached hereto as Appendix #6
and made a part of this report.

Mr. Wachter then left the meeting.
There followed a full review of the remarks and documents presented to

the Committees. Baker then moved and Murphy seconded that recommend-
[f;cftsation be made to the Board of Representatives that the proposed amend-
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ment to the Zoning Map be approved. Unanimously voted.

The Committees than decided to move the meceting to the Court Room be-
cause of the large number of people desiring to attend the hearing on
the appeal from the decisilon of the Planning Board.

Appearing in support of the appeal were approximat. y thirty residents
of the area adjacent to the affccted vroperty. It was ruled by the
Chair that remarks to the Committees would be restricted to those
parties who had spoken at the hearing before the Planning Board.
Parties who precsented such remarks were Mr. Thomas A, Keating, Jr.,
representing four property owners, Mr., Earl Noblet, Mr. Frank Cawl,
Fresident of the Sylvan Knoll Property Owners Association, Mrs Margaret
Maher and Mr. James L. Haggle, Headmastcr of Dayeroft School.

Speaking on behalf of the applicant, the First Stamford Corp., was
Atty. Alphonse C. Jachimezyk.

Desiring to be rccorded in support of the appeal, but under the ruling
of the Chair not permitted to present remarks, were Mr, J. Toscano,
Mr. A, J. Moruko, Mr. D. L. VWinsor; President of the Cove Civic Amso-
clation and Mr. G. V. Connors as 1l0th District Represcntative.

Mr. Keating submitted a letter to the Committees presenting his views.
This letter is attached hereto as Appendix #7 and made a part of this
report.

Mr. Noblet gave to the Committees a copy of hils lctter of December 1,
1955 to the Chalrman of the Planning Board. This copy 18 attached
hereto as Appendix #8 and made a part of this report.

Mr. Cawl preacnted a written statcment on behalf of the Board of Dir-
ectors of the Sylvan Knoll Property Owners Assoclation listing their
reasons for opposing the Planning Board decision., This statement is
attached hercto as Appendix #9 and is made a part of this report.

Mrs. Maher submitted a2 letter to thc Committees stating her reasons
f'or opposing the declsion of the Flanning Boay¥d. This letter is
attached hereto as Appendix #10 and 18 made a part of this report.

Mt . Jachimezyk had no written presentation and beyond stating defin-
itely that it was the intention of the applicant to builld only 2 story
garden type apartments, he devoted most of his remarks to rebutting
the remarks ¢ ° those supporting the appeal. Reason for requesting the
classification change is not to permit higher buildings, but to allow
1 family per 1000 aq., ft., rather than 1 family per 2500 sq. ft., as
rermitted by the existing classification.

The Committees then returncd to the Mayor's office to consider the re-
marks and documcnts presented. After full consideration, it was moved
by Mr. Kelly and seconded by Mr. Murphy, that recommendation be made
to the Board of Representatives that the proposed amendment to the
Master Plan be rejected. Unanimously voted.

The Joint meeting then adjourned at 11:10 P. M.
Respectfully Submitted

’ I.:'.l , ‘g

E. B. Baker, Clerk

-
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Approved:
PAUL PLOTKIN
Chairman, Legislative & Rules Committee
EDWARD C, ¢ZUPKA
Chairman, Planning & Zoning Committee

January 3, 1956
APPENDIX #1
NOTICE OF MEETING - DECEMBER 29, 1955

JOINT MEETING - LEGISLATIVE & RULES AND
PLANNING & ZONING COMMITTEES, BOARD OF
REPRESENTATIVES, MA(OR'S OFFICE, CITY HALL

AjJolint meeting cf the above Committees will be held at .the above
mentioned time and place to consider the following matters:

(1) Appeal of J. Michaecl Cantore, et al, from the decision of
the Zoning Board's disapproving of change 1n the Zoning Map
on application of the aforesald J. Michaecl Cantore, et al.

9:00 P. M.

(2) Appeal of the property owners from the decision of the Plan-
 ning Board, approving a change in the Master Plan on appli-
cation of the First Stamford Corporation.

This 1s to notil'y you that an opportunity will be given to all inter-
ested partles to be heard at the above meetings.

In addition, you are hereby requested to furnish a written statement,
giving your reasons for or against the above mentioned decisions.

PAUL A, PLOTKIN, Chairman,
Iegislative & Rules Commlttee

EDWARD C. CZUPKA, Chairman,
Planning & Zoning Committee

APPENDIX #2
CITY OF STAMFORD, CONNECTICUT

Zoning Commission
Zoning Board of Appeals
December 8, 1955

Mr. George V. Connors, President
Board of Representatives
City of Stamford, Conn.

ity Re Application of J. Michael Cantore,
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Michael Stolfil, Samuel P, Deleo,
Rocco J. Conetta, John J. Carla

Dear Mr. Connors:

In accordance with Section 552.3 »f the Stamford Charter, the
above captioned subjcct is hereby referred to the Board of Rep-
resentatives for its actiocn as a result of a petition filed with
the Zoning Board signed by the owners of more than 50% of the
privately owned land included in the proposed change to the zonlng
map a8 described in the application submitted to the Zoning Board.

Also, in accordance with Section 552.3, the Zoning Board trans-
mits herewilth the following written finding, recommendations and
reasons for the Board's action in disapproving the above describ-
ed application:

1. Two coples of the Minutes of the meeting held
on November 28, 1955, when the Zoning Board
disapproved the foragoing application.

2. Two maps which, by thelr titles are self-explanatory,
which arc prepared for the purposc of contributing
to a better underatanding of the problem.

The above described apglicatlon had been hecard jointly by the
Planning Board and the Zoning Doard on September 28, 1955. Un-
fortunatcly, the Stenotypist rcserved for the occasion telephoned
a few minutes before tne meeting started and stated that he could
not attend the meeting because of 1llnesa in the family, there
fore, there 1s no verbatim transcript rccording the proccedings.

The above application as submitted to the Planning Doard for
change to the Master Plan was approved by that Board because it
had been felt that the general area would be ultimately developed
to & high density of population in multi-family bulldings and
therefore a small shopping center in this particular location was
corsldered necessary to the convenlence of the inhabitants.

We shall be happy to supply any additional information requested.
Very truly yours,

WALTER A WACHTER, Planning & Zoning
Director

génugggsof the Executlve Sesslon of the Zoning Board held on November
’ -

Members attending were Messrs. John W. Mershon, Harold Frankel,
Joseph Mclue and Stearns Woodman.

The Chairman called the mecting to order. The application of J.
Michael Cantore et al for a change in the zoning map of property at
the corner of Bedford and Hoyt Streets to a C-L Limited Business Dist-
rict from the present R.M.F. Multi-Family Residence District was given
thorough study. Upon conclusion of the discussion, it was moved by

"~,‘.n ’
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Jc2eph McCue, seconded by Mr. Frankel and unanimcusly voted that the
sald applicatiosn be dioapp~swed because the Board was of the opinion
that to make such change would create spot zZoning and it was held there
is sufficient business dirtrict available in the general area to
perve 1ts needs, and furthermore; that the Board was of the opinion
that the proprsed change would not be in keeping with the general
zone plan of the City of Stamford and finally approval of the pro-
posed application would not serve the purposes of the zoning ord-
inance, that 18, to encouragc the moat appropriate use of land and
conserve and stabilize the value of property or to promote the gen-
eral welfare,

Upon motion, being duly seconded, the meeting waos closed.

HAROLD FRANKEIL,
Secretary
Zoning Board
APPENDIX #3
CITY OF STAMFORD, COMN.

December 14, 1955

Mr. Qeorge V. Connors, President
Board of Representatives
City of Stamford, Conn.

Re: Application of the First Stamford Corporation
for Change in the Master Plan

Dear Mr. Connors:

In accordance with Section 522.4 of the Charter, the above matter

in hereby referred to the Board of Representatives for its action

2s a result of a petition filed with the Planning Board signed by

the owners of twenty percent or more of the privately owned land
located within five hundred feet of the borders of the First Stamford
Curporation property described in the application submitted to the
Planning Board for a change in the Master Plan.

I 130, in accordance with Section 522.4, the Planning Board transmite
herewith the written findinga, recommendatinns and reasons for the
Board's action in approving the above described application.

1. Two copies of the Planning Board's minutes of the hearing.

2. Two copiea of the minutes of the meeting held on November 22, 1955,
when the Planning Board acted on the foregning matter.

3. Two maps, which, by their titles are self-explanatory, prepared
by the Planning Board for exhibition at the public heering and
for the purpose of contributing to a better understanding of the
problem for all concerned.

T?e above described application was heard by the Planning Board and
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the Zoning Board on Septemter 28, i955. Unfoartunately, the Steno-
typlset reserved for the occasion, telephoned & few minutes before the
meeting started and stated that he could not attend the mecting be-
cause of 1ssness 1n the family, therc¢fore, there is no verbatim trans-
cript recording the proceedings.

We shall be happy to supply any additional information required.

Very truly yours,
STAMFORT PLANNING BOARD

(signed) Walter A. Wachter
Planning and Zoning Director

STAMPORD PiANNTNG BOARD - MEETING NO. 33%
JOINT PLANNING BOARD & ZONING GOARD PUBLIC
HEARING AND PLANNING BOARD EXECUTIVE SES-
SION, HELD IN THE CITY COURT ROOM, CITY
HALL, ON WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 28, 1955 AT
9:00 P. M.

The following members of the Planning Board were present: Messrs,
Michael E. lLaurcno, Secretary & Acting Chairman, Ralph Rich, P.
Lawrence Epifanio, and Planning & Zoning Director Walter A. Wachter.

The following members of the Zoning Board were present: Messrs.
John Mershon, Chairman, Harold Frankel and Joseph MeCue.

The public hearing was called for the purpose of hearing
the following applications for change in the Master Plan and Zoning
Map:

1. Application of the First Stamford Corporation -- In the
case of the Master Plan, to change to the Land Usc Category designated
"Residential, Multi-family, Mcdium Density" the following described
property now designated "Residential, Multi-family, Low Density;" and
in the case of the Zoning Map, to change to the "R-MF Multiple Family
Residence District," the following described property now in the "R-T3
One Family Residence District": Bounded Northerly by land of the
Stete of Connectlicut acquired by said state for the Throughway; East-
erly by the rear line of premises fronting on Hearthstone Court; South-
erly by land now or formerly of Daycroft School and Westerly by Blachley
Road.

Application wans represented by Alphonse C. Jachimezyk, \
Atty. I

Thomas A. Keating, Jr., representing areca residents,
opposed the application. Also appearing in opposition were Frank Cawl,
president of the Sylvan Knoll Property Owners Association, Earl Noblet
of Hearthstone Court, Willis Griffin, Trustee for Dayeroft School, and
Mrs. Margaret Maher of 39 Masher Road.

2. Application of J. Michael Cantore, Michael Stolfl,
| ESULE)
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Samuel P. Delco, Roceo 4. Conetta and Jchn J. Carlo -- In the Caoe

of the Master Plan, to change to the Land Use Category designated
"Commercial, Neighborhood or Local Business", the following described
property now designated "Residential, Multi-femily, Medium Density";
and in the case of the Zoning Map, to change to the "C-L Limited Bus-
iness District”, the following deecribed property now in the "R-MF
Multiple Family Residence District": Bounded Northerly by land now
or {ormerly of the Flrat Prcabyterian Church of Stamford; Easterly by
land now or formerly of Jesse Hartman, Trustee; end Southwesterly by
Foyt Street and Bedford Street.

Application was represanted by Sydncy Kweskin, Atty.

Represcntatives of the Firat Presbyterian Church appeared
in favor of this application. There was no opposition to this appli-
cation.

3. Application of Earl Kersch and Compo Brothers, Inc.--
In the case of thc Master Plan, to change to the land Use Category
designated "Induntrial" the following described property now desig-
nated "Residential, Multi-family, Medium Density"; and in the case of
the Zoning Map, to change to the "M-L Light Industrial Distriet", the
following described property now in the "R-MF Multiple Fomily Resi-
dence Diatrict": BDounded Northerly by land now or formerly of Helen
Compolataro; Easterly by land now or formerly of Pictro Mancusi;
Southerly by land now or .ormecrly of Maurica B. Licberman and Jean
Lieberman, in part, and in part of Dorothy Derman; Westerly by land
£ now or formerly of John S. Carta in part, and in part by a right-of-
way. i

Application was represented by Frank Pimpinella, atty.

Appearing in opposition were Stanley Stecker, presildent
of the cooperative apartment house tc the south, and P. Wardham
Collyer, representative of the district.

k. Application of the Planning Board and Zoning Board --
In the case of the Master Flan, amend the definition of the "Residen-
tial, Multi-family, Medium Density" Land Use Category by adding the
following supplcmentary note under the "Definition of Land Use Cate-
gory", said addition 13 not decemed to replace or be a substitute for
any part of tihc cxisting definition of the above Land Use Category,
but 1s intended to be an addition therecto:

"In any "Residential, Multi-family, Mcdium Density' lLand
Use Catcgory, multiple family residence bulldings may be conatructed
to a height not more than ninety (90) feet, providing the lot area
per family or dwelling unit 1s not less than eight hundred (800)
square feet and provided that the principal bullding or buildings,
including all accessory buildings, do not oscupy more than twenty-
five (?3) percent of the total lot area," and in the case of the
Zoning Regulations, to add the following footnote to the "Land Use
Schedule” of .the Zoning Regulations: "In any 'R-MF Multiple Family
Residence District!, an apartment building may be constructed toa
fmaximun height of ninety ?90) feet providing the area per family is
not less than eight hundred (B00) square feet, and providing the
principal building or buildings and all accessory buildings together

| AT
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do not occupy more than twenty-five (25) percent of the lot area,
providing further that all other restrictions of the R-MF District as
far as front yards, side yards, rear yards and uses are complied with".

There was no oppoaitlon of thils application.

The publiec hearing was theﬁ adjourned and the Planning
Board met in executive scssaion. !

The following performance bonds were released, City
Engineer having certified that construetion has been completed in
aecordance with the regulationa of the Planning Board and the speci-
fications of the Engineering Department, and that roquired installation
of storm sewers and setting of street linc monuments have been satis-
factorily installed:

APPL B934 - Contibuild Censtruction Corp. -~ re firsi sec~
tion of 0ld Coleny Road, performance bond
dated Oct. 9, 1953, in the amount of $12,715.

APPL 934 - Suburban Development Corporation - re Clay Hill
Road and Arden Lane, performance bond dated
July 20, 1954, ip the amount of $30,981.50.

APPL A70A- Iak.vliew, Inc. - re Section No. 1 - performance
bond dated May 3, 1954, in the amount of
$15,920.

APPL 990 David Grunberger - re (Oreenbrier Road, per-
formance bond dated October 13, 1954, in the
amount of $2,030.

APPL 1170~ Zika Realty Corp. - re satisfactory construct-
ion of storm sewers, performance bond in the
amount of $4,263,50, dated Juiy 8, 195%. In
accordance with City Engineer's request, Zika
Realty filled a letter with the Planning Board
assuming full responsibllity for any damege
which may he caused to the sewer through the
construction of the road.

The Meeting was then adjourned.

Respectfully submitted,

Secretary

STAMFORD PLANNING BOARD - MEETING NO. 342
EXECUTIVE SESSION, HELD IN THE CFFICE OF
THE PIANNING BOARD, ON TUESDAY NOVEMBEH
22, 1955, AT B:00 P.M.

The following members of the Board were present: Meas»s. Frank P.
Barrett, Chairman, Ralph Rich, P. Lawrence Epifanio and Planning &
Zoning Dircetor Walter A. Wachker.

| RSN
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The following member of the Loard was absent: Mr. Michael E. laureno.

APPL B79 - The Planning Board met with Messrs. William Murray,
atty. for American Homea, Inc., Anthoay Orasso, President, and Joseph
Zone, atty. for the opposition,

Mr. Murray stated that an extension of the performance bond
period is requested for constructlon of the road system as shown on
map entitled "Section No. 7 of Robert Heights Property of the American
Homes Construction Ce¢., Inc, Stamford, Conn." dated July 1, 1953, said
bond in the amount of $7.435, dated September 18, 1953. Mr. Grasso
explained that road construction has not been completed due to the fact
that the Water Company has delayed installation of water mailns.

Mr, Zone atated that said subdivision was approved upon the
condition the applicant conatruct a drainage line from the westerly
en of Orasso Lane westerly through Loveland Road in order to alleviate
a dralnage condition in adJjoining property, which was accentuated by
the Amerlcan Homeo' development, this agreement being included in the
performance bond on file. Mr, Zone stated that to date this construc-
tion has not been installed.

Mr. Qrasso contended that the construction of a drainage line
in the manner setforth in tre performance bond 18 an unreasonable re-
quirement, and {urthermore that 1t would not alleviate the flood con-
dition in this area, Mr. Zone stated that his clients would be agree-
able to any alternate solution which would correct this drainage con-
dition.

In view of the fact that the Planning Board was of the opinion
that the performance bond filed 13 not of a sufficient amount to cover
the conatruction of the roads and drainage line as Bspecified, the Plan-
ning Board agreed to refer the matter to the City Engineer for the
purpose of clarification.

Mr. Zone then left the meeting.

APPL 312 - Mr. Murray stated that the certified check in the
amount of &7,743 filed as surety in connection with the subdivision as.
shown on map entitled "Map No. 2 of Robert Helghte, Property of American
Homes Construction, Inc." was not returned to the applicant, in view of
the former City Engineer's contention that the road had not been satis-
factorily constructed. The applicant stated that the road was under
construction in conformance with the plans approved by the City En-
gineer, and when near completion the City dug up the road to install a
storm sewer plpe of a larger width.

The Planning Board unanimously voted to continue this matter
pending review of the file and further study.

APPL 612 - The request of John Geriak for extention of the
performance bond covering satisractor¥ construction of Geriak Road and
Kane Avenue 88 shown on map entitled "Subdivision of property of John °
Gerlak, Trustee, Stamford, Conn." dated November 1, 1951, was unani-
mously approved, said extension to expire June 4, 1956.

Copy of a letter from the residents of Severance Drive, dated
November 10, 1955, forwarded to the Board by Mayor Quigley, was re-

| RN
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celved and placed on file.

The following map was approvaed for filing purposes: '"Property
of Stanwich Estates, Inc. Stamford, Conn." showing consolidation of
lntes on the corner of Stanwich 1ozl &nd East Middle Patent Road.

Mr. Barrett disqualified himself on the follcwing item and
left the meeting.

Mr. Alphonse Jachimczyk, atty. appeared before the Board for
the purpose of further clarification of the proposed change of the
Master Plan on Blachley Road upon the application of the First Stam-
ford Corp.

Messra. Rich and Epifanio reviewed the application of the
First Stamford Corp. and all corresponding material. A phone cell was
then placed to Mr. Laureno, who could not be present at the meeting
due %9 1llness, for the purpose of obtalning his opinion and vote on
the uatter.

Mr. Laureno stated he would be 1neclined to vote in opposition
to the application of First Stamford Corp. since he questioned whether
this area 13 best suited for the conatruction of multi-story dwelling
units. However, Mr. Laureno further stated that having in mind the
long range view of planning he could foresee the need for multi-story
bulldings in thils area among ¢ *hers. Furthermore, it would be in the
province of the Zoning Board .o decide that 1956 is the right time to
activate this Master Plan change.

Mr. Laureno's statements were related to the Planning Board
members present. Mr. Rick and Mr. Epifanlo voted approval cf the First
Stamford Corp's apnlication for the reason that they felt this type of
devclopment would be better suited to land immedlately abutting the
Thruway 1in this particular area, although the Master Plan did recognize
the location of the Thruway and 1ts impacts, the Board is of the
opinion that in certain instances some changes might be Jjustified. Mr.
laureno was notifled of the decision, and also voted in favor of this
application. Application unanimously approved as follows:

Change to the Land Use Category designated "Residential, Multi-
family, Medium Density" the following descrlbed property now designated
"Residential, Multi-family, Low Density”; All land bounded Northerly
ty iand of the State of Connecticut acquired by sald state for the
Thooughway; Eacterly by the rear line of premises fronting on Hearth-
stone Court; Souvherly by land now or formerly of. Daycroft School; and
Westerly by Blachley Road.

Application of Compo Brothers and E. Kersh for change of the
Iand Use Category of the Master Plan, property located off North Street,
was continued pending anticipated withdraw?l of scaid applicntion by the
applicant.

The meeting was then adjourned.

Respectfully submitted,

14001 Secretary
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APPENDIX #4

TO: THE BOARD OF REPRESENTATIVES OF THE CITY
CF STAMFORD

APPEAL FROM THE DECISION OF THE ZONING BOARD HELD ON
NOVEMBER 28, 1955 IN WHICH THE APPLICATION OF J. MICHAEL
CANTORE, ET AL FOR A CHANGE IN THE ZONING OF PROPERTY AT
'THE CORNER OF BEDFORD AND HOYT STREET, WAS DENIED.

This rppeal 153 belng taken by virtue of the provisionas of the Stamford
Charter which allows your proponents the opportunity for a full recon-
slderation by the elected representatives of all of the people of Stam-
ford. The purpose of this 1s that the zoning map should becowe nearer
to being "the community's Jdea of what the community should te", rather
tran merelylthe idea of the Zoning Board alone. This Interpretation

i8 implieit 'in the Charter and 1s also found in the detailed comments
to the Bill which became the basis of the planning and zoning provisions
of the Charter.

The Connecticut cases are replete that in many instancer of changes
similar to the one that was requested, although attacked on similar
grounds to those set forth in the Zoning Board's reason of declision,
they were determined by the Supreme Court tc be proper changes. The
case of Couch ve.The Zoning Commission, 141 Conn. 349 involved a plece
of property which was cntirely within a residential zone and involved
only 2 small portlon of this large residential zone. The case of
Kutcher vs. The Town Planning Commission, 13B Conn. 705 involved a
change of zone from recidence to industrial of an area somewhat small
and rather isclated from other industrial zZones. A simllar situation
is found in Bartram vs. The Zoning Commission, 136 Conn. 89 and, to
some extent, in Parsons vs. Wethersfleld, 135 Conn. 24,

The underlying principles involved in these declsions are that they
must be 1n accoi'dance with a general ccmprehensive plan for the entire
community as 3 reasonable and loglcal development of the same, and they
must promote the General welfare.

Those cases where the actions of the Zoning Board have been condemned

28 spot zoning are cases where the changes in zone were not in accord-
ance with any comprehensive plan. The courts have stated that the

vice of ppot zoning lies in the fact that it singles out for special
treatment a lot, or a small area, in a way that does not further such
plan. HMiller vs. The Planning Commission, 142 Conn. 265, and Kuehne

vs. Town Council, 130 Conn, 452, are clasaic 1llustrations of the
wrenching of a small plece of property from its surrounding area with-
out reference to the general plan established for the present and future
development of the community.

The Clity of Stamford has both a Zoning and Planning Board, and each
Board has 1its separate and independent function, 2ll as detalled in the
Charter. Sectlon 522 of the Charter states that the Planning Board
shall set up a Master Plan for the City of Stamford, which is based on
studies of physical, social, economic and governmental .onditions and
trends, and is designed to promote with the greatest efficlency and
economy, the co-ordinate development of the municipality, and the

| RN
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general welfare, health and safety of 1ts people. The Planning Board
has the right to amend 1ts Master Plun. The Zoning Board, in 1its own
Independent functlen, may emend the Zoning map, even after the adopt-
fon of the Master Plan, but there 18 a specillc prohibition that the
Zoning Board may not amend the zoning map to permit a use in any arca
vhich 1s contrary to the general land use established for each area by
the Master Plan. It becomes quite apparent that the Zoning Board can
only amend 1ts zoning map within the confines of the determination of
use for such area, as set by tae Planning Board. A fortiori when the
Planning Board has determined that a particular arer mry be used for

a particular purpose, to wit - neighborhood business - a change by the
Zoning Board from another purpose, to such purpose 1s not spot zoning,
because 1t 1s within & comprehensive plan for the entire city, as set
by the authorlty designated for such purpose.

The land in questinon is aurrounded by property which hss already been
ded‘cated for years to come. To the north, the contiguous property 1is
committed lor the use of the beautiful First Presbyterian Church; tc
the east, an apartment house has already been bullt. It is traditional
that these are the only two areas to be considered where the other two
bounds of the property are city streets, but if one should wish to con-
sider the remaining directions -- to the south of this intersection
lles the municipal property already dedicated for municipal purposes
since the actual building for a police station is now in progress. To
the west - Bedford Street- wh.ch, although in a residential zone, al-
ready through the use of var.ances granted by the Zoning Board of
Appeals, inecludes many professional and commercial uses, and the grad-
ual extension of commercial enterprices on Bedford Street makes imminent
the change of thils area to a commercial Zone.

The change sought met with the specific approval and active conperation
of the Church, a&nd a number of property ownerg on Bedford and Hoyt
Street. No one voiced any objection.

The change of zone contemplated would result in the ability to use the
premlses for offices and neighborhood stores. This would be helpful
and convenlent for the large number of people already 1in the apartment
house erected on Hoyt Strect, and for the future and contemplated apart-
ment house which will be erected onc day on the corner of Bedford and
Third Strect.

The application now being considered de novo by your Honorable Board
was presented to a joint meetling of the Zoning and Planning Board. It
had to be considered first by the Planning Board because the Zoning
Board could not act upon the application because until the premises
were in a zone approved by the Planning Board, the Zoning Board had no
right of action. The Flanning Board approved of the request because
the change of zone was in accordance with the orderly development of
the Master Plan, which 18 kept current to the needs of the community by
proper amer-iments to the Master Plan., It 1is you: applicants' considered |
position that when the Planning Boar& made 1ts decision that the
application for the change of plan should be granted, then thereafter
any change madé by the Zoning Board of such entire area, could not be
susceptible to the charge of spct zoning as lnng as it was now in the
permiesible use.

In addition to thc Connecticut cases noted above, the compilations,
compendiums and text books are in accord with the prineciple that any

change of zoning made in conformity to a comprehensive plan cannot be 1%::/
said to be spot zZonlng. See American Jurleprudence Zoning, Sections

27 and 39; tee also the annotation, 149 ALR 202 at 293 anﬁ 296; Yokley
Zoning Law and Practice, Second Editlon, Sectlons 90, 91 and 93.
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It 13 respectfully submitted that had the Zoning Foard fully appreci-
ated the faat that once the Mas*er Plan was amended to make possible
the request«d use, then i1t did not need to be concerned with a possible
criticism that 1t was spot zZoning the area, when, in fact, it was fully
authorized by the action of the Planning Board, which is properly en-
dowed with this power.

J. MICHAEL CANTORE. MICHAEL STOLFI,
SAMUEL P. DELEO, ROCCO J. CONNETTA,
AND JOHN J. CARLO,

By: Wofesey, Rosen, Kweskin and
Kuriansky
Their Attorneys

APPENDIX #5

AGREEMENT, made this 11th day of October, 1955 by and between THE FIRST
PNESBYTERIAN CHURCH OF STAMFORD, CONNECTICUT, an ecclesiastical cor-
poration organized and existing under the laws of the State of Conn-
ecticut and located in the City of Stamford in the County of Fairfield
and State of Connecticut, I:reinafter throughout described as the

party of the First Part, 2-4 J. MICHAEL CANTORE, MICHAEL STOLFI, SAM~-
UEL P. DELEDQ, ROCCO J. CONETTA andJOHN J. CARLO, all of said Stamford,
hereinafter throughout described as the partice of the Second Part,
WITNESSETH THAT,

WHEREAS, the partles of the Second Part are the owners of a certain
tract of land, =ituated in sald Stamford, bounded northerly four hun-
dred thirty four and 57/100 (434.57) feet by land of the party of the
First Part, easterly three hundred thirteen and 81/1C0 (313/81) feet
bg land of The Hoyt-Bedford Company, Ssoutherly eighty four and 85/100
é 4.85) feet by Hoyt Strest, southwesterly one hundred thirty six and

0/100-(136.80¥ feet by the curved intersection of Hoyt Street and
Bedford Street and southwesterly two hundred forty two and 27/100
{242.27) feet by Bedford Street; said tract being shown and delineated
on a certain map entitled "Map No. 2 of Property Surveyed for Charles
¥, Scofield et al, Stamford, Conn.", now on file in the office of the
Town and City Clerk of said Stamford, and numbered forty five hundred
twenty one (4,521), reference thereto being had; and

WHEREAS, the party of the First Part 1s the owner of a certain traet
of gand bounding said property of the parties of the Second part on the
north, and

WHEREAS, sald partles of the Second Part have applied to the Zoning
Board and the Planning Commiesion of the City »f Stamford for a change
of zone 1ur the property of the parties of the Second Part, frcm a
Muéti-Family dwelling zone (R-MF) to a 1imited commercial zone (C-L),
an :

WHEREAS, the parties of the second part have heretofor exhibited to

| ARUNE
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the party of the First Part proposed plans for the development of sald
premises of the parties of the Second FPart, and

by \S. the party of the Firsl Puct has made no objection to the
g;ﬁ?ﬁiaéion o? thg parties of the Second Part for such change of zone
and has agreed to make no objections to the same and has further
agreed not to appeal thne secisions of the Zoning Board and the Plan-
ning Commission, now

THEREFCRE, in consideration of the foregoing malters the parties here-
to mutually agree as follows: i

1. No gascline or automobile service statlon shall be constructed up-
on or allowed to remain upon the premises of the parties of the
Second Part hereinabove described.

2. No alcoholic beverages shall be sold from or displayed on salc
premiszes.

3. No restaurant shall e permitted on said prcmiges except one, with
a putlic entrance on Hoyt Strect.

4, The partles of the Sccond Part may make such changes in the lay-
out and design of the prcposed buildings as are desired by them,
except that no btuilding t:¢ be constructed on said premises on the
"Pedford Street side" shail exceed three (3) stories in height as
defined in the Zoning rules and Bulldipg Code of the Clty of Stam-
ford without written permission of the party of the First Part, it
bring understood that the curved intersection of Hoyt and Bedford
Streets as shown on the map herelnabove referred to shail not be
considered part of the "Bedford Street side".

5. No stores or any other structure, other than office buildings shall
be located on the Bedford Street side of said premises southerly
from the premises of the party of the First Part for a distance of
onée hundred fifty (150) feet ac measured along the casterly line
of Bedford Street.

6. This agrcement shall remain in full force and efrect only so long
as the party of the First Part continues to own said premises
bounding the premises hereinabove described on the north and uses
the same for church purposes.

7. The parties hereto mutually agree that this agreement shall run
with the land of the parties hereto and shall be binding upon the

parties hereto and their respective heirs, executors, administrators,
Succesaors and assigns.

8. This agrecement may be modified or terminatec at any time by the
rartlies hereto, their heirs, successors or assigns by an instru-

?eng in writing recorded in the land records of the City of Stam-
ord.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have hereunto set their names
and seals the day and year first hereinabove written.

Signed, sealed and THE FIRST FRESBYTERIAN CHURCH
| ARIEEE ]
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delivered in the OF STAMFORD, CONNECTICUT:
prescnce of:

By: J. KING HOYT, JR.
FHILIP C. BOYD Chalrman ol the Bosrd ol
HARRY E. TTRHUNE Trustees.

SYDNEY C. KWESKIN

L. REED CILARK
Sceretary o e Board o
Trustees.

J'M'cl

M.S.

S, P.D;
R.J.C.

J. J. Carlo

»TATE OF CONNECTICUT
sa., Stamford, October 21, A. D. 1955.
COUNTY OF FAIRFIELD

Personally appeared THE FIRST PFRESBYTERIAN CHURCH OF STAMFORD,
CONNECTICUT, acting herecin by J. KING HOYT, JR., Chalirman of 1its Board
of Trustees. and L. REED CLARK, Secretary of the Board of Trusteces,
signers and sealers of th. foregoing instrument, who acknowledged the
same to be their frec ac* and deed and the frce art and deed of sald
The First Presbyterlan Church of Stamford, Connecticut, boefore me,

HARRY E. TERHUNE, Notary Public

STATE OF CONNECTICUT
so, Stamford, October 11, A. D. 1955
COUNTY OF FAIRFIELD

Personally appeared J, MICHAEL CANTORE, MICHAEL STOLFI, SAMUEL P.
DelEO, RCCCO J. CONNETTA and JOHN J. CARLO, signers and sealers of the
foregolng Instrument, who azknowledged the same to be their free act
and deed, before me, :

S.C.K., Notary Public

APPENDIX #6

CITY OF STAMFORD, CONNECTICUT
Zoning Commission
Zoning Board of Appeals

December 29, 1955

Messrs. Paul A, Plotkin, Chairman
Legislative & Rules Committee

Edward C. Czupka, Chairman
Planning & Zoning Committee

Board of Representatives
City of Stamford, Conn.
et
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Gentl> men:

I have been instructed by the Zoning Board to set forth supplemental
findings in addition to the forma. reason3a given in the excerpts from
the Minutes regarding thke Zonlng Board's decisicon on the apolication
of J. Michael Cantore, «t als to change the Zoning Map from an RMF
District to a CL Buslness Distriet.

As indicated in the Minutes, tie Board denled this application for the
reason that it was determined that sufficlent business areasz existed
not too far distant from the area in question that are sufficient to
serve tlie needs of the neighborhood; and to make such change in the
Map would create spnt zoning. In the proceedings leading to this
decision, the Board studied the matter carefully and considered the
starus of the development in the area and its potential development.
It was the thinkinz of tne Zoning Board that until existing busilncss
are 3 located in rclative close proximity to the property of the
appllcant, such husincas areas being located on Summer Street,
Frospect Street, North Street, and Bedford Street up to North Strect,
that are zoned for buslness and certain stores with diversifiad types
of serviczs and merchandisc, are more fully developed and utilizedq,
the Board considers that it would not be proper zoning to create add-
itional arcas to serve the neighborhood and community at large and
thereby crcate over-zoning for business.

In this particular situation, under the circumstances related to the
cage, the Board considers it better zoning to cxtend the nearby exist-
ing businecss zones, if needed, on Bedford Street in the northerly
direction from North Street.

]
The Board feels that to grant this application 1t would also be spot
zoning because it would amount to wrenching of a small segment of
land zoned for residencce and completely surrounded by residence and
not far away from existing business districts, and create a small de-
tached spot of business that would serve to break up both the proper
continulty of business and residence in the area.

Very truly yours,
STAMFORD ZONING BOARD

Walter A. Wachter,
Planning & Zoning Director

APPENDIX #7
CUMMINGS & LOCKWQOD

1 Atlantic Strect
Stamford, Conn.

December 27, 1955

Paul A. Plotkin, Chairman
Iegislative & Rules Committee

Edward C. Czupka, Chairman
Planning & Zoning Committee

AR
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R:. Appeal c¢f the property owners from the
decision of the Planning Board, approving
a change in the Master Plan on application
of tie Firat Stamford Corporation,

Gentlemen:

We represent the following named appellants in the in the foregoing
matter, to wit:

Joseph M. Gernovese, Antionette Marrucco, Rocco S. Genovese, Jr. and
Nicholas Genovese.

Our clients object Lo the above mentioned decision for a number of
reasons, some of which are set forth belbw.

1. The development of the small area in question under a multi-family
.edium density classification will encourage or permit the erection of
bulldings of size and type as will be completely cut of keeping with
existing residential constructions on nearby tracts and will seriously
depreciate the value of such existing residences

2. The bullding of a type permitted under the medium density class-
ification will result in substantlal cozts to the City for sewers,
water lines, sidewalks an” highways, and will benefit solely and
principally the applicanft

3. The development of the tract in question under medium density class-
ification will create a traffic hazard in an area now used for resi-
dence and school purposes and the problem will be aggravaced when the
new Throughway 1s completed.

4, The development of the appllcants' tract as a multi-femily medium
density area willl result in an increese in school population in a
section of the City where s8chools are now at or near capacity and
where facilities for a school expansion are practically unavailable.

S, The area affected is adjoined on twe sides by areas already built
up as single family residences and on a third side by 1land used for
echool purposes. The change granted by the Planning Commisslion has

no connection with “he physical, soclal, economic or governmental con-
dltions and trends, except 23 an unwarranted economic benefit to the
applicant, It further has no end to promote efficlently and economi-
cally a coordinated development of the municipality and may well have
a detrimental effect on the health and safety of nearby residents.

The change from which this appeal is pending is in the nature of spot-
planning and 18 not coordinated with any of the aims specified in the
Charter of the ity of Stamford now with respect to the Master Plan,
and 18 not in accordance with the terms of the Charter,

Very truiy yours,
THOMAS A, KEATING, JR.

; APPENDIX #8
tay 2
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43 Heqarthstone Court
Stamford, Ceonn.

Cnairman of the Planning Board Decembar 1, 1355
‘Stamford Tewn Hall
Stamford, Conn.

Dear Sir:

The recent actlion of the Planning Board in approving the application
of The First Stamford Corporation for a zoning change in the Blachley
Road arva, is another example of the utter disregard or the wishes of
the residents of Stamford.

Hearings in connection with major zoning changes have degenerated to
the lpoint wnere thay obviously allow the desires of home owners tc be
vol 2d with no evidence that these volces have been heard. In this
particular instance, not one prcoerty owner volced his approval for
this zoning change, other than the attorney for The First Stamford
Corporation. The owners of cver 95% of the adjoining properties, in
addition to garden apartment residents nearby, expressed their strong-
est possible ‘opposition, The attorney for The First Stamford Corp-
oration presented his case with less than three minutes of platitudes.
Nearly one hour was necessary to hecar the many arguments in opposition.
No attempt was mede to refute thesc argumenta by the attorney.

In view of the results, it is obvicus to all that the wishes of the
residents of Stamferd have little or no regard in the eyes of the Plan-
ning Board. I do not believe that it is necessary to repeat the many
grounds for opposition to this change which were mentloned. They are
obvious to anyonc who considers the orderly and progressive growth of
Stamford, However, I should like to add one which cannot be emphasized
enough, The owners of privace homes, industries, rental housing and
property in our City have bezn long awarc that the comhined tax and
assessment rates are among the highest in Connectilcut, in fact, in

New England. The addition of mores of the high density dwellings be-
ing contemplated in Stamford cannot but aggravate the already desperate
shortage of adequate police and fire protcction, water and sewerage
facilities, schools, roads and the many other necessities of respect-
able urban communities  Higher tax rates will be necessary to main-
tain even the minimum of ¢ity services which now prevail with no hope
of improvement.

The time has come for Stamford to consider means of slowing to manage-:
able proportions the near explosive growth now under way.

As a property owncr, I deplore this particular zoning change which
your Board epproved. As 8 resident of Stemf{ord, I protest mest strong-
ly against the belilef whieh your Board appsrently possesses that Stam-~
ford can rubstitute large numbers of residents for an orderly city.

My future efforta shall be devoted to convincing tne few residents
(and voters) of 'stamford, who do not subscribe to my views, of the
error in your recent action. I intend to appeel to any and all resi-
dents of Stamford to organize on behalf of this cause.

Very truly yours,

”"l;
EARL NOBLET
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APPENDIX #9

Paul A. Plotkin, Chairman
Iegislative and Rules Commlttee

Edward C. Czupka, Chairman
Planning and Zoning Committce

Gentlemen:

The Poard of Directors of the Sylvan Knoll Property Owners Association
at a mceting held December 28, 1955, unanimously decided to reaffirm
the views presented at the Zening Board hearing on the petition of
The First Stamford Corporation.

The Sylvan Knoll Property Owners Association finds itself opposed to
the decision of the Planning Board for the following reasons:

1. A multi-story apartment bullding will tend to depreciate the value
of surrounding residential property. A skyscraper 18 hardly in
kceping with the single family dwelling which characterizes this
arca. In addition, this type of structure tends to attract comm-
ercial development which will further depreclate residential
property values, and in the long run will adversely affect the tax
yield of the surroundi.y area.

2. The addition of a large number of families will immediately affect
educaticnal facilities. The K. T. Murphy Sechoel is in process of
expaneion to cnable it to meet existling regquirements., A nass addi-
tion of families will simply return the cducational facilities to
their present state of inadequacy, and will further adé to the
overcrowding of the Rogers School.

3. The exiuting inadequacy of water presaure during perilods of heavy
usage 1s faniliar to 21l Sylvan Knoil residentn. We feecl, as lay-
men, that the addition of a large number of familics would scrious-
ly affect houschold water pressure, to say nothing of its affect
on the usefulness of cur fire hydrants in time of emergency. The
property in question 18 located on the highest point in Stamford,
and becausc of this hes, under present circumstances, caused water
pressure problems.

4.The only protection that an individual property owner has for his
Investment 1lies in the Master Plan and in the Zonlng regulations.
The Boards charged with the planning and administration of zoning
are under a morel obligation tc protect the individual property
owners investment from arbitrary devaluation.

Spot Zoning 18 a practice which has becn uniformly condemned by
all competent city planners. In effect, the decision of the Plan-
ning Board:in this case 1s tantamount to spot zoning.

It is for these reasons that the Sylvan Knoll Property Owners Assoc=-
lation finds itself opposed to this decision.

PHyled
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APPENDIX #10

39 Maher Road
Stamford, Conn.

December 29, 1955
Dear Mr. Plotkin and Mr. Czupka:

AB a property owner on 39 Maher Road, I want to register my dis-
approval of tha decisions of the Plaaning Board, approving & shange
in the Master Plan on application of the Firat Stamford Corporation.

I want to reglster my disapproval because:

1. A large B story apartment house located on the highest spot in
Stamford would be a monatrosity.

2. As property owners we are restricted as to the type of house we
can build, the price we must pay, and lastly, our homes must be
ONE family dwellings.

3. Mr. S. Merritt was most outapoken when the G. A. Stafford Estate
wes developed into building lots. (I know this because the T. J.
Maher land Company devel~ped this property). He helped to plsce
many of the prasent restrictions on our property, and now after
his death, that we should still have to abide by these restrie-
tions, and his former property be free from any type of restrie-
tiono, would be hard to underatand.

My parents and I have worked hard over the years to pay and keep our
home, and it seems very unjust that we, as weil as many of our
neighbors would have to abide by these ruleg while strangers can
come alongside us and break every regulation.

I do hope ycu gentlemen will give this matter deep thought. Thank
you.

Sincerely,

MARGARET MAHER
Re: Application of Firat Stamford Corporation petitioning Plannin
Board for change In Master Plan, and appcal of property owners Trog
decision approving change .

Mr. Czupka Chairman, Planning & Zoning Committee, spoke briefly on
‘the above and said it was the recommendation of his committee that
they agree with the Legislative and Rules Committee to reject the
proposed amendment to the Master Plan.

FMR. PLOTK.N, Chairman of the lLegislative & Rules Committee then MOVED
that the Board of Representatives reject the proposed amendment to
the Master Plan. Scconded by Mr. Baker.

Mr. Rusa:-11 asked for clarification, saying that he wanted to make
sure on just what the Board was voting on.

’hl.‘)
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MR. PLOTKIN: "According to the Charter, we would have Lo reject the
proposed amendment to tlic Master Plan.”

Mr. Kaminski guestioned thc absence of a finding of facts by the
Commitices, saying that all th..t had bcen presented to the Board by
Mr. Plotkin was 2 group of 3tock argumcnts which parties in this
sort of situation usually give. Mr. Plotkin explained that the
Committces just did not have enough time to draw up a finding of
facts. Mr. Plotkln then explained it more fully.

MR. BARRY: "I come from that District and I would 1like to a8k some of
those peonlc who appeared before the Committee a few gquestions.” He
said the rcsidents are bounded to the south and north by apartment
huuses and the bullding of apartment houses would not only give work
to the residents of Stamford, but also much needed housing when they
wera ready for occupancy. He mentioned a nearby school and 3Jaids "I
am wondering if a school isn't Just as nolsy and bolsterocus as the
nrcupants of an apartment house."

Mr. Kelly asked how much acreage the proposed site would occupy.

VOTE taken on Mr., Plotkin'c motion to reject the propesed amendment
to the Master Plan. CARRIED, 31 in favor and 3 opposed.

Re: Appeal of J. Michacl Cantore, et al, from decision of Zoning
Board, disapproving change in Zoning, Map:

MR. PLOTKIN stated that the Planning Board had approved the change,
but the Zoning Board has turned it down. He said: "This is an appeal
by the Appellant to the Beard of Representatives to elther approve or
reject the declalon of the Zoning Board. He read the Z2oning Board's
Minutes of Novcmber 28, 1955, whicli is part, above rcferred to as
"Appendix #2". He also read the agrecement between the Church and the
Appellant and explained the reasons for the Committec's approval of
the amendment to the Zoning Map.

MR. PLOTKIN MOVED that the proposed amendment to the Zoning Map be
APPROVED., Seconded by Mr. Fredericks.

MR. CZUPKA: "As Chairman of the Planning and Zoning Ccmmittee, I wish
to state that my Committec concurs in the recommendations of the Joint
Committec and urge the Boerd take this under consideraticen.”

MR. RHOADES: "It would seem that the arguments of the Zoning Board are
not strong enough in this case."

MR. TOPPING: "Ordinarily I would support the Zoning Board, but in view
of the fact that the Church supporis this proposed amendment, I will .
support the change at this particular time and in this particular case.

VOTE tak~n on Mr. Plotkin's motion to APPROVE proposed amendment to
Zoning Map. CARRIED unanimously.

Mr. Plotkin presented the following progress report on the proposed
Bullding Code:

REPORT OF IEGISIATIVE AND RULES COMMITTEE

J“"3Two meetings of the legislative & Rules Committece were held in December
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1955 for the purpose of considering prospective amendments to the
proposed new Stamford Building Code. With but a very few exceptiona
these amendments consiat of previeions of particular local signi-
ficance which had becn previoasly passed by the Board of Represent-
atives ap anendments to the existing Building Code. The cxceptions
were changes to clarify the phraseology of a apecific provision of
the Code. *

The first mecting was held at 8:15 P.M. Thursday evening, December 3,
1955, in the Mayor's office, City Hall., Chairman Plotkin prerided.
Prescnt were Meesrs. Baker, Mclaughlin, Ralteri and Russcll. Absent:
Mr, Killuen. Also attending to assiat the Committee were Mr. Arthur
V. SWinrerton, Buildi.z Official, his Deputy, Mr. Carl Tobyansen and
Assistant Fire Chief Densky. The mceting adjourned at 12:40 A. M.

The second meeting was held at 8:15 P. M. Tuesday evening, December ,
20. 1955, in thc Clerk's office, City Hall, Chairman Plotkin pre- =
elded. The attendance was the same as noted above, except for Mr.

Mclaughlin, who was 111, and Mr. Tobyhansen. The meeting adjourned

at 12:25 A. M.

After full discussion entered into by 8ll present, the amendments
set forth in the attachment to this report were approved by the Come
mittee for inclusion in thc proposed new Stamford Bullding Code.

There remain® to be considucsed the text of Section 100 "Administra-
tion" and of Scetion 116 "Plumbing and Gas Piping". During the con-
sideraticn of the latter, Mr. Caporizzo, Plumbing Inspector, will
attend tc assist the Committee.

Upon the completion of the above, the entire proposed new Stamford
Buillding Codec will be presented to the Board of Representatives for
appropriate action.

Respectfully submitted

E. B. BAKER
Clerk

Approved:
PAUL PLOTKIN, Chairman.
January 3, 1556

AMENDMENTS TO BUILDING CODE, AS APPROVED
BY LEGISIATIVE & RULES COMMITTEE FOR
INCLUSION IN PROPOSED NEW STAMFORD

BUILDING CODE.

Seetion 105

Page 17: Delete present paragraph 1 and substitute the following:
l. Fire District Sub-Divisions.
To control types of construction based on the inherent
fire hazard of use groups of buildings, the municipal
authority shall establish fire distriet l'mits to
1 include all the zones designated as business and
14a0 industrial zones, as now in effect or as the same
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Page 11:

Page 18:

Page 18:
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may be ameunded hereafter.

Paragraph &. Conatruction Within the Fire Limits; in the

third line insert she following "or unprotected metal con-
gtruction, c¢xcept one or two family frame dwellings which

are to be used for residential purposcs only", between the
words "construction" and "shall™., Alsc insert "or unpro-

tccted metal” between the words "frame" and "construction"
in sixth linc.

Delete prescnt paragraph 6 and substitute the following:
Drop awnings Becurely attached to buildings below the window
8ille of th. sccond story may cxtend beyond the street line
not more than 2/3 of the width of the sidewalk but not
nearer than two feet to the curb linc, provided thet they
arc not loss than seven fect above the sidewalk at all
points and provided that they have no lettering or adver-
tising of any kind thcreon.

Present paragrapk 7 (b) - delete the word "protected" and
put period after "750 sq. feet in area" and delets balance
of paragraph.

Add to present pzragraph 7. Accessory Buildingo, the follow-
Ing:

(e? Detached dwecilings on lote that are not uscd in any wey

for other purposcs than dwellinpgs and their usual accessories

as permitted by vhe building code or zoning regulations

shall be allowed.

Er) Greenhouses of unprotected metal not more than fifteen
15) feet in height.

Add new paragrapho B8 and 9 as follows:

8. Prefabricated metal lunch wagons shall be subject to

approval of the building official.

9. Lumber Yards-No building, structurc or premises within

the fire limits shall hereafter be occupied or used as a
lumber yard, cooperage, or place for the storage of new or

sccond hand lumber, cmpty packing boxes or similar flammable

material, nor as a sawmill, feed, flour or grain mill, ex-

cept after approval of the location by the building official

and the fire chicf.

Pages 18, 19: Present paragrophs 8-9-10-11 end 12 shall be changed to

Page 19:

Pt g
]

10, 11, 12, 13 and 14,

Under sub-paragraph (b) Attached Private Garages, delete the
following in third and fcurth lines "separating the garage
space from the dwellings" and add the following at the cnd
of the paragraph "or having a metal sill with interlocking
weutherstripping at the sill.”

Delete (2) under sub-paragraph (b) and change (3) to (2).
Pelete present paragraph 13.

hdgd the following:

15. Residence buildings of framec construction, within or withs
out the fire limits, shall not exceed two and one-half (2-
1/2) storics above grade or thirty-five feet in height,
provided that dwelling units shall not be permitted above
the second floor.
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Page 103

Page 203

Page 203
Page 20:

Page 201
Page 21:
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16. Within the fire limits, rnn frame building now designed
or inteaded for living purposes, nphall be altered in-
to or used for bu-inese or inductrial purposes, or
cccupled by more familics than would be permitted in e
new building of the same construction except that
within such limits existing framc buildings may ve
altered into or used for professional services, and
office purposnid not involving the direect sale or manu-
tacturing of products. The buildinp offielal shall
not issue a bullding permit for any such alteration
until he is antisfled from an inspectlion of the plana
for the proposed alteration that the interests of
public safcty are preserved. The bullding official
shall likewise not issue & certificate of ocecupancy un-
til he 1s satiafied that in such alteration or use the
interestes of public safety are preserved. The local
fire marshel shall inspoct or cause to be inspected,
&t leart onece each calcndar year and as often as may
be neceseory in the interest of publie safety, all
buildings coming under this parsgraph, oand in each
case shall satisfy himselfl that there exists no hazard
to 1life safety from fire. Upon failure of an owner or
occupant to abate such hezard within a rcasonable
pericd of tim:, as specified by the fire marshal, the
fire marshal shall notify the eity prosecutor and such
owner or occcudant shall be subject to & fine of not
meore than two hundred dollars.

! Section 106

Revise present paragraph 1 as followsi

In every one and two family dwelling there shall be at least
two exits remote from cach other for each apartment, pro-
vided that halls and stalrways shall be not less than three

Firat sentence under Table 4 shall rend as follows: "Winders
shall not be permitted except for stairs of an ornamental
character, having n width of not leas than four feet. The
treads of windera, exclusive of nosing, shall have a width
of not less than s8ix inches at every point and not morc then
ter inch average width".

Paragraph 5., Exit Doors., Add at end of prescnt paragraph
the following: "No door shall bec hung Bo 88 to project, when
fully openecd, beyond the faece of the building".

Delete present paragraph 6., Retail stores.
All subsequent paragraphs to be re-numbered in sequence.
Delete old paragraph 10 and substitute the following:

"All ¢ellars or basemcnts shall have exits affording direct

i:c%uu to o court or yard without passage through the build-
B
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Page 21t Add new parag=aph 11 From Rooms.
Every room having an area exceeding five hundred (500)
gnuare feet or occupicd by mere than twenty persons shall
have at lcast two doorwoys remote from each other, leading
to an exit or exits or into other rooms {rom which there 1is
egreas to an exit or exits,

bSeetion 107

Page 231 Present paragraph 6 revise 2nd eentence to read:
"The installation shall in no case be erccted nearcr to the
' lot line nor nearer to electric power lines than the total
height of the antennac structure nor shall encrodche«-e==-
ete .,

Section 108
Page 23: Presert paragraph 1. (b} "change 3 sqpare feet to 4 square

feet".

Page 24: Revise present paragraph 5. Fcundation Walls, as follows:
Insert betwecen B1nch" and "foundation" in fourth line
"poured concrete”; delete in the same line "brick veneered"
and add "construation" after "freme". 5th line, change
"cavity walls" to hollow block".

Page 24: Revisc prescnt paragraph 5 (b) as follows:
Chaage Title to: "hollow or Poured Concrete”.
Change first eentcnce to read:
"When not more than 5 feet deep, pcured concrete walls shall
be not less than 8 inches thick nor hollow block walls less
than 10 inches thick; and when more than 5 feet below grade,
pourcd concrete walls shall be not lees than 10 inches
thick nor hollow block less than 12 inches thick”.
Delete the second sentence.

Section 10
Pages 26-27-28:

After each of the headings "Table 6", "Table 7" and "Table
8" add the words "Minimum Fiber Stress - 1200 1lbs.".

Page 32: Add new paragraph 11 (g):
"No person shall construct, or cause to be constructed, or
allow to remain, any spout or drain from any building or
any dralnage or run Of{ from any driveway or premises in
such 8 manner that water, poil, gravel or other debris there-
from will discharge upon and over any sidevwalk within the
corporate limits of the City of Stamford”.

Section 110
Page 34: Revise precacnt paragraph 7 Lr)HCellar Columns as follows!
in

Change second word to or".
Delete the words "except when" and the balance of the

The 4}
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Page 52:
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paragraph so that paragraph will end with word "level".

Section 112

¢t Revlse ?reaent paragraph 1 (a) to end sentence with the word
L)

in fifth line.
Sectien 113
Paragraph 2 (a) Delete entire paragraph.

“"lining

Re-number paragraphs 3 and 4 to 2 and 3.

Revise first mentence of ?reaent paragraph 3 as follows:
Delete words "solid" and "liquid".

Add Word "centrz1" before "heat". . .
Add words "and smokepipes thercfor" after word "applinnces’.
On third line delete the words "and" and "not less than U8
inches at the"

Delete last sentence of present paragraph 3 entirely.

+ Parcagraph 3 - Delete the entire table on "Reduced Wall and

Ceiling Clearances".

Paragraph 3 (a) - delete entirely the first three items in
the table, 1. e. bolilers with water jJackets, bollers with
asbestos cement and hot air heaters.

: Paragraph 3 (a) - Revise the last sentence ty deleting "in

azcordance with" and the balance of the sentence and sub-
stituting therefor "with the azpproval of the Fire Depart-
ment .,

Delete the entire paragraph 6 (b) except the Title a2nd sub-
stitute the followirg:

"The instzllation of oil burning equipment shall be in
accordancce with the provisions of the "Regulations for the
Installction of 01l Burning Cquipment" of the National Board
of Fire Underwriters (No. 31) or in accordance with the rules
and regulations of the Department of State Police (Conn.).

Section 119

Add new paragraph 4 as follows:

"Installation of electrical work by owner., ,
All electrical work installed by home owner shall comply with
the requirem=ants of this code and in such event the word
"homeowner" shall be substituted for the word "electrician"
throughout the code. No permit for the installation of
electricity by the home owner shall be granted until he has
satisfied the Building Department that he 1s qualified. No
rormit for installation of electrical work by home owner ncr
any certificate of compliance of installation of electrical
work by home owner shall be issued to any individual home

oWwner vhich involves more than one premises during any five
year period”.

Section 116
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Add new parasraph 4 as follows:

"installation of plumbing by cwvner. All Plumbing installed
by home owner shall comply with the requirements of this
code and in such event the word "home owner" shalil be sub-
ptituted for the word "plumber" throughout the code. No
permit for installation of Dlumbing by home owner shall be
granted until ne has satisfied the Building Department that
he is B0 qualified. No permit for installation of plumbing
by home owner nor any certificate of compliance of installa-
tion of plumbirg by home owner shall be issued to any in-
dividual home owner which involves mare than one premises

during any five year period.

Section 114

Revise paragraph 1 (b) as follows:

In second line between figure "70" and "feet" inoert the
word "equare". Change period at end of sentence to comma
and add the following: "and shall have 3 clear height of not
less than 7 1/3 feet for at least their required floor area.
At least one room in every apartment hercafter created shall
have a {loor area of not less than one hundred and fifty
(150) square feet".

Paragraph 1 (d) delete first scntence and substitute the
following: "Nt habitable room shali be located so that the
finished flour surface 18 below the finished grade level at
ite lowest point".

Paragraph 5. Delete entire paragraph and subatitute the
following: Crawl spaces. Under all habitable arecas there
8hall be not less than three (3) feet of space between the
underside of the floor timbers and the ground. The ground
area of the crawl space must be leveled off and covered
with not less than two (2) inchea of councrete. The crawl
space under buildings or structures must be ventilated.
Howevga, a fireproof floor may be bullt directly on the
ground"”,

ADD NEW SECTION 121 °
Signs and Outdoor Display Structures.

1.4 Permit
(a) No display sign shall be erected, or attached to,
suspended from or supported on a building or structure un-

til a permit for the same has been issued by the building
official,

(b) Commercial outdoor advertising signs shall be in
accordance with the rules and regualations of the Department
of State Police.

2. Alterations.
No display sign shall hereafter be altered, rebuilt or
enlarged, oxtended or reelocated except in conformity
with the provisions of this code.
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3. Wall Signs.
Display signz placed ageainst the exterior walle of build-
ing shall not extend more than eight inches outside of
the wall surtace. Such signs shall not exceed forty
square fect in ar2a, unless madc of Aincombustible mater-
ials, provided that mouldings, cappings and movable
letters may be of wooed. They shell not extend beyond
the top or ends of the wall surface on which they arc
placed.

4, Projecting oigns.
Display signs, fastened Lo, suspended from or supported
by a building or atructure oo as to project therefrom at
an angle, shall not ba permitted.

h. Roof Signs.
Display signs that are piaccd above or supported on the
top of a bullding or structure shall be constructed of
incombustible materials, provided that mouldings and
cappings may be of wood. Such sipns shall be set back
at lcast eight feet from the street line or building
line shall be not more than twenty-five feet high above
that part of the roof on which they rest. An open space
of not less than six feet shall be maintained below the
bottom of the ®#ign, except for nccessary vertical sup-
ports.

6. Location.
No display sign shall be B0 placed as to obstruct or
interfere with a2 required doorway or other required
means of egress or window opening.

7. Stability.
Display signs shall be so constructed that they will
withatand a wind pressure in accordance with the pro-
viaions of Minimum Design Loads in Buildings (A58.1-1945)
Scction 5-5 "Signs,"” and will be otherwise structually
safe, and shall be securely anchored or otherwise fast-
ened, suspended or supperted that they will not be a
menace to persons, or property.

8. Illumination.
Display signs illuminated by electricity or equipped in
any way wlth clectric devices or appliances shall, with
respect to wiring and appliances, be subject to the
approval of and control of the building department.

9. grounding.
Adequate provisions shall be made for grounding metallie
parts of roof signs exposed to lightning.
Note: For further information, see Zoning Regulations.
Appointments Committee:

Mr. Georgoulis, Chairman, stated that his Committee had
14y ot interviewed all the Mayor's appointees, with the exception
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of Mr. Iuke Malloy, and Mr. Danicl Hickey, vho would be interviewed
and a2 report ready by the February meeting of the Board.

MR. KAMINSKI MOVED that the names of Luke Malloy and Daniel Hickey
be referred back to Committee. Seconded by Mr, Waterbury and CARRIED
unanimously.

Mr. Georgoulis stated that his Committce had met on December 16, 1955
ard agreed on the date of Duecember 20, 1955 as the day to conduct
interviews, otarting at 5 P.M, and mailed out questionnaires to all
appointeecs, the information obtained from the questionnalres to serve
as a basis for the i-tcrviews. He stated they met on Decembor 20th
as agreed, but had to meet again on December 27, 1955, The following
candidntes were intervicwed, 18 in all:

Corporation Counselt Mr. John M. Hanrahan
Commissioner of

Public Works: Mr. Patrick J. Scarella
Commissioner of

Finance yr. Thomao Morrissey, Jr.
Zoning Board: Mr. Fred C. Noble
Planning Doard: Mr. Ralph A. Rich

Mr. John J. Denham
Zoning Board of
Appealsp: Mr. Samuel Gordﬁg
Personnel Commisaion: Mr. Herbert C. ce
Board of Tax Review: Mr. Samuel M. Picciallo
Fublic Welfare

Commissicon: . Mr. Paul DuBois
Beard of Taxation: Mr. Paul Klinkowski
Board of Recrcation: Mr. Alcxander Klahr
Sewer Commission: Mr. Edward Carey
Park Commission: ¥r. John F. Power

Mr. Rebert B. Nolan

Mr. John A. Sealzi, Jr.
Mr. Thorne Sherwood

Mre. 3indley M. (iillespie

In the absence of Mra. Peatt, Alternate Teller, tue CHAIR appointed
Mr. Hearing to serve in her place.

Vote was taken by sccret ballot on all the appointments, Tellers
Topping and Bankowski and Alternate Tellers Giuliani and Hearing
passing out and collecting the ballots.

MR. GEORGOULIS read his Committee report on the interview of Mr. John
Hanrahan for appointment as Corporation Counsel and MOVED for approval,
Seconded by Mr. Maecrides. CARRIED, 18 voting in favor and 17 opposed.

MR. GEORGOULIS read his Committce report”oﬁ the interview of Mr.

Thomas Morrissey, Jr., for appointment as Commissioner of Finance and

ggVED for approval. Seconded by Mr. Macrides. ILOST, 15 in favor and
opposed. )

MR. GEORGOULIS read his Committce report on the interview of Mr.
Patrick J. Scarella for appointment as Commissioner of Public Works.

14l
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Seconded by Mr. Macrides ind CARRIED, 29 in favor and 6 opposed.

MR. GEORGOULIS read his Committee report 6n the interview of Mr. Frad
C. Noble as a member of the Zuni.g Board. Scoconded by kr. Waterbury
and CARRIED, 31 in favor and 4 opposed.

MR. GEORGOULIS read his Committee rcport on the interview of Mr,
Ralph Rich, as & member of the Planning Board. Seccnded by Mr. Baker
and CARRIED, 28 in favor and 7 opposed.

MR. GEORGOULIS read his Committee report on the interview of Mr. John
J. Denham as & member of the Planning Board. Seconded by Mr. Watepr-
bury and CARRIED, 33 in faﬁor and 2 opponed.

MR, GEQORGOULIS read his Committece report on the interview of Mr.
Samuel Gordon, as a member of the Zoning Board of Appeals. Seconded
by Mr. Macrides and CARHIED, 30 in favor and 4 opposed.

MR. QEORGOULIS read his Committee rcport on the interview of Mr.
Samuel Picciallo, as a member of the Board of Tax Review. Seconded
by Mr. Kelly and LOST, 19 opposed and 16 in favor.

MR. GEORGOULIS rend his Committee report on the interview of Mr. Paul
DuBoia as a member of the Public Welfare Commission. Seconded by Mr.
Baker and CARRIED, 34 in fawvor and 1 opposed.

MR. GEORGOULIS read his Committee report on the interview of Mr, Paul
Klinkowski, 8s a member of the Board of Taxation. Seconded by Mr.
Fredericks and CARRIED, 3% in favor and 1 opposed.

MR. GEORGOULIS read his Committee reoport on tho interview of Mr.
Alexander Klshr as a member of the Board of Recreation. Seconded by
Mr. Waterbury and CARRIED, 3% in favor and 1 opposed.

MR. GEORGOULIS read his Committee report on the interview of Mr.
Herbert C. flice as a member of the Personnel Commission. Seconded by
Mr. Macrides and CARRIED, 25 in favor and 10 opposed.

MR. GEORQOULIS read his Committee report on the interview of Mr. Ed-
ward Carey as a member of the Sewer Commission. Scconded by Mr. Fred-
ericks and CARRIED, 34 in favor and 1 opposed.

AR. OGEOROOULIS read his Committee report on the interview of Mr. John.
F. Power as 8 member of the Park Commission. Seconded hy Mra, Zuckert
and CARRIED, 34 in favor &nd 1 opposed.

MR. GEORGOULIS read his Committee report on the interview of Mr, Rob-
ert B, Nolan as a member of the Park Commission. Seconded by Mr.
Nolan and CARRIED, unanimously.

MR. GEQRGUULIS read his Committee report on the interview of Mr. John
Scalzl, as e member of the Park Commission. Seconded by Mr. Kelly
and CARRIED, 34 in favor and 1 opposed. :

MR. GZORGOULIS read his Committee report on the interview of Mr.
Thorne Sherwood as a member of the Park Commission. Seeonded by Mr,
Huizinga and CARRIED, unanimously.

,‘b"'1
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MR. GEORGOULIS rcad his (ctmlttee report on the interview of Mrs.
Bindley Gillespie as & member of the Park Commission, Seconded by
Mr. Kelly and CARRIED, 33 in favor and 2 opposed.

Public Works Committee:

Mr. Topping, Chairman, presented the following report of his Com-
mittee:

FUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE
STAMFORD BOARD OF HEPRESENTATIVES
January 3, 1956

A postpuned meeting was held on December 28, 1955. Members present
were Alan Ketchem, Anthony Koiich and Thomae Topping.

Alan Ketcham reported on the drainage problem at Fenway Street. The
pr :8ent drain pipe 18 inadequate when there is a heavy rainfall. Mr.
Ketchem discussed thla problem with Mr. White, the City Engineer, who
ataled that the Public Works Department has plans to increasc the
s8ize of pipe and extend it to the playing fleld of the Stamford High
School. Several eascments have to be secured first, however.

Another factor which should improve the drainage in this area is a
plan of the Board of Education to secure and develop ten acrce of
land in the same vicinity.

This Committec wishos to make recommendations concerning certaln items
on the Agenda for this mceting ae followa:

1. $21,000~ Straightening, widening and deepening Westcott Cove.
Recommend this be approved.
2 %2;3;? - To cover salary increases, Code 413.1 Bursau of
Coce 413B.1 Bureau of Treas.

Recommend that these be deferred until the Park Commisseion
has the opportunity to make its rocommendation.

Code 416.1 Building Burcou
Recomnend that this be approved.

4, $12,000 - Code 441,12 - Installation, repair and care of Fire
Hydrants.

Recommend that this be approved.
9., $7,500 - Code 441,12 Hydrants, new and replacements, Dist. 1.
Recommend that this be approved.
Respectfully submitted,
14y et THOMAS J, TOPPING, Chairman
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ALAN H. XETCHAM
ANTHONY KOLICH

Health & Protection Committee:

MR. MILANO, Chairman, read the following report of his Committee and
MOVED that it be referred to the Mayor, Seconded by Mr., Longo and
CARRIED unanimously:

RE: DOAT BASIN, DYKE PARK ~ Lotter dated 11/14/55

The Health and Protection Committee met at the Safety Cen-
ter on Wedncaday, Deccember 21, 1955, in reference to &8 lettar re-
celved from Mrs. Katherine Kaminski Sliwonik to the Boarid of
Representatives and this Committce on the dangerous conditions
that ecxist at the Boat Basin at Dyke Park. This Committee feels
that this matter should be brought to the attention of the Mayor
and the Public Worke Department.

JOSEPH P. MILANO, Chairman
FRANK TONGO

THOMAS KILLFEN

ROBERT LEWIS

RE: POLICE DEPT., nCCIDENT SQUAD - Letter dated 11/14/55

The heelth and Protection Committec met at the Safety
Center on Wednesday, December 21, 1955, with Chief Kinnella, of
the Police Department, in reference to a letter recelved from Mrs,
Katherine Faminski Sliwonilk to the Board of Reprceentatives and
this Committee,

Chief Kinsella assured ua that all the men assigned to the
gccigentd3Quad are capable and trained men in edministering
irst Aid.

Reference to letter dated
November 14, 1955

JOSEFH P, MILIANO, Chairman
FRANK. LONGO

THOMAS KILLEEN

ROBERT LEWIS

Planning & Zoning Committee!

Mr., Czupka spoke briefly and said the report of his Committee had
been offered previously under a combincd repnrt of the joint meeting
of the Legislative & Rules Committee and Planring and Zoning Com-
mittic' ngld December 29, 19%5. (For report sec legislative & Rules
Committee

Public Welfare & Reereation Committeed

Mr. Kelly, Chairman, presented the following report:

"“-,‘v
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The Welfere and Recrrction Committee met on Tuesday evening,
December 20, 1955, in the Law Library of the Town Clerk's office
at B8:00 P.M. All members bteing present, with the exception of
Mr. Jack Mclaughlin, who war confined to his home with a cold.

The letter concerning the dangerous condition existing at the Dyke
Park Roat basin, which was referred to the Committce for a report
on the action that should be taken to climinate said condition,
was discussed, Your Chairman visited the Dyke Park and reported
that definite action should be taken to climipate this hazardous
condition.

The Committee feels that the Public Works Department should be
notified of the many complaints coming into the Board, requesting
that the City moke the area safe for cars to park and safe for
the boat owners to use and would like to ask that our Secretary
notify the Mayor and Mr. Scarella to request that something be
done about it as soon as possible, and I so MOVE.

STEPHEN E. KELLY, Chairman
Mr. Kelly's motion was seconded by Mr. Wynn and CARRIED unanimously.
RE: Jetter dated Dec., 12, 1955 from Mr. John L. DeForest, presented
at the December 12, 1955 merting of the Board of HRepresentatives (sce
pages 1011, 1012 and ?6%3 ol Minutes) (Referred to Health & Protcction
Committee, Public Works Committec and Public Welfare & Recrcation
Committee

Mr. Kelly asked for permission to present a report of his Committee
on this matter at a later date and MOVED that it be re-committed to
Committce. Scoonded by Mr. Huizinqa and CARRIED unanimously.

Board of Education Committee:

MR. MACRIDES, Chairman, presented a verbal report. He sald his Com-
mittee had met on December 17, 1955, with the following members pre-
sent: John C. Macrides, William J. Brett, Edward C. Czupka, Charles A.
Gilbert, Dr. John R. Lilliendahl being abscnt.

He stated that the future meetings of the Committece would be held at
7 P.M, on the last Tuesday before the regular mceting of the Board of
Representatives.

The meeting was an organization meeting, to decide on what procedure
would be followed in the future., He stated they decided they would

act as liaison between our Board and the Board of Education. Mr,
Macrides was instructed to contact Mr. Henry F. Nolan, Chairman of the
Board of Education and arrange to have him attend their next mceting,
with the idea of having him go over last years audit In order to get an
idea of i.ow the appropriations which were made for the Board of
Education compared with the actual expenditures.

He slso stated they intendcd to get in touch with the heads of various
City departments and find out if there 18 anything in the line of
education that affects their departments.

MR, KAMINSKI requested that the Committee tackle the Board of Edue
14
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cation budget with the Fiscel Commlttee.
Mr. Macrides said they would be glad to do so.
COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE MAYOR:
The following letters werc presented: '
CITY OF STAMFORD, CONN.
Jan. 3, 1956

Mr. George V. Connors, Prcsident
Board of Representatilves

Dear Mr. Connors:
I would like to submit the name of
Mr. John Hegan
: Den Road "
' Stamford, Conn.

to your Doard ol Representatives for appointment to the
ZONING BOARD, term to expire Deccember 1, 1959,

Mr. Hogan is &2 member of the Democratic Party.
Very truly yours,
THOMAS F. J, QUIGLEY, Mayor
The letter was referrcd to the Appointments Committee for attention.

C1TY OF STAMFORD, CONN.

Jen. 3, 1956

Mr. George V. Connors
Board of Reprcsentatives

Dear Mr. Connors: 7

Attached herewith please find copy of a letter
addressed to you, through my office, from Mr.
Eastburn, Assistant to the President of the New
York Alrways.

Youra very truly,
THOMAS F,., J. QUIGLEY, Mayor
Enclosure

e l.?EW YORK AIRWAYS, INC. December 30, 1955
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The Hon., Thomas F. J. Quigley, Mayor
The Hen. Benjamin Covy ors, Chmn., Bd. of Representatives
The Board of Represantativcs
The Board of Finence
The Plaanirg Beard
cit;r of Stamford

Dear Sir:

New York fiirways will be glad to have you as their guest on
helicopter demonstratlion flights between & and 4 P.M. on
Sunday, January 15th.

Tnesc flights will take place from the Stamford Heliport. Six
can be accommodated upon each flight over the city.

We will be pleased to ¥now the approximate number who would
l1ike to takc such a flight.

Should the weather be unfavorable, January 22nd will be the
Alternate date.

I would suggest that the Stamford Police Department be the
information center should the weather be marginal, and we
will contact them should weather interfere with the propcsed
flights.

Sincerely ynurs,

GLEN B, EASTBURN
Assistant to the President

COMMUNICATIONS FROM OTHER BOARDS AND INDIVIDUALS:
The following letter was presented:
THE CITY COURT OF STAMFORD, CONN,.

December 30, 1955

Mr. John C. Macrides

Clcrk, Board of Representatives
255 Bedflford Street

Stamford, Conn.

Dear John:

Through inadvertence, I did not answer an earlier letter from the
Board of Representatives pequest’ing an opinion from me on how legis-
lation regarding the stoppage of traffic for school buses are con-
cerncd. Althnugh this question is not strictly within my province, I

shall be l.ippy to give you the results of my examination of the facta
and of the law..

The 1955 Public Acts, Chapter 322, defines school bus as "any motor
bus painted, constructed, equipped and registered as thercinafter pro-
vided, which 1is regularly uscd for transporting school cnildren to and
from school and school activities". It further provides that "no

)
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vehicle shall be registeric as a school bus unless it complies with
all renuirements of this act as to color, markings, equipment and in-
spectlion”". These requlirements provide for an orange color and certgﬂn
markings and signs giving warrin® to operators of other vehicles. The
fAct states tkat the provisions requiring other vehicles to stop at the
signal of an operator of a rogistered school bus shall not apply to
the sicnal by the operator of any vehicle not registered as a school
tuas and not having the color, etc., identifications.

With respect to the buses uscd by The Connecticut Company for trans-
perting achool children, I am informed that the Board of Education
does not contract with ''hc Connecticut Company for the use of specific
bus:s, but instead has an arrangement whereby bus tickets are sold
directly to the school children or are purchased by the schools and
Jdistributed to school children, which tickets entitle school children
to ride any bus of The Connccticut Company until 4:00 P.M., as well
as during church and Sunday School hoursa, The buses on which the
scuool children ride carry the designation, "Rogers School", ete.,

but they are also used by adults,

It would appear to me that the buses used by The Connecticut Company
do not fall within the definition of "School bus" in the Publie Acts
and, therefore, are not required to bec registercd, painted, etec.
Such being the case, the provisions requiring other vchicles to stop
will not apply to a signal L; operators of The Connecticut Company
buscs, and the Pollice Depariment has no way of enforcing such pro-
visions.

¢
The Public Acts further provide that any motor vehicle, other than a
registered schosl bua, when uscd for the transportation of school
chlldren, may display signe of a size approved by the Commissioner of
Motor Vchicles on the front and rear of such vehicle exhibited with

the words "school bus"; but they cannot use the words "stop" or "stop
orn signal",

I% would appear to me that the problem must be approacred either by a
change in leglslation or by the Board of Education confining its pro-
visions for transportation of school children to contract buses reg-
istered as such.

Very truly yours,

JOSEPH J, ZONE
Prosecuting ittorney
City Court of Stamford

MR. PIOTKIN: "I MOVE that the Committee on Education take this under
advisement to see what the cost would be to transport all school child-

ren ?y contract buses.” Seconded by Mrs. Bankowski and CARRIED unani-
mously.

BUSINESS ON THE CALENDAR:

Mr. Connors gave the following changes in the membership of Committeesi
LEGISIATIVE & RULES:

e e e e .

1600 Mr. Stephen kelly to replace Mr. Thomas M. Killeen
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PLANNING & ZONING:

Mrs. Helen Peatt to replace Mr. Thomas J. Topping
STEERINC COMMITTEE:

To be increcased by the addition of two members: Mrs. Helen Peatt
and Mr. Vincent Vitti.

BOARD OF APPEALS:

Mr. Vinecent Vitti to replaec Mr. Eugene F. Barvy.

Mr. Fredericks pointed out that a change in the membership of the
Board of Appeals would require election by the entire Board,

MR. NOLAN MOVED tihat this bte TABLED until the next meeting of thL
Bo' ¢d. Scconded by Mr. Georgoulis and CARRIED unanimously. “

There being no further business to come before the Board, Mr, Fred-
ericks MOVED for ADJOURNMENT At 11:30 P.M. Scconded by Mr. Georgoulis
and CARRIED unanimously.

Respeetfully submitted,

John €. Maerides, Clerk,
Bonard of Representatives
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