





























i MINUTES OF AUGUST 6, 1979 REGULAR MEETING TI%

LEGISIATIVE AND RULES (continued)

MRS, SANTY (continuing)....Why are they opposed to a lien? Well, in the last
two weeks I received numerous phone calls. Legal problems they cited when
selling their homes. Problems because many of them still have a mortgage on
their homes. Embarrassment I found that to be quite something very im-
portant to them. One widow told me a lien would worry and embarrass her.

She would rather cut down her grocery bill than borreow $200. a year from

the City. They didn't want to think about the burden they would place up=-
on their family, their children. The Elderly groups are not pressure groups,
they are not lobbying groups. Maybe that is why tonight we are imposing
something on them they don't want. They are people who came to us for help,
but they have enough dignity, which we have been slowly taking away from them
to say we want nothing if it has to be this,

I ask each of you to vote in favor of my amendment for the elderly represented
in your districts, because Stamford should recognize its social respon-
sibility to these perscons and grant financial help to an extent which is

also fair to other tax.payers in the city. The Stamford Tax.Payers Assoc.
which is certainly the ''watch dog" of all taxpayers came out opposed to a
lien. Now certainly if they do this, worrying about all the taxpayers, I
don't see why we can't understand and help our elderly.

MR, BLUM: I wish to come out in support of this deletiom of the lien and
the loan. This City as well as our State and our nation have subsjdized
industry, have subsidized buildings of the down-town Urban Renewal, have
subgsidized commuters, but we are not there evento subsidize those senior
citizens who worked their entire life ip this City or a great portion of
this City to build this City. I think they are entitled to subsidies with-
out owing this tax. I don't want to be an Indian Giver to a senior citizen
and I will vote in favor of this amendment.

MR. ZELINSKI: I wanted to say similar comments what Mrs, Santy and Mr, Blum
‘have said., I think that the changes proposed by Mrs. Santy are good and 1
think certainly well-deserved by the senior citizens of our community who
have given so much to make Stamford a better place to live,

MRS. PARKER: As part of L& I was in favor of the proposed Ordinance as it
stands. I think we have to look very carefully into what we are doing here.
The tax relief as it stands now is for the elderly. It is not for the children
who are the heirs of the elderly. We do not want to put any undue pressure
on the senior citizens. We want to give them tax relief. If my guesstimate
is right, and I've used some mmbers, if we give them the top figure of $300.
a year, based on the national figures of ‘70 and ‘72 and I'm going a little
high, by saying that each one of these persons will use this tax relief for
a ten-year period and I would say that is high. We are talking about a
$3,000, bill for tax relief which would then be a lien against, and in ten
years I would say there will not be a house in Stamford that was not worth
less than $100,000, So the heirs in selling would get only $97,000. rather
than the $100,000., because over the last ten years their parents have had
less of a burden of taxes. As I said before, this is tax relief for the
elderly, it is not tax relief for the imheritor.
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LEGISIATIVE AND RULES (continued)

MR, FEIGHAN: I can't really discuss the feeling of the L&R Committee in

terms of this amendment because we just received it tonight, although I

was able to mention it to a few committee members and we seem fairly

split on it. I personally am not opposed to the amendment; I would

possibly like another chance to review the Ordinance, but I think as Chair-
man of I&R I can try to capsulize the feelings of the members of the committee.

First of all we are talking about the Ordinance as it stands. It does not
stand with any reference of tax abatement, I think L&R in almost two years
has used tax abatement, it is probably the touchiest subject the committee
has reviewed. I think the full Board is aware of that. I think we are
talking in terms of as the State Statutesdictate'to us and that is the
Ordinance as it stands. =

It's a mentality on the part of the committee and on the mrt of the Board

in fact to give tax relief to the elderly, to initiate something. Along
these lines, the Ordinance stipulates that this tax relief would be reviewed
after one year. What we are trying to do is to continue that mentality to-
day, tomorrow and a year from now. I sort of feel that if in fact this were
to be defeated now, it would be a long time before anybody would take up
another item of tax relief in any particular form. That's just a personal
opinion. The Committee has a mentality they would like to give tax relief
to the elderly. This is one way of going about it and it would be reviewed
in a year.

MR, LOOMIS: Essentially what you have adopted, is it not what the Board of
Finance, its task force had worked on for sometime in presenting its re-
commendations to your committee? Is that correct?

MR. FEIGHAN: This is it exactly, yes.

MR. LOOMIS: Their recommendations did not include this amendment that is
presently before us. I just had a question for Mrs. Santy. In your
presentation you indicated that every single commumity is doing what you
are suggesting we do with this amendment. There are 169 communities. Of
those 169 how many have adopted this?

MRS. SANTY: There is not one in Connecticut now with a lien. There is not

one that offers tax relief to the elderly that has stipulated a lien against
the property. Westport tried the lien for a year and it did not work out.

We are the only municipality putting a lien.

MR, LOOMIS: All I would like to say is that I'm uncomfortable with the adopt-
ing language like this that is presented to us a few hours before a meeting.

MRS, SANTY: I came to the meeting and there were only three Representatives
here. I've spoken to Mr., Feighan and I've gotten other opinions. What I was
going to suggest that this amendment if approved tonight, that it go back
into committee for publication and then to work out the details further.
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LEGISIATIVE AND RULES (continued)

MR. DARER: The Committee sat with many people at the public hearing. One
of the things that I think we've all been inculcated with during the sit-
ting of this Board is Fiscal responsibility and at the same time compassion
toward our constituents and toward the people of the City of Stamford. I
do feel that Fiscal responsibility calls for us to support the Ordinance as
put forth by the L&R Committee. The reason being Mr. President, we have
someone tonight from the Board of Finmance in our caucus who gave us some
numbers of the essential cost of this Ordinance. Those figures I won't
mention tonight because I have no way of verifying them, but they were
quite high, We talked to Mr. Faski about this to gauge exactly what this
cost would be.

We don't want to accuse anybody of doing anything, but many of us in our
business experience have seen where parents have turned over certain assets
to children to bring down their estates. We don't want the City of Stamford
to be a party or be involved in things of this kind. We would like it to
be run on a what we think is an equitable basis for one year to see what
happens to get a gauge, get a feeling of the pulse of the way this operates.
We feel that the inflationary value of the money that the City of Stamford
might receive ten yearsout or the discounted cash flow of that money is
really very small, The point is it is a principle. It's a principle that
the L&R Committee discussed and felt that the City of Stamford was making

a gesture towards the elderly. There are many programs for the elderly in
the City of Stamford that are paid for by the taxpayers, it is not a one=-
way street, we want to do something for the elderly; we want to start it in
a way that we can monitor it and then maybe add on to it a year from now
after we have seen the way it operates. I really think we should pass this
without the amendment.

MR, WIDER: I have viewed the Board's Ordinance and the amendment and I have
also viewed hundreds of senior citizens in their plight and I sympathize with
them, but I think we can't completely change what is before us; the Ordinance
we have for tax abatement for senior citizens. I think we should try this
Ordinance first and see how it works out for a year, then after that I would
be one of the first people to work to see if we couldn't approve it., I
certainly would approve the Ordinance as it is.

MRS, McINERNEY: I feel that the Committee labored with this particular
Ordinance for quite a time; we did what we felt in our minds and in our
hearts was better for the total community. We cannot trily, and we've

done it in the past, so I cannot say it has not been done, pass legis-
lation for special interest groups, regardless of the interest. The senior
citizens in this community are a viable asset to Stamford. I think if we
pass this we should be cognizant of the total cost factor involved. We
cannot afford to dilute cur comminity by making it more difficult for the
average person to live here. There is no doubt in my mind that the demands
for services, along with the budget growth will not diminish next year.
Someone must pay for the services and the budget. Who is going to do it?
We worked with this Ordinance, we think it is reasonable; after one year
we will be willing to make amendments and I cannot support the amendment
that came before us earlier this evening.
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LEGISIATIVE AND RULES (continued)
MR, VENTURA MOVED THE QUESTION,

MR. FOX: I think we can put the motion which is on the floor to a vote.
The motion is the proposal made by Mrs. Santy and is her motion to amend
the Ordinance which we have for final adoption. Mrs. Santy's proposed
amendment is submitted tc us in writing and outlines the particular lines
of the Ordinance that she would like to have deleted. As I indicated be-
fore,if in fact this amendment is approved, it is my opinion that we will
then be entitled to publish it, but I don't think it would be proper for
us to go then to final adoption this evening in light of the fact that
there are substantial changes. Also in light of the fact that I feel that
if this amendment is approved that the committee would wish to review those
changes and see how they relate to the remaining portion of the Ordinance.
The MOTION had been MOVED. SECONDED. I would suggest that we vote by use
of the machine., The MOTION IS CARRIED. 22 Yes; 13 No; 1 abstentiom.

MR. FEIGHAN: Now that the amendment is passed, I would like to make a
MOTION as Chairman of the Legislative and Rules Committee, as we discussed
due to the fact that this would change the Ordinance substantially, I would
like to MOVE for publication of this item.

MR. FOX: MOVED, SECONDED, CARRIED. (voice vote) We will now publish the
Ordinance as amended.

(9) FOR PUBLICATION ~ PROPOSED ORDINANCE SUPPLEMENTAL FOR TAX EXEMPTION
FOR_STAMFORD ART ASSN,, their letter 4/2/79; property at 39 Franklin
Ave., Stamford, purchased from St. Andrew's Parish.

MR. FEIGHAN said Item #9 is being HELD IN COMMITTEE.

PERSONNEL COMMITTEE - John J. Zelinski, Jr.

MR. ZELINSKI: The Personnel Committee met on July 30, 1979. Present were
Reps. DeLuca, Blum, and Zelinski, along with Ron Parente from the Adminis-
trators' Unit and Mrs. Sally Silveira from the Board of Education,

(1) THE MATTER OF HIRING/PLACEMENT OF PROVISIONAL EMPLOYEES per 3/30/79

letter of City Rep. Deluca. Report made by Chairman Zelinski at
6/4/79 Board meeting, with further study to be made.

MR, ZELINSKI said Item #l1 is being HELD IN COMMITTEE.

(2) RE-SUBMISSION OF LABOR CONTRACT - FOR APPROVAL - BETWEEN BOARD OF EDUCA-
TION AND STAMFORD ADMINISTRATIVE UNIT for period 1979/1980 and 1980/1981.

Per State Statutes 10-153d., Letter 7/16/79 from Allen Grafton, Asst. to
Supt. Peebles, submitting contract again, advising no changes made.

MR. FOX: Let me clarify one point with respect to item #2 before we have the
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PERSONNEL COMMITTEE (continued)

MR. FOX: (continuing)...report of the committee on that. The members of
the Board will recall that at our July meeting we had submitted to us
the labor contract for approval between the Board of Education and the
Stamford Administrative Unit. At that time, this body rejected that
proposed contract. That proposed contract in total without any changes
was re-submitted to this Board. As you know, there is a 30-day time
period, With that proposal now before us and the 30-day time frame
running, if we do nothing, then that contract is by Law approved.

There has been a letter submitted to us and some discussion by the Per-
sonnel Committee regarding certain changes which have been approved by

the two negotiating teams involved, which have been submitted to the

Union and to the Board of Education. We have a copy of that proposed
change, but that proposed change has not been approved by the respective
bodies, the Union and the Board of Education. There was some discussion
that we might consider that and approve the comtract contingent upon that
approval by those bodies at a later time, without passing judgement jn any
way on the merits or lack thereof of the contract, let me say that it is

my opinion and I would rule against following that second approach. I

do not feel that acting as a legislative body of this city we can approve

& contract contingent upon some future possibility. Consequently what we have
before us this evening and what we will vote on is the proposal as
orig:rally submitted without any changes, The same proposal that was before
us during our July meeting. If in fact the two bodies involved approve

the proposed change, it can, and if we don't approve the contract that is
before us, then the contract as changed can be submitted again, we can then
vote on it when submitted. We can either vote on it at our September meet-
ing or if in fact the 30 days would run prior to our September meeting,
then it would be my intention to call a Special Meeting to give this Board
the opportunity to vote on that contract. But what we have before us this
evening is the contract as originally proposed without any changes.

MR, ZELINSKI: The Personnel Committee met this evening at 7:30 to take a
formal vote on the contract. Present were Reps., Santy, Deluca, Ventura,
Zelinski. The Committee voted 2 in favor and 2 against. Let me say that
I concur with your ruling on this as far as we are voting tonight on the
old contract and not on the change which deals with Article 8, in the
Administrators' Contract and I would MOVE because of that, the contract
be DENIED tonight.

MR, FOX: The report of the Committee is to reject the contract. As we
have done with L&R, I would ask that you propose the motion in a positive
fashion and we can vote on the motion, keeping in mindyour report.

MR. ZELINSKI: Yes, then I meke a motion in the positive vein,

MR, SHERER MOVED THE QUESTION.

MR, FOX: MOVED., SECONDED, CARRIED. (voice vote)
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PERSONNEL COMMITTEE (continued)

MR, FOX called for a vote by use of the machine on Item #2, keeping in
mind the report of the committee and the recommendation of the committee

is to reject it., The MOTION IS LOST. 33 no; 3 abstentions. THE CONTRACT
is REJECTED,

(3) RESOLUTION REQUESTED B ' OF NCE PROVT
THEIR PERMANENT PART-TIME CLERK (employed since 1954) WITH SAME

BENEFITS AS MEA PERSONNEL, EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 1979, per Charter
Section 654, Held in Committee 7/2/79.

MR. ZELINSKI said Item #3 is being HELD IN COMMITTEE,

PLANNTNG AND ZONING COMMITTEE - Dominick Guglielmo

MR. GUGLIEIMO: Planning and Zoning met on Monday, July 30, 1979,

(1) REQUEST FOR ACCEPTANCE OF WINDEMERE IANE (400 ft.) AS A CITY STREET
from John Porcelli. Held 6/4 and 6/18/79. City Engineer Wm. Sabia's
certification dated 7/23/79.

MR, GUGLIEIMO: Planning and Zoning voted 3-0 in favor and I so MOVE,

MR. FOX: MOVED, SECONDED. CARRIED, (voice vote)

(2) MATTER OF WORDING OF ABANDONMENT OF GARFIELD AVENUE - letter 7/13/79

from Nancy Mitchell, Comm. Dev. Dir., relating to development of
Housing Authority's Lawn Avenue Recreation Area.

MR. GUGLIELMO: Planning and Zoning voted 3-0 in faver to correct the wording
of the Minutes of January 8, 1979, In talking to Christine Evans, Project
Co~ordinator of the Stamfox! Community Development Program, the Housing
Authority has conducted a title search on Garfield Ave. and has the certificate
of Title. As 3 public record I would like to correct the Minutes of January
8th, I don't believe we need to take a vote on this matter, to read:

“The Housing Authority would like to request the abandomnment of Garfield Avenue
from the southerm property line of Parcel A as shown on Map #7158, north to
the property line of Parcel A,”

MR, FOX: That is the extent of it.

MR. GUGLIELMO: That is the extent of the correction.

MR. FOX: 1In the letter of July 13, 1979 from Nancy Mitchell, she indicates
that Corporation Counsel's office felt that a correction could be read into

the next minutes which you have done and a resolution passed approving that
correction. I would suggest we do that for the record.
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PLANNING AND ZONING (continued)

MR. GUGLIEIMO: It is my understanding that the Corporation Counsel at that
time was not, at the time of that letter, was not aware a title search
had been conducted and in making that determination he said that it was not
necessary to pass the resolution.

MR. FOX: All right, if you are satisfied we don't need that.
(3) FOR FINAL ADOPTICN - PROPOSED ORDINANCE SUPPLEMENTAL RE ABANDONMENT

OF YORFINO LANE AS A CITY STREET AND GIVING IT STATUS AS PRIVATE
ROAD, Published

MP.. GUGLIEIMO: The Committee wvoted 3-0 in favor and I so MOVE.

MR. FOX: MOVED. SECONDED. CARRIED. (voice vote)

(4) PROPOSED ORDINANCE TO CHANGE WALNUT STREET TO NEW NAME: WALTER WHEELER
DRIVE. FOR PUBLICATION.

MR. GUGLIELMO: This is for publication, and I so MOVE.

MR. FOX: MOVED. SECONDED. CARRIED, (Mr. Livingston not participating in
vote) (Mrs. Maihock voted no) (voice vote)

MRS, MATHOCK: I just wanted to say that the reason I'm voting no is that
I am not against Mr. Wheeler's memory, but I am against changing streets to
persons' names, I think that they should remain as they are.

PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE - Alfred C., Perillo NO REPORT
HEALTH AND PROTECITON COMMITTEE - David I. Blum NO REPORT
PARKS AND RECREATION COMMITTEE - George V. Hays NO_REPORT

EDUCATION, WELFARE AND GOVERNMENT COMMITTEE - Marie J. Hawe NO REPORT

SEWER COMMITTEE - John J. Boccuzzi NO REPORT

PUBLIC HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE - Lathon Wider, Sr. NO REPORT
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URBAN RENEWAL COMMITTEE - Ralph C. Loomis NO REPORT

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMMITTEE - Mildred S. Ritchie

MRS. RITCHIE: Envirommental Protection Committee met on July 26, 1979.
Present were Dom Guglielmo, Lorraine Parker and myself.

(1) Letter 6/1/79 FROM ATTY. FRANK D'ANDREA., JR, OF D'ANDREA & SELSBERG

asking for this Board's approval for a technical encroachment re-
garding Tishman Stamford Associates' development of Long Ridge Office
Park and their west parking structure.

MRS. RITCHIE: We voted for approval and I so MOVE,

MR, FOX: MOVED. SECONDED, This is nmot in a form of an Ordinance as I recall.
We don't need to publish this?

MRS, RITCHIE: No, it's a waiver of a technicality, waiver of the encroach-
ment line, building on the encroachment line.

MRS, MATHOCK: I have recently been at some EPB hearings and it is a very
traumatic experience to hear homeowners' reports of what can happen when
flooding occurs on their properties. I was therefore very concerned about
this and I did investigate and I did find out that the Turn-of-River Fire
Department had no objection to this and that also certain measures would be
taken according to the EPB to provide degreasers and things of that nature
to prevent any contamination of the water #nd that the capacity of a 25~
year storm has been anticipated far this. 50 I am voting for it, but as I
say I realize that some people who live in-the area may have fears about it
yet.

MR. FOX called for a vote. The MOTION is CARRIED. (Mrs. McInermey voted No).
(voice vote)

MRS, RITCHIE: I would like to say that the members of the Envirommental
Protection Committee of the Board of Representatives would like to put

the Developers and Contractors in Stamford om notice not to plan build-
ings over the encroachment line. We the Committee realize that each piece
of property is different from one another and we do not want you to mis=-
understand that the waiver of this application will set precedents for the
future.

SPECTAL COMMITTEES

HOUSE COMMITTEE - Audrey Maihock NO REPORT

DRUG AND ALCOHOL ABUSE COMMITTEE - Jeremiah Livingston

ﬁR. LIVINGSTON: I am hoping that this whole Board understands the intent
of my resolution and it is very basic and that is to extend this service
to Governmental employees. (Mr. Livingston read the Resolution)
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DRUG AND ALCOHOL ABUSE COMMITTEE (continued)

MR, FOX: MOVED. SECONDED.

MR, SHERER: I agree in principle with Mr. Livingston's resolution that an
expansion of this program would be greatly appreciated and bemeficial to
the efficiency of our Government; however, I think that we have to be a
little more reflective on the impact of this resolution, because what we
are doing is we are opening up a small target group, we are opening up the
parameters to include basically every city employee.

After the Grants office completed their analysis and investigation, they
determine that they could best service a target group for 22,000. I think
now if we resolve and of course we would have a serious effect on the
operation. If we resolve to expand that to include the entire, all the
employees in the City, I think we probably would be doing & dis-service to
the program. I think perhaps we can have a Sense-of-the Board Resolution
that the Grants Office ought to request more money or put in for a new
grant, but I don't think we should be directing the Mayor to issue an
executive order to let everyone come in and utilize this grant which has
been well thought out. I request all of you to think seriously about
approving the Resolution tonight.

MR. MacINNIS: What employees are excluded?
MR. LIVINGSTON: Employees from the Commission on Aging, Housing Authority.

MRS. GOLDSTEIN: I apvreciate what Mr. Livingston is trying to accomplish
with this resolution and it is with great reluctance that I have to say
that I disagree with him. This $22,000. grant is not an enormous grant,

The numbers of this cooperative program will encompass many, many employees.
I mean these are enormous numbers of people for one occupational consultant
to deal with in one year. Now, if we ultimately get this grant, then we
will have another program year to apply for another grant of the same order
and then perhaps based on experience we can expand the program.

MR. FOX: Mgption has been made to MOVE THE QUESTION. SECONDED. CARRIED.
I would suggest that we vote by use of the machine. The MOTION is LOST.
11 Yes; 22 No; 2 abstentions.

TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE - Paul A. Esposito

(1) FOR PUBLICATION - PROPOSED ORDINANCE SUPPLEMENTAL RESTRICTING PARKING
OF COMMERCIAL VEHICLES IN RESTDENTIAL STREETS.

MR. ESPOSITO said Item #1 is being HELD IN COMMITTEE.

CHARTER REVISION - Ralph C. Loomis NO _REPORT

(1) LETTER 7/9/79 FROM CITY REP. BLUM RE TRANSLATING CHARTER AMENDMENTS
INTO BALLOT QUESTIONS.
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SPECIAL INVESTIGATING COMMITTEE =~
RE SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT, ETC. - Michael P. Feighan

MR. FEIGHAN: I, at last month's meeting of the Committee asked the Committee
for their initial comments in writing to me and I am awaiting those memoran-
dums.

MR. BLUM: I would like to ask a question of Mr. Loomis as to what he's
doing about my letter., RE CHARTER REVISION.

MR, FOX: I'm quite certain that as we get closer to that November election
and we have to narrow down just how those proposals will read. Mr. Loomis
will have that for us in plenty of time.

COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE MAYOR - NONE

PETITIONS - NONE

ACCEPTANCE OF THE MINUTES

April 18, 1979 - Special Charter Revision Meeting

Mr. Esposito MOVE for acceptance of the April 18, 1979 Minutes.
MR. FOX: MOVED. SECONDED. CARRIED. (Corbo Abstained)

April 2, 1979 - Regular Board Meeting

Mr. Esposito MOVED to accept April 2, 1979 Minutes.
MR. FOX: MOVED, SECONDED. CARRIED,

May 7. 1979 - Regular Board Meeting

Mr. Esposito MOVE to accept Minmutes of May 7, 1979.

MRS. MAIHOCK: I would like a correction please under Transportation
Committee, Line 5 on page 26, I would like the word "Committee'" changed
to "Commuters',

MR, FOX: You are moving to amend the Minutes. SECONDED. CARRIED,

MRS, McINERNEY: I would like the Minutes amended on page~20, Personnel
Committee item, Labor Contract between the City and the Teamsters Local.
I made a motion to reject all those in total and unfortuniitely the rest
of my reasons for rejection were not included in the Minutes, and I think
it is important that I be quoted properly as to the reasons why I was
hopefully planning to have those rejected, so I would like the minutes to
reflect my reasons.

MR, FOX: I would suggest it may be best to HOLD these until we know precisely
what you are referring to.
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ACCEPTANCE OF THE MINUTES (continued)
MRS, McINERNEY: Mrs. McEvoy and I can get together on it.
MR. FOX: Mr. Esposito if you would withdraw your motionm.

MR. ESPOSITO: I withdraw it.

May 9, 1979 Special Budget Meeting

Mr. Esposito MOVE to accept May 9, 1979 Minutes.
MR. FOX: MOVED, SECONDED. CARRIED.

May 10, 1979 - Special Adjourmed Budget Meeting

Mr. Esposito MOVE to accept the May 10, 1979 Minutes.

MR. FOX: MOVED. SECONDED. CARRIED.

RESOLUTIONS - XNONE

COMMUNICATIONS FROM OTHER BOARDS AND INDIVIDUALS - NONE

MOMENTS OF SILENCE - NONE

OLD BUSINESS:

MR. FOX: Keeping in mind that with respect to these I have indicated at
our last meeting we would deal with them as any other Committee matter and
that we should have an item on the Agenda if we wish to deal with it.

MR, DeLUCA: This is an item that we have been bringing up for the last 3

or 4 months, Mr. President, for the fourth time Representative Perillo

and I are requesting an opinion from the Corporation Counsel on the following
question: 1Is it legal to have funds which are appropriated for a City
operating department account withdrawn from the city account and issued to

a city employee to establish a private checking account without accountability
to the city? Our interpretation of the City charter, specifically Section
618 Control of Operations, states that this camnnot be done. The Corporation
Counsel refuses to give an answer tocur request to a hypothetical case, such
as can the Law Department set up a private checking account as noted in our
question. He, the Corporation Counsel, continues to ask for details. In
recent weeks the local news media has mentioned and publicized a case similar
to the question we are asking. We, as the Legislative Body of the City

have a right to receive an opinion on the question as stated.
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OLD BUSINESS (continued)

MR. DeLUCA (continuing)...Continued refusal on the Corporation Counsel's
part to render an opinion leaves the Board of Representatives with only

one alternative. You, as our President should immediately prepare the
necessary parerwork to obtain the services of an outside unbiased

attorney as a means of getting an opinion to our question. Also, if need

be, we should have a permanent attorney employed by the Board of Representa-
tive. We vote on and investigate issues which are important to the Ctiy
without the assistance of an attormey. Let us not forget the fact that the
Corporation Counsel has failed to cooperate with our Sewer and Investigating
Chairman, Representative Michael Feighan. It is time we obtained ocur own
attorney. If not for this Board, at least for future Boards. We are asking
you to use the powers bestowed on you by the City Charter to obtain an
opinion to our question as presented without further delay. On the grounds
of being redundant, this is our fourth request.

MR, FOX: Mr. DelLuca I probably let you go further than I should have, you
had the group mesmerized, so I didn't want to interfere with that. That's
a rare occasion,

I would like to have my name striken from what was just mentioned

MR, FOX: That will be noted Mr. Feighan. Let me say, Mr. Deluca,I do not
believe that is a matter which should be taken under 0ld Business. If you
have a specific request that you wish to make which you want this body
consider, then I will ask that you submit that to the Steering Committee in
the normal course of events. That's the only comment I would have on that,

NEW BUSINESS

MR. ZELINSKI: 1In as much as the next Board Meeting is scheduled for September
. 3, which is Labor Day, I would like to MOVE that our next Board Meeting be
held on Monday, September 1Oth.

MR, FOX: I believe we have difficulty with the September and the October
meeting., Let's deal first with the September meeting.

MRS, GOLDSTEIN: I believe that September 10th would be the day before a
possible primary.

MR, FOX: Let me ask you this, if we were to put it over until September 17th,
are we beginming to get into the religious holidays?

MRS. GOLDSTEIN: Well, yes indeed we are. However, we don't have to have it
on a Monday.

MR. FOX: The 3rd is Labor Day, how about Wednesday, September 5th. Do I
have a general consensus on that? Then I would entertain a Resolution that
the September Meeting of the Board of Representatives will be held on
Wednesday, September 5th. SECONDED, CARRIED.



3. MINUTES OF AUGUST 6, 1973 REGUALR MEETING 23.

ADJOURNMENT:

There being no further business before the Board of Representatives, upon
MOTION duly MOVED, SECONDED, AND CARRIED, the meeting adjourmed at 10:30

P.M,

;y: 7\4&—»\, )?r )ﬁ-o gw

jb:cmt Helen M. McEvoy, Administrative Assis¥ant
(and Recording Secretary)

APPROVED:

John Wa

h ox
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Note: The above meeting was broadcast
in its entirety by Radio WSTC
and WYRS,
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