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MR. HOGAN: (continuing)..individuals on upon whom we have to rely to dig

into these matters and report the facts to us. The bottom line is with

the old plan, we saddle the tax-payers with the burden of the 14 milliom
dollars., With the adoption of the new plan, we don't saddle the tax-payers
with this 14 million dollars, they are saddlelwith no increase. 1 think

that to say that the merchants and the owners of the property of those parcels
involved are being mistreated, and is once again not speaking to the facts. I
think that they will 1ll receive fair treatment from the Urban Renewal
Commission; I'm sure the properties will be negotiated for at proper prices,
proper market value; but, I think once again it comes back to the basic

fact that we are talking here tonight of the over-all good, the over-all
welfare of all of Stamford, of all 40 sq. miles of the City of Stamford,

not just two parcels.

MRS. McINERNEY: Before I start with my comments, I would like to thank the
members of the Urban Renewal Coumittee of this Board, as well as the Urban
Renewal Commission and those people who have tried to deal with and expedite
this plan as best as possible. I realize that many thanks have to go to all
of you, by the citizens of this community. It would have been much easier last
week to take a vote and be donme with it. But, I do feel that in your deliber-
ations, some concessions were made by the developer and I think that to this
point T appreciate the time that was spent on this within the past week.

I would like to speak to a few points. Many people have brought up the fact
that we do not have enough housing in Stamford for low or moderate income
rental people. In 1979, when we approved the URC Plan, I guess we forgot to
read point 3, which said that the low and moderate income housing requirements
with respect to the project is obligated pusuant to Section 105. F and H of
title 1, of the housing act of 1949, as amended, they have been met, as follow
the units required were 552 and those provided were 560 Therefore, I say

that URC must have met their obligation for those housing units according to
this contract which we voted on. I also would like to say that regardless of
‘what happeniwith any legal outcome with thi s particular contract, that any
costs or obligations incurred in connection with the projects, with respect

to claims which are disputed, will be absorbed or borme by the City of
Stamford. That also is in the old contract. As far as Urban Renewal is con-
cerned, as was stated previously, the General Assembly adopted the Urban Renewal
Law, enabling Municipalities to combat the social and economjec liability of
sub-standard, insanitary, deteriorated, obsolete slumsor blighted conditions -
throughout redevelopment and renewal for the purpose of revitalization of city"
centers. Fo o, | 5 ) )

As has been stated many times, when this plan was adopted, certain sections
of Block 8 and 9 were designated as conservation areas, areas not to be touched.
We know that many people poured their life saving into those areas hoping that -
some day they would reap profits from their investments, hanging in by the
threads of their thumbs, when it would have been much easier to leave theé city
center at that time. With respect to one portion of the proposed amendment
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MRS. McINERNEY: (continuing)..in the Stamford New Urban Corporation letter,
there is a section which says: the plan will further be an amendment to re-
move any density, coverage or quantity restrictions for hotel and residential
ugse so as to allow us to later present a Plan of Development for residential
and hotel uses which are in excess of the densities and coverage now allowed
by the present Stamford Zoning Regulationms. I happen to be in disagreement
with any kind of excesses or increasefdensity which thereby bring in increas
traffic to downtown roads. Apparently we're very concerned with traffic flow
otherwise we would not be so concerned with doing away with the pedestrian
mall on Bank Street. As far as the financial impact is concermed, I would
note that the letter states that financial impact is based on the basic as-
sumption and estimates upon which the plan is based, but we don't know whether
these figures are clad in irom, because we are living in a world at 137 in-
flation rates, the world of limited cash flow and high interest. And based
on receny financial forecast and looking at what happened on Wall Street today
one doesn't know what the future holdSsix months down the road, or two years
down the road.

I hope that when all of us sit down tonight, we will try to vote with a clear
conscience as possible, however, we did receive a wealth of material at
7:00 o'clock, 8:00 o'clock this evening and I think many of us are laboring
under duress and pressure, and it does make it quite difficult to think very
clearly on the total ramifications of either this plan or the prior plan;

and regardless of the outcome, I think we will all have wrestleJwith the
monumental decision, and I think we will all do our best.

MRS. PERILLO: 1 was going to go home because I thought you forgot I was here.
MRS. GOLDSTEIN: Mrs. Perillo, my apologies, we never saw your hand up here.

MRS. PERILLO:I know I'm small, but my hand was up there. Through the Chair
I would like to address myself to Mr. Fasanelli. Mr. Fasanelli, is there

a written law that states the present property owners cannot develop their
own property?

MR. FASANEILI: I don't believe there is, but only to the effect that there is
contractual commitment to develop certain parcels under the current plan.

There are certain parcels under the current plan slated for acquisition and
there are certain parcels under the current plan that are going to be partially
taken by URC Plan and that would prevent for those of legal contractual agree
_ment at the present time which have some legal effect on preventing or have

to be brought to court to be settled maybe on the fact that a private develaper
could not develop his property the way he wants.

MRS PERILLO: Mr. Fasanelli, this is supposqito be a free country we're living
in. You mean if these people wanted to develop their own property, they can't
do it, they have to go to court!

MR. FASANELLI: What I think you 're arguing here is the philosophical opinion
of URC in general. I believe this area is in anURC zone and because of that
unique situation, there are differemt legal ramifications, and I really am not
in the position to argue for or against the philosophy of URC that existsright
now and I think we have to deal with it.
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MR. FLOUNDERS: I am really concerned about the many inaccurate and mis-
leading statements that have been made tonight, perhaps well-intended,

but, nonetheless, inaccurate and misleading. If these statements are not
correctly understood, they will back-fire on this Board and more importantly
on the City of Stamford and on the tax-payers of the City of Stamford.

For example, the question was asked if the 6 million dollars in urgent need
funds was locked up. The answer is no, it is not locked up. If the existing
plan is implemented tonight, we will only receive the $4,600,000. from HUD,
which is a very important part of that 6 million. If we prove to HUD that
we have the necessary money, remaining money to complete the project, that's
14 million dollars, we do not have the 14 millions dollars so therefore it

is really doubtful that we would receive the $4,600,000. If our main ob-
ligation is to the tax-payers of Stamford and indeed it is, we must recog-
nize that by not approving the amended plan, we are committing the tax-payers
to a 14 million dollar bill to foot which is the cost for implementing the
present plan.

Now, it is not a foregone conclusion that we will get out from under the ry
garage commitment which we now have because we want to; promising ourselves
that we will get out from under it, is really wishful thinking. But, let's
assume we do;let's say we get out from under it; we still have a $10 600,000
purchase commitment for land purchase: under the present plan, and I can't
think of a bettnr term for it, but itSs irresponsible to wishful think that

we probably won't have to pay that either, that we probably could get out of
that, too. In short, the present plan is the plan that's costly to the tax-
payers of Stamford, not the amended plan, and that's the truth. Final point,
the opponents of the amended plan make it appear that only the amended plan
will condemn parcels of land in Blocks 8 and 9. They make it appear as if

its either the amended plan or no plan, if we don't approve this amended plan,
everything remains as the status quo That's not true, if we don't approve
the amended plan, we have the existing plan. The example of the Stamford LT
Water Company was given and a warning was raised that if the Stamford Water
Co. is dislocated, cur water rates will go up. Now, that may very well be,
but if that is true it will happen any way, because both the existing plan
and the amended plan provide for acquiring the Stanfar&ﬁWater Compang ‘property.

We now have the present plan call for a total of 28 parcels. -The amended plan
calls for a total of 17 parcels. The present plan, all or part of an additiona:
11 parcels in Block 8, the amended plan, an additional & parcels, 7 lesa than
the existing. Block 9, the present plan calls for 17 parcels, and the amended
plan 13 parcels, that's 4 less. In conclugion I gues® we have a right to
second guess the people who have been carefully examining and analizing our
options and to speculate that we could get out of any commitments wa want,

or that the laws that apply to 1965 or 1968 or 1970 dom't apply today, but

I urge all of us to remember that if we defeat the amended plan amd our spec-
ulation and Sunday morning quarterbacking and our second-guessing that our -
advisors are wrong because we want them to be, is incorrect, we're in very,
very, danger ous waters. Our advisors tell us that the amended plan for parcels
8 and 9 is affordable to the City and to the tax-payers and that the existing
plan is not. More than that, we are being told that to implement the existing
plan could be disastrous to the City of Stamford, but we choose to ignore it
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MR. FLOUNDERS: (continuing)..let's please not give this taxpayer on this
radio broadcast. tonight anymore; John Hogan said it right, if we don't
get the tax-payers out of their City's existing plan, we are saddling them
with at least a 14 million dollar added expense. Any other conclusion is

ring the facts to support our own wishful thinking. Please, I urge
my colleagues let's give the people who have conscientiously studied this
complex subject the benefit of the doubt. It is our responsibility as
consciendious Representatives of our eonstituents to save them from the
14 million dollar expense we are told it will cost. I beg you in the
gpirit of our mandate as Representatives, please approve the amended plan;
we can't afford the original plan.

MR. DARER: I very much appreciate following my colleague and my associate,
Mr. Flounders, because he had great patience and his remarks are well thought

out and I believe well presexted. I, on the other hand have sat here tonight
and to fashion the comments I would make by stating wﬁat I think are the

views of the various protagonists to this event. Let me begin first with the
present merchants in the area. I very much wanted to give them full under-
standing of what their arguments were and I've studied their letters and their
corresponden ce from their attorneys and their own correspondence with wy
feeling as a Representative of a District in the City and in effect a Repre-
sentative of the people of Stamford. I've come to certain thoughts that 1'd
like to share with you if I may. Very often people in the Community which
not too many years ago was a fairly small town, tend to become very much en-

- amoured with the life style that they have and don't always, and this isn't

meant  as & criticism, but don't always see the futyre in the way as elected
officials, legislators, have to see the future. e are saddlelwith the re-
sponsibility of making plans not for Stamford today, and not for Stamford
yesterday, but for Stamford tomorrow. We're daddlelwith the resvonaihilitv

of coming up with the monies that are necessary seeing to it that the citizens
of Stamford are not overly taxed. We're saddlel{with the responsibility of
helping ourconstituents because we're elected by them, to make those judgements
that ourconstituents know that we have put the time in and the effort in to
resolve. In analy .zing the merchants’situation I've come to a conclusion of
my own and that is that I believe that when the town center is completed, when
the Urban Renewal is completed, we will have a very viable commercial dowm-
town, a very viable community down-town. A community in which there will be
thousands of jobs, in which people will have a place to walk, and eat and
relax and enjoy. I think that it will be an economic community, it will be
a taxeproducing, viable entity that will enable the city to comtinue on its
march toward progress, and I don't mean to make light of any of the comments
I've made; I think the amount of jobs created by the Stamford Urban Renewal -
is well up into the thousands of new jobs; I think this is tremendously im-
portant. But, I also understand that people who, and I'm perhaps one of them,"
who have moved here almost twenty years ago, who remember Stamford as a nice
small town, and look around and say what's happen ing to the big canyons
that's are going up in the buildings, but I also understand that this is part
and parcelof a progress that even though I may not in my own way appreciate
or enjoy in every way, its parand parcel of the road that Stamford has chosen,
because it wouldn't happen on its own, its happened because over the various



25, MINUTES OF SPECIAL MEETING THURSDAY, MARCH 27, 1980 254,

MR. DARER: (continuing)..administrations in the last 15 or 20 years, a
decision was made to encourage the economic development in the City of
Stamford, and we continue to encourage that economic development. We
continue to laok forward to further growth in other areas of the City

in addition to the down-town, and these plans as we know are on the

drawing board now for the South End and for other areas. So, I think that
closing our eyes and burying our heads in the sand and saying to ourselves
wasn't it nice in the good old days, I think that's making the question ome
that is not worthy of us as legislators; I think our roll is to move forward
intelligently with wisdom and to give Stamford a view of the future and to
ourconstituents one that is economically viable and one that represents

for the citizens of Stamford a way in which they can enjoy the amenities

of very fine and beautiful down-town. I say to myself, when I moved to
Stamford first, we had Pacific Street, we had some of those small shops

and rather decrepit area it was at the time. I walked through the new town
center what's been developed and built so far and I say to myself, I'm

proud of this, I find this beautiful; I think this is something that

when this is completed we can all hold our heads high and say we've done
this, this is our town and this is beautiful. The fact that hundred, and
and hundred of millions of dollars will be spent here each year that will flow -
in some small measure into the hands and pockets and into the coffers of the
City and into the hands of our conmstituentswho are owners of stores, who work
in the stores as employees, I think this is tremendously important for our

economic development and growth. Now I say to myself, I'm a legislator and
I've been elected. I know that well over six weeks ago, the Urban Renewal
Program was presented to this Board. I don't mean to criticize anybody on
this Board but T think the argument made, we've arrived and all these tons

of papers are here, I can't really sit here in good conscience and accept

that because this is somnthing we've known about for six weeks. We've asked
for certain clarifications, we've asked for certain explanations of questions
that were raised by Mr. Hogan and his amendment last week. Honest attempts
have been made to answer these questions to us. I just feel that if we take
the view, itS too difficult for us to make a sincere decision, I think that's
not being fair to our constituents We've been elected to look at serious
problems. The only analogy I can make is to the budget, when 100 million
dollars is put on our desk and we have to make decisions in a few nights on

how the citizens of Stamford are going to come up and pay 100 million dollars
for the running of this City. That also was a great deal of pressure, but

we do it every year and I think we do it pretty well. I don't think this -
problem is any more cunplicttedth'“ the various budgets we have to go through

in the course of the year. I think it doesn't really bode well for legislators
to say that the work load that's on their desk is too great for them, and per-
haps they shouldn't be here if its too great for them. I think that......

MR. ZELINSKI: POINT OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE. In Mz. Darer's remarks T've taken
a little bit, but I'm nmot going to take any more about his comments that seem _
to be addressed to something that I said etrly this evening. I don't think '
its germane! I'm entitled to my opinion, we're discussing the particular item
before us and I don't think its fair for anybody to get up and criticite or say
things what other legislators should or should not do, and I would remind Mr.
Darer to please stick to the topic at hand and not to personalities or why other
people have their opinion; we're all entitled to our opinions. Thank you.
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MRS. GOLDSTEIN: Mr. Darer, proceed.

MR. DARER: Thank you, and I have a small point of Personal Privlege in
response,

I would love to hear your opinions, Mr. Zelinski, but I do fee that
when you read from Mr. Robert Hockfield's letter tonight and claimed
those were your opinions I take a point to but I made no comment onm it,
Mr. Zelinski, at the time.

MRS. GOLDSTEIN: The one thing we will not have on the Floor of this Board,
is personality problems, nor will we engage in any personality contest here;
now, let's please keep to the topic. It is getting late, Mr, Darer, proceed.

MR, DARER: The next area that T would like to comment on is the over=-all
financial situation vis-a&-vis the situation that existed in the entire
Urban Renewal Area prior to development.

At one point, the Urban Renewal, I beg your pardon, the Project Area prior
to Urban Renewal had a tax yield less than $1 million. It is projected
that once the Urban Renewal is completed,2nd this is without Blocks 8 and 9,
the City will be receiving somewhere in the neighborhood of $9 million in
annual income and this is before the reassessment of 1980.

If the amended Plan is approved, the estimate at the moment is something like
$1,500,000.00 income from that area; so, the City would in affect be receiving
approximately 117 of its current annual budget from the Urban Renewal Area.
The City's outlay for Urban Renmewal to date, or shall I say the City's
appropriations invested by URC to date, have been in the neighborhood of

$8 million. The balance of the money that this Board has appropriated for
Urban Renewal is currently in the City's coffers. I believe this is very
important because the City manages its money fairly well; it's invested

in money-market instruments, short term money-market instruments and at the
current high rates of interest, something to the order of $16 million is
probably earning the City somewhere in the neighborhood of $1 milliom odd
dollars a year. That money is being held for use of payment for the Town
Center Garage and when that Garage is completed, some of that money will be
spent for that.

I think that we really have to and, I know that most people have made-up their
minds tomight, but I believe in following Mr. Flounder's remarks; what we're
really doing now is talking to the citizens of Stamford and trying to get them
to understand that the emotionalism presented tonight is just not backed-

by the facts, and with that, I thank you.

MRS, GOLDSTEIN: Thank you, Mr. Darer. Mr. Roos. - o

MR, ROOS: (End of tape - beginning of dialogue not om tape)
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MR. ROOS: (continuing)....qaid what I've been thinking here, but I'm not
going to take everybody's time in repeating it all. There seems to be an
assumption that the City can just walk away from our legal contract without
penalty.

Mr. Leonard Cookney, our Corporation Counsel, and the 3entlemlnwhaae legal
opinions I deeply respect, says that if the Board of Representatives fails to
adopt the Resolution amending the Plan, the existing Urbam Renewal Plan will
still be in effect and the contractual rights and obligations to the City
remain. In other words, we just can't walk away from something like this.

I don't think we should;there's a moral obligation right there. We made an
agreement, we signed it, this Board approved it; it was a contractual
agreement and whether it was made this year or 10 years ago, it's still a
contractug] agreement.

The only way it can be changed is for both parties concerned to agree to a
change and that means that the land will have to be acquired at a rough cost
of $10,600,000.00 and will have to be re-sold to the developer for the sum

of $380,000.00 maximum., Somebody asked the question is that $380,000.00

the least we can pay or the most? TIt's the most we can get for it according
to the Contracts. It also means that even if we don't have to build a-- ---
1000 car garage, we still have an obligation to furnish adequate parking

at City expense. This is in the Contract. And, we have a debt service on
that of well, they estimate $800,000.00. At present interest rates, it could
be higher.

We, also, if we go into the existing Plan, we're not going to get any housing.
Mr. Blum said he didn't want to see walls of office buildings, the whole Plan
gives us walls of office buildings. I think somebody said, it was wall-to-wall
offices, and I agree with him on that and here we have housing. Now, even if
this housing is of a high~cost nature, people that can afford it will move in
and possibly move out of more moderate income. Moderate income people, moderate
income apartments could be available and so on. It would help us; it helps the
City.

We have a responsibility to the taxpayer and when I say taxpayer, I mean all the
taxpayers and this is kind of redundant; everybody said it, and we can possibly
run~up a cost of close to $20 million. It might be less. Maybe we can get away -
with a smaller parking area, but don't forget we're to give parking at City.
expense and parking areas have never been money producers. Here's to the
condemmation of a good structure. Mr. Cookney states that land with structures .
and improvements thereon may include structures not in themselves sub-standard-
or unsanitary which are found to be essential to complete an adequate unit of
development. So, it doesn't have to be a slum and it doesn't have to be an 2=
area of neglect. It still, if it is needed for the project, it is possible
to take it. - emmass

MR, JOYCE: Point of Personal Privilege, Madam Chairman. TEils =
Mr. Roos is addressing to a point that I touched on earlier that is the - -
interpretation of the... z

MRS, GOLDSTEIN: Mr. Joyce, please allow Mr. Roos to finibh. If you WiSh.
to answer it, I shall put you on the end of the list. e A Verase Vs
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MR. JOYCE: Thank you.

MR. ROOS: 1I'd like to just say one more word on the old property. I was
touched by the girl's letter, too, but this property was purchased three
months ago, less than three months ago. It was in an area that certainly,
there was a cloud around there, and really Urban Redevelopment isn't asking
for that building as it is the Traffic Department that feels they need it.
They feel they need it that bad that, if it isn't included now, it will
possibly be later. Thank you.

MRS, GOLDSTEIN: Thank you, Mr. Roos. I would just like to inform the
Boazrd that: #1, it's getting late; but the second thing i1s: I am purposely
permitting this elongated debate because of the importance of the issue.

MRS, CONTI: Thank you, Madam President. I do wish to agree with all my
Colleagueswho are against this amended Plan., My main opposition is that it
requires the condemmation of private individual's property which those owmers
are willing and able to develop themselves. As long as T sit on this Board,
God Forbid I should ever vote to commit the taxpayers to pay for anything
which private interest§are willing to pay for.

Now, I must respectfully disagree with some of my Colleagues who claim that
the old Plan, actually, I don’t like the old Plan much better, but I have no
responsibility for that. Some of my Colleagues have said that the old Plan
commits us to spending $14 million. Now, that $14 million represents land
acquisition for and the cost of building a 1000 car garage. We have as much
reason to assume that we don't have to build the garage as we do to assume
that we do have to build the garage and, therefore, I am going to err on the
side that we don't have to build it. I think that we have a strong case on
that side.

Now, as far aglosing $4.6 million, we must all remember something very important;
that $4.6 million can only be used for property acquisition and demolition.

Now, we do not need the $4.6 million if we do not have to build the garage,
therefore, it is not going to kill us to lose it, and I would prefer to let

the private interestsin Blocks 8 and 9 develop their own property at no cost

to the taxpayer because the taxpayers have endured enough. Thank you very much.

MR. WIDER: Move the question, Madam Chairman. SECONDED. -

MRS, GOLDSTEIN: A 5

There's a second to the motion. I would just like to inform the Board of the
people who remain yet to speak: Mrs. Maihoek, Mrs. Signore, Mrs. Santy,

Mr, Zelinski, Mr. Joyce, Mr. Wiederlight and Mr. Fasanelli.

MR, LIVINGSTON: Point of Information, Madam President. Do you have any
speakers that have yet to speak tonight?

MRS, GOLDSTEIN: I just read the list and most of them, almost all of them
will be speaking for the first time,

MR, LIVINGSTON: I withdraw my Second.
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MRS, GOLDSTEIN: The Second has been withdrawn. Do you withdraw your motiom,
Mr. Wider?

MR, WIDER: No, I don't.

MRS, GOLDSTEIN: It has been SECONDED. We will proceed to a vote. This
needs a two-thirds vote, We will vote by use of the machine.

The motion is to move the question. It has been seconded.

Has everyone voted? We'll proceed to a count. Mrs, McEvoy does not have a
complete count. I'm going to clear the machine and we are going to take
another vote on this. Wait, don't vote now. Now, vote up to move the
question; down not to move the question.

Has everyone voted? The vote is 20 NO3 13 YES. The motion has been LOST.
We will proceed to the next speaker, Mrs. Maihock.

MRS, MATHOCK: All can be assured that we Representatives have been carefully
evaluating this very serious problem on a scale to balance the merits of - --
each position.

On the one side, we listen to the concerns of those merchants who have made
their contributions to our City for many years and now are fearful that they
will not have sufficient parking for their customers. A concession has been
made in the Urban Redevelopment Commission's letter dated March 27, 1980,
under 2A; Two levels of publie parking on Reuse Parcels 16 and 16A, this
public parking will be provided at no cost to the City of Stamford. There
will be 75 additional reserved parking spaces for their employees in the
Bell and Bedford Street garages. This I know isn't exactly what is ideal,
but it is a compromise. They won't get exactly what they want but they are
offered more than they were offered last week. I believe all must compromise
and compromise is the only way we can address this problem.

Dr. Hoffman has given us a financial impact statement dated March 27, 1980,
that under the current Plan of net annual loss, $570,000.00 is projected.
Under the amended Plan, he projects a $1,400,000.00 gain. I trust Dr. Hoffman
has given us a very careful evaluation of this problem. We have trusted -
him to direct our City's financial management, and I féel I must trust him-
now to make a proper evaluation of the impact of these URC Plans on our =
taxpayers, For most of us, in final analysis, are taxpayers in one way or
another, Mr, Hoffman says a most important aspect of the amended Plan is

that it removes a major financial burden from the City. -

This has not been an easy experience for many. I feel a grave injustice was
done in not having a more coocperative approach for all concerned throughout
the negotiations. All concermed should have been invited to participate. ~
I listened to a program yesterday on what inflation will do to our quality
of life in 10 years., It was a scaray prognostication. Wé are just not
going to be able to afford many of the things we want in the future, and

the longer we wait, the closdér we get to that point of unaffordability.
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MRS, MATHOCK: (continuing)...I come to this decision with a great deal of
concern in my heart. I feel, however, that a decision must be made now and
at this time, these factors must be considered.

MRS. GOLDSTEIN: Mrs. Signore.

MRS, SIGNORE: Thank you, Madam President. In the interest of brevity, I
will limit my remarks.

I moved to Stamford in 1960 and have listened to talk of Urban Renewal since
then. I've seen it started, delayed, stopped and started again. No one wants
to see it completed more than I do. However, I'm greatly disturbed that the
business and property owners who are most directly affected by the amended
Plan, have been denied a voice in the decision-making process. This may
prove to be a fatal error on the part of URC.

I think a lot of the controversy could have been avoided had they had a
voice in this decision. Let's not forget that these are the people who have
kept this section of Town alive and functioning for many years and many of
them have stayed there waiting for the promises to be fulfilled. I think
they have been treated in a very cavalier manner.

Secondly, Urban Redevelopment Commission has known for 18 months that the
deadline for HUD was March 31. Knowing that, this complicated Plan was
presented to us only within the past few weeks and as so often happens on
our City Boards, attempts are made to force us into compliance by threats
of an impending deadline. I resent that kind of pressure and I ask my
fellow Board Members, let no one make our decisiomns for us. This is
important; let's not be pressured. Let's not vote on something when we
don't have all the answers. We don't have dates, we don't have prices, we
don't know what our inflation rates are going to be. 1It's a very serious
process. Thank you.

MRS, GOLDSTEIN: Thank you for your brevity, Mrs, Signore., Mrs. Santy.

MRS, SANTY: Thank you. We will have turned our backs on the small businesses
and offices in this area if we approve this amended Plan tonight. I was

born in this town. My grandfather,of whom I was very proud, owned a grocery
store. First on West Street, then Richmond Hill and finally to the cormer

of Greyrock Place and Main Street. He felt he was part of the foundation of
Stamford. We needed his business just like we still need the businesses

of the people involved here tonight. You may be thinking, some of you tonight
made statements, this is an emotional statement. It certainly is emotional
for the people involved.

This morning driving down, I think it's still morning, yes, This morning
driving down Summer Street, I noticed it was very dark and that the sun is
completely blocked-out and it's like driving through a tunnel. This is
progress and, of course, this can never be changed. There are comments here
that we must see the future and not live in the past. I don't think anyone
here is living in the past especially when you drive into any gas station
locally.
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MRS, SANTY: (continuing)...I do see the future and I am saddened that not
everyone is included in the future. Maybe, if many of these people involved,
were included in the decision-making meetings that Mrs. Signore spoke about,
we wouldn't be faced with this dilemma. ILet us not hide our light under a
bushel; let us never never forget the past. Ilet us loock to the future
definitely, but we must be responsible to everyone.

I urge 2 No vote on this amended Plan, Thank you.
MRS, GOLDSTEIN: Mrs. Guroian.
MRS, GUROIAN: I would like to move the question.

MRS. GOLDSTEIN: Remaining to speak now ara people who have already spoken
once. They are Mr, Fasanelli, Mr. Wiederlight, Mr. Zelinski and Mr. Joyce.
Is there a Second to Mrs. Guroian. SECONDED. All in favor of moving the
question, please signify by saying aye, AYE; opposed; CARRIED. We will
now MOVE to the main question as amended and that is to act upon, to pass
the Resolution for the proposed changes in the Urban Remewal Contract on
Parcels 8 and 9 which we have before us and as amended by Mr. Donahue.
Mrs. Perillo. ;

MRS, PERILLO: May we have a Roll Call vote?

MRS, GOLDSTEIN: Is there a second to that? SECONDED. All in favor of a
Roll Call vote; there are enocugh voices for a Roll Call vote. We will
now proceed to Call the vote. YES is in favor of the proposed Resolution
as amended; NO is opposed.

POINT OF INFORMATION, yes.
MR, WIEDERLIGHT: How many Members are in attendance?

MRS, GOLDSTEIN: We have 34 Members in attendance. Ms. Summerville, please
proceed to call the roll.

MS, SUMMERVILLE: Mrs. Betty Conti 5
MRS. GOLDSTEIN: The vote is on the question before the Board tonight as
amended. :

MS, SUMMERVILLE: Mrs, Betty Comti - NO _ P e
Mrs. Grace Guroian - KO
Mr. Burt Flounders - YES . '
Mr. Lathon Wider - NO -
Mr. Stanley Darer - YES
Mrs. Barbara McInerney - NO
Mr. Everett Pollard - absent
Mr, Patrick Joyce - Most definitely NO
Mr. Paul Esposito - absent : ' - X i
Mrs, Bowlby - absent ' e
Mr, John Roos - YES
Mrs. Lois Santy - NO
Mr. Philip Stork - NO
Mr,. Anthony Conti - Absolutely not
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MS, SUMMERVILIE: (continuing)...
Mr. Robert Deluca - Emphatically NO
Mr. John Hogan - YES
Mrs. Maihock - YES
Mr. Ralph Loomis - NO
Mrs. Lyons - YES
Mrs, Summerville - YES
Mr. Livingston - NO
Mr. Boccuzzi - PASS
Mr. Kunsaw - NO
Mr, Corbo - NO
Mry. Dziezyec - NO
Mr, Fauteux -YES
Mr. Dixon - absent
Mr, Fasanelli - YES
Mrs. Perillo - NO
Mr. Blum - NO
Mr. Zelinski - NO
Mrs, Mary Jane Signore - NO
Mr. Alfred Perillo - NO
Mr. Vincent DeNicola - NO
Mr. Guglielmo - absent
Mr. Gerald Rybnick - NO
Mr. Donahue - YES
Mr. Wiederlight = NO
Mrs, Hawe - absent
Mrs. Goldstein - YES

Will everyone be quiet so the Clerk cam do her job. Mr. Boccuzzi, would you
like to vote?
Mr. Bocecuzzi - NO

MRS, GOLDSTEIN: The meeting is not over. The vote has not beem counted yet.

THE VOTE IS 23 OPPOSED; 11 IN FAVOR. The motion to amend the Urban Renewal
Plan has been defeated.

We will next go on to the nmext order of business but prior to that, I would
like to thank the Urban Renewal Committee, Mr. Fasanelli, Ms, Summerville,

Mr. Donahue, Mr. Roos and Mr., Conti for the hard work that went into analyzing
this Plan. Thank you.

I would also like to thank Ms. Summerville for her hard work in making sure
that this group is provided with coffee and whatever other amenities are
necessary during our Board meeting. Thank you very much, Ms, Summerville.

I will now allow a motion, number 2 which is a Resolution to change our
next Board meeting, Mr. Boccuzzi.

MR. BOCCUZZI: I move we change our next Board meeting to April 10, 8:00 p.m.
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MRS, GOI.DSTEIN:- There is a motion to change our Board meeting to April 10.
It has been SECONDED. CARRIED,

ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business before the Board, upon MOTION made by
Representative Barbara A. McInernmey, SECONDED and CARRIED, the meeting

was adjourned at 11:35 P.M.
BVMAJ }1’! )% %/"‘“;r

Helen M. McEvoy, Administrative ffsst.
(and Recording Secretary)

APPROVED:

Bv
Sandra Goldst , President
16th Board of Representatives

Note: The above meeting was broadcast
in its entirety by Radio Station
WSTC and WYRS.
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