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MINUTES OF REGULAR BOARD MEETING 

MONDAY, NOVEMBER 8, 1982 

17th Board of Representatives 

City of Stamford, Connecticut 

A regular monthly meeting of the 17th Board of Representatives of the 
City of Stamford was held on MONDAY, NOVEMBER 8, 1982, in the Legislative 
Chambers of the Board in the Municipal Office Building, Second Floor, 
429 Atlantic Street, Stamford, Connecticut. 

The meeting was called to order at 8:40 P.M. by PRESIDENT JEANNE-LOIS SANTY, 
after both political parties had met in caucus. 

INVOCATION: The Rev. Dennis G. Albrecht, of St. John's Lutheran Church, 
884 Newfield Avenue, Stamford, gave the Invocation. President Santy thanked 
Rev. Albrecht for his services. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG: President Santy led the Pledge of Allegiance 
to the Flag. 

ROLL CALL: Clerk of the Board ANNIE M. SUMMERVILLE called the attendance 
roll. There were 38 present and 2 absent. The absent members were Rep. 
Mary Jane Signore, who was excused due to illness; and Rep. Ann King Saxe, 
who was excused because she was out of the state. 

PRESIDENT SANTY requested that anyone who was not a member of this assembly 
to please leave the floor so that they may proceed with the order of business. 

TEST VOTE ON MACHINE: President Santy conducted a test vote on the machine, 
voting yes, no, and abstain, in order to check the operation of the machine. 
The machine was declared in working order. 

PAGES: None. 

MOMENTS OF SILENCE: 

For the late YVETTE CAMERON, by Rep. Dudley. 
'--. 

For the country's veterans, both alive and deceased, who made it possible to 
have this meeting here today, by Rep. Dudley. 

For the late KAY SCINTO, who was the Chairperson of the Welfare Department, 
by Rep . DeLuca, and also by Rep. Stork. 

For the late HELEN STRADA, by Rep. 80ccuzzi. 

For the late MORRIS WIDER, brother of Rep. Lathon Wider, by Rep. Zelinski and 
also Rep. Dixon. 

For the late DR. SIDNEY SUSSMAN, by Rep . ~~ihock. 

For the late STANLEY FILMER, by Rep. Maihock. 
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PRESIDENT SANTY: Seven of our members had October birthdays, and a belated 
Happy Birthday to Burt Flounders, Sandy Goldstein, Grace Guroian, John Hogan, ~ 
Audrey Maihock, Mildred Perillo, and Mary Jane Signore, and you'll get your 
cake next time around. But, this month, we have four of our members who have 
happy birthdays: David Blum, Jim Bonner, Handy Dixon, and Barbara McInerney. 
We have a cake and wish a Happy Birthday to our November birthday celebrants 
this evening, so Happy Birthday all, November and belated October persons. 

STANDING COMMITTEES 

STEERING COMMITTEE - Chairwoman Jeanne-Lois Santy 

MRS. McINERNEY Moved to Waive the reading of the Steering Committee report. 
Seconded. CARRIED. 

MR. DelUCA: Can we have a Recess now, to eat the cake, or must we wait? 

PRESIDENT SANTY: A little later, but Ma. Summerville has graciously accepted 
the challenge to cut the cake, so whenever she feels that she wants to cut it, 
she will see that it is served to the members. 

STEERING COMMITTEE REPORT 

The STEERING COMMITTEE met on MONDAY, OCTOBER 18, 1982, in the Democratic 
Caucus Room, and the meeting was called to order at 7:35 P.M., in response 
to a CALL issued for 7:30 P.M. A Quorum was declared. 

PRESENT AT THE MEETING 
Jeanne-Lois Santy, Chairwoman 
Robert "Gabe" DeLuca 
John J. Boccuzzi 
Annie M. Summerville 
Mary Jane Signore 
Marie Hawe 
Anthony Conti 
Burtis Flounders 
Paul Dziezyc 
Audrey Maihock 

(1) HEALTH AND PROTECTION MATTERS 

John Roos 
Donald Donahue 
Gerald Rybnick 
Lathon Wider, Sr. 
James Dudley 
Michael Wiederlight 
Jeremiah Livingston 
Cady Vos, Mayor's Exec. Aide 
one citizen 
(no media) 

ORDERED ON THE AGENDA were four items appearing on the Tentative Steering 
Agenda: (a) hazards of satellite transmission facilities; (b) workmen's 
compensation for heart and hypertension for police and fire chiefs and their 
deputies; (c) burglar and fire alarm connections; (d) prohibition of ear­
phones and headphones on municipal streets and state roads. Ordered HELD IN 
COMMITTEE was the item of disturbances by motorcyle operators. Ordered 
removed from the agenda were four items: (i) drug paraphernalia sales to 
minors; -(ii) fire escapes and fire alarms for rooming houses; (iii) reduction 
of false fire alarms; (iv) material sold at "The Pleasure Nook". 
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STEERING COMMITTEE REPORT (continued) 

(2) LEGISLATIVE AND RULES MATTERS 

ORDERED ON THE AGENDA were thEe items appearing on the Tentative Steering 
Agenda: (a) amended traffic and parking regulations; (b) veteran property 
tax exemptions; (c) exchange of easements between City and Abe Wexler. 
Ordered Held in Committee were two items: (i) pornographic material being 
available to minor children; (ii) tax relief for the elderly to be amended. 
Ordered moved to the Planning and Zoning Committee's agenda was the matter 
of conveying a parcel of land at the intersection of Hamilton Ave. and Main 
St. to the City by Soundview Plaza Associates. 

(3) PERSONNEL MATTERS 

ORDERED ON THE AGENDA were eight of the nine items appearing on the Tenta­
tive Steering Agenda. The item which was numbered eight was removed from 
the agenda by reason of it already being on the agenda as 03 on the same 
subject, the matter of medical and life insurance benefits. 

(4) PLANNING AND ZONING MATTERS 

ORDERED ON THE AGENDA were the three items appearing on the Tentative Steer­
ing Agenda, with the addition of the one item transferred to this committee 
from the Legislative and Rules Committee, being the conveyance of a parcel of 
land to the City by Soundview Plaza Associates. 

(5) TRANSPORTATION MATTERS 

ORDERED REMOVED FROM THE AGENDA was the one item appearing on the Tentative 
Steering Agenda: information requested on party held by Traffic Director 
for staff and other City officials. 

(6) PUBLIC HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT MATTERS 

ORDERED ON THE AGENDA were the three items appearing on the Tentative Steer­
ing Agenda. 

(7) URBAN RENEWAL MATTERS 

ORDERED ON THE AGENDA was the one item appearing on the Tentative Steering 
Agenda. 

(8) EDUCATION, WELFARE & GOVERNMENT MATTERS 

ORDERED ON THE AGENDA were the six items appearing on the Tentative Steering 
Agenda. 

(9) ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION MATTERS 

There were no items for this committee. 
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STEERING COMMITTEE REPORT (continued) 

(10) APPOINTMENTS MATTERS 

4. 

ORDERED ON THE AGENDA were five of the six names appearing on the Tentative 
Steering Agenda. One name, that of Mr. Joseph A. White, Jr. (as alternate 
for the Fair Rent Commission) was held to be returned to the Mayor due to 
falure to appear before the Appointments Committee three times. 

(11) PUBLIC WORKS MATTERS 

ORDERED ON THE AGENDA were the eight items appearing on the Tentative 
Steering Agenda. 

(12) FISCAL MATTERS 

ORDERED ON THE AGENDA were the twelve items appearing on the Tentative 
Steering Agenda; plus one additional item being a resolution for the 
West Side Interceptor, relating to item #11 on the Fiscal Steering Agenda. 

(13) CHARTER REVISION MATTERS 

There were no items for this committee. 

(14) PARKS AND RECREATION MATTERS 

ORDERED ON THE AGENDA was one item, being Emmanuel Episcopal Church's 
request to hang a banner. The other four items were Held in Committee: 
(a) Tot-Lot matter; (b) Den Road Park matter; (c) a Parks Dept.'s matter 
concerning termination of a seasonal employee; (d) scheduling of Oscar 
Cowan American Legion Post baseball's team. Also Held in Committee was 
another item, the desecration of Veterans Park. 

There were no other committee matters to come before the Steering Committee; 
also no resolutions, communications, or others. 

ADJOURNMENT : 

There being no further business to come before the STEERING COMMITTEE, on 
MOTION duly made, Seconded, and Carried, the meeting adjourned at 8:30 P.M., 
with the President and other members remaining until 8:55 p.m. for discus­
sion. 

JLS:IIMM 
JEANNE-LOIS SANTY, Chairwoman 
Steering Committee 
17th Board of Representatives 
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HEALTH AND PROTECTION COMMITTEE 

MR. DZIEZYC: The Health and Protection Committee met on October 26th 
with the following members present: Michael Wiederlight, Barbara de­
Gaetani, and myself. On Item #1, we voted3-0 against the proposed 
ordinance without prejudice. We would like to have the proponents sub­
mit a revised ordinance which will withstand a court challenge. The 
Corporation Counsel's Office sent a five-page letter to this Board 
enumerating what was defective in this ordinance. In order for it to be 
a positive motion, as is customary, I Move that we approve this for final 
adoption. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: Mr. Dziezyc, you are moving for final adoption, although 
the Committee report is to deny acceptance of this ordinance. Is there a 
Second to this Motion? Several Seconds. Discussion? 

MRS. CONTI: I Move that this ordinance be Returned to Committee. ffthere 
is a Second, I will speak to this Motion. Several Seconds. 

We are now in receipt of another ordinance that was prepared by StamCag 
which they wish us to consider. I would like to see this held in commit­
tee so that this new proposed ordinance may be considered as an alternate 
to the one we have. We are told that the attorneys for StamCag say that 
this second one will hold up in court, so I would like to keep this item in 
committee rather than have it die and start allover again. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: If no one else wishes to speak on this item, we will vote 
on returning it to committee. Please use the machine in voting. Mr. Bonner 
will be noted as abstaining on this vote and he would like the record to so 
show. The item has been returned to committee by a vote of 24 Yes, 3 No, 
one Abstention, 10 non-votes. 

MR. ESPOSITO: I had voted yes on that and my light was on, and it is not 
on now. Oh, you have the vote? 

(1) FOR FINAL ADOPTION - PROPOSED ORDINANCE REGARDING POSSIBLE HAZARDS 
IN SATELLITE TRANSMISSION FACILITIES - Submitted 4/19/82 by Reps. G. 
Guroian, B. Conti, W. Dennis White. Held in Committee 5/3, 5/24, 
7/20, and 8/30/82. Approved for Publication 7/12. Held 9/20/82. 

RETURNED TO COMMITTEE. 

(2) 

as 
Held in Committee 9/20/82. 

HELD IN COMMITTEE. 

MR. DZIEZYC: Items 2, 3, and 4 are HELD IN COMMITTEE. That concludes my 
committee report. 

el, 



.' 

6. MINUTES OF REGULAR BOARD MEETING MONDAY, NOVEMBER 8, 1982 6. 

HEALTH AND PROTECTION COMMITTEE (continued) 

(3) FOR PUBLICATION AND/OR FINAL ADOPTION - PROPOSED ORDINANCE, AS AMENDED, ( 
FOR BURGLAR AND FIRE ALARM CONNECTIONS TO A CENTRAL CITY TERMINAL -
Amending Sec. 3.5 concerning the FEE as submitted by Reps. Gershman, 
Maihock, Bonner, McInerney; also from Barry Boodman 5/4/82; and Rep. 
Wiederlight's memo 5/10. Held in Committee 5/24, 8/2, 8/24, 9/20, and 
10/4/82. 

HELD IN COMMITTEE. 

(4) FOR PUBLICATION - PROPOSED ORDINANCE PROHIBITING THE USE OF EARPHONES 
AND HEADPHONES BY JOGGERS, BICYCLISTS AND OPERATORS OF MOTORIZED OR 
SELF-PROPELLED VEHICLES AND PEDESTRIANS ON MUNICIPAL STREETS AND STATE 
ROADS IN STAMFORD. Submitted by Rep. Stork 7/29/82. Held in Committee 
9/20 and 10/4/82. 

HELD IN COMMITTEE. 

LEGISLATIVE AND RULES COMMITTEE 

(1) RE-SUBMISSION - FOR PUBLICATION AND/OR FINAL ADOPTION - PROPOSED REGU­
LATIONS CONCERNING TRAFFIC AND PARKING. Same as previously submitted 
and which was defeated at 6/7/82 meeting of this Board. Held in Steer­
ing 6/28, 8/30; Held in Committee 8/2, 9/20. Amendments also submitted 
by Rep. Gershman. 

MR. CONTI: Item #1 is a re-submission of the proposed regulations on parking <: 
and traffic. The Committee me~and present were: Conti, Bonner, McInerney, 
Dudley, Donahue, Maihock, and Saxe. My co-chairman, John Zelinski, was out 
of the country on vacation, and I hope he had a good time. We missed him 
sorely. We voted 7-0 in favor to incorporate changes that everyone has in 
front of them, and if you will, we must read these into the record. All of 
you received a copy in the past day or so in the mail. 

Page #1 is all right. Page #2 has no changes. Page #3 no changes. Page #4 
you have underlined under Sec. 20-4 Applicability of Article. The provisions 
of the article prohibiting the standing or parking of the vehicle shall apply 
at all times, or at those times herein specified, or as indicated on official 
signs, except when it is necessary to stop a vehicle, to avoid conflict with 
other traffic, or in compliance with the directions of a police officer or 
official traffic control device. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: Excuse me, Mr. Conti, has everyone the ordinance in front 
of them? And everyone understands where we are going at this point? Please 
continue, Mr. Conti. 

MR. CONTI: We must read these changes. 

PRESIDENT: All the changes are underlined, Mr. Conti? Fine. Yes. 
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LEGISLATIVE AND RULES COMMITTEE (continued) 

MR. CONTI: Under Sec. 20-5 Parking Meters and Over-time Parking. 

MR. WIEDERLIGHT: Why do these changes have to be read to us if this 
ordinance is being re-submitted for publication ••• 

MR. CONTI: May 11 It is not for publication •••• 

PRESIDENT SANTY: Please listen to Mr. Conti •••• 

MR. WIEDERLIGHT: I have been listening to Mr. Conti. 

MR. CONTI: This is supposed to be for final adoption. 

MR. WIEDERLIGHT: What about publication? 

MR. CONTI: There is no re-publication. The changes don't warrant it. 
They are minor changes. 

7. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: The changes are not substantial changes compared to the 
other version. Does that clarify it, Mr. Wiederlight1 I don't think in 
the beginning that Mr. Conti had mentioned the waiving of publication, or 
that it would not be re-published since the changes were minor. 

MR. CONTI: On Page 4, under Section 20-5 Parking Meters and Over-time 
Parking. Almost down to the bottom of the page, it says "to post signs 
stating meter rates and hours of operation", that is the only change in 
that one. 

Then we go to Page 7, the following shall be Class III Parking Violations; 
" (17) In a handicapped space marked in accordance with State law without a 

permit~ that is added. 

On Page 8, we go down to Penalty Schedule, Section 20-7; (1) (a) A fine of 
Two Dollars ($2.00) for a parking meter violation or for over-time parking 
where posted. That was changed from $5.00 to $2 •. 00. 

Then we go to Page 9, under #2, we . will correct a typographical error at the 
end of ,the first line of item 112 where it states "shall apply if payment if" 
- this should read "shall apply if payment i!,". 

Now, on Page 8, (3) If the penalties are not paid within seven (7) days of 
issuance of the citation, said penalties shall be as follows. Now there are 
quite a few changes here, so please bear with me. 

Class of Violation - Days Elapsed from Date of Issuance and Penalty - 1-7 
days, you have Class of Violation I, $2.00; No. II, $10.00; No.II~ $15.00; 
No. IV, $25.00. 

If they go to 8-15 days, it was changed to $5.00 for Class I Violation. 
If it goes 16-45 days, Class I then becomes $10.00; and if it goes 46-60 
days, it becomes $30.00; and if they then go from 61-90 days, all four classes 
are changed to read as follows: Class I, $50.00; Class II, $60.00; Class III, 
$70.00; and Class IV, $90.00. 
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LEGISLATIVE AND RULES COMJoIlTTEE (continued) 

MR. CONTI (continuing): On Page 10, we go to the third paragraph down, 
"if the violator arrested under this section is found to be guilty, he 

' .. 
I 

8. 

is to be fined no more than one hundred dollars;'and, (this is the change), 
'Imd, in addition, he shall pay the required penalty as herein set forth." 

Down at the bottom, the last line, we have added three new words at the 
very end "or Police Department". 

We go to Page 13 now, atthe top of the page, the change has been made at 
the end of the paragraph by adding the words "and to immediately notify the 
Police Department of the same." 

Now go to Page 14, article (b) Formal hearing procedure - Parking Violation 
Hearing Officer. (1) The Mayor shall appoint, with approval of the govern­
ing body, two or more parking violation hearing officers who shall not be 
employed by the Police Department or the Department of Traffic and Parking. 
Such officers shall serve for a term of two (2) years. Violations hearing 
officers may be compensated by the City with funds appropriated for this 
purpose as recommended by the traffic authority and approved by the govern­
ing body. 

On Page 15, the numeral (4) has been added. It was missing before. 

On Page 16, under (h) If such penalty is not paid 'on the date of its entry, 
the hearing officer shall send by first-class mail a notice of the penalty 
assessment to the person found liable and shall file, not less than thirty c=> 
(30) days, nor more than twelve (12) months after such mailing, a certified 
copy of the notice of penalty assessment with the Clerk of the Superior 
Court for the geographical area in which the town, city or borough is locat-
ed, together with an entry fee of Eight Dollars ($8.00). The certified copy 
of the notice of penalty assessment shall constitute a record of assessment. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: The changes are just the words that are under-lined? 

MR. CONTI: That is right. We are now on Page 18 and there has been a 
change made here: State law reference - For similar provisions, see 
G.S., Sections 14-223, 53-182. 

Under Section 20-14 Vehicles on Sidewalks. I may as well read the whole 
thing to make it sensible. "It shall be unlawful for any person to drive 
~ propel any vehicle upon any sidewalk within the City or to allow any such 
vehicle to go or stand upon any such sidewalk, when such vehicle, is pro­
hibited pursuant to the requirements of State Statutes l4-250a, 14-286, 
l4-286a, and l4-286b." The l4,286a should have a dash there instead of the 
comma, l4-286a, so if you make those changes, we will all be in line. 

On Page 19, third paragraph down, it reads as follows "It shall be unlawful 
for any motorist to fail to yield the right-of-way to any pedestrian in a 
crosswalk in accordance with the requirements of State law. State law refer­
ence - For similar provisions, see G. S., Section l4-300b and l4-300c." 
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LEGISLATIVE AND RULES COMMITTEE (continued) 

MR. CONTI (continuing): Going down a bit further to Section 20-16 under 
"Removal of Abandoned and Unregistered Motor Vehicles and Motor Vehicles 
which are a menace to traffiC", in article (a) the word "City" has been 
changed • . 

And again, on Page 20, the word "City" is added on the first line . 

And on Page 23, under Section 20-23 Penalty for Violation of Division. 
The word "division" is added to the second line. 

The first two pages are new, to up-date the index . 

And the last two pages are new, to include the current 
that were omitted as per Mrs. Gershman's suggestions. 
changes come on Pages I, 2, and 22 and 23. 

regulations 
That's where the 

The Motion was made and Seconded to recommend final adoption, as amended, 
and I so Move. Seconded by several. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: There are several speakers to this ordinance. First is 
Mr. Dudley. 

MR. DUDLEY: First of all, I would like to commend Rep. Gershman for at­
tending the workshop. While I did not personally agree with all the 
changes that were made, I think they were constructive changes that I hope 
will help in passing this ordinance tonight. As I said, I am not fully 
pleased with all the changes that were made; however, I think that we all 
have to look at the total ordinance for what it's worth; and without delaying 
the issue too much tonight, I would just like to recommend that everyone look 
at the total ordinance as an over-allpictur~and I fully recommend this 
ordinance. 

MR. ZELINSKI: As my colleagues know, I was originally against this ordin­
ance when it was first proposed to us because of the high fines, especially 
in the first part where it has Class I, the Meter Violations; and now that 
it has been changed from the original $5.00 to $2 . 00, and some other changes 
that I am in agreement with, even though I at this present time have some 
minor concerns, I think over-all it is a good improvement based on what we 
h~d first got, and I would be supporting this and would hope my colleagues 
would also. 

MR . BLUM: I looked at this ordinance at home, and read it very thoroughly; 
and I received numerous calls from the merchants in town. In fact, we got 
some of their letters, saying how great this ordinance would be. At first, 
the merchants were against it; and I sometimes wonder now, riding down 
through this City of Stamfor~whether really this ordinance will give us any 
improvement in as far as traffic is concerned. One of the reasons a merchant 
who came to me, told me that this ordinance, in a sense, will move traffic. 
Well, I don't see how geting a fine can move traffic, when today we're hav­
ing the streetscape. We have one type of sidewalk; now we are going to have 
a smaller sidewalk. Lights are not working properly . I can take you to any 
part of this town and show you how the traffic is backed up for a consider­
able length of time. Are the people today getting to work on time? Are they 
getting in and out of stores? Are they getting parking spaces when they want 
them? And I say: No! I don't think this ordinance is going to give us any 
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LEGISLATIVE AND RULES COMMITTEE (continued) 

MR. BLUM (continuing) ••• improvement as far as traffic is concerned. Yes, I 
am very glad that we are going to be left with the $2.00 fine, but you know, 
that ticket keeps coming any place you go. You can't even find a spot, and 
when you do, you stay there two minutes, and you have to run ~ut to make sure 
here's the quarter, and here's the half-dollar, an~ here is two dimes, and 
you get the ticket anyway. 

MRS. CONTI: I would like to propose an amendment on Page 9, and it is the last 
sentence on sub-section (2). It presently reads, the second sentence of that 
paragraph: "Payment is deemed to be made on the date it is received by the park­
ing violations office." I would like to amend that to read: "Payment is 
deemed to be made on the date it is postmarked." 

There were several Seconds a: this point. 

MRS. CONTI: (continuing) Given the track record afthe post office, things are 
delivered anywhere from 10, 15, 20, 30 days late, and I don't think that the 
person who pays the bill should have to pay more because of that. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: We are now addressing Mrs. Conti's amendment which has been 
Moved and Seconded. We are speaking just to that, to change the wording from 
·"received" to "postmarked". Is there any discussion on that? 

MR. DUDLEY: I Move the Question. Seconded. 

c 

PRESIDENT SANTY: All those in favor of Moving the Question, please say AYE. 0 
Opposed? Carried. 

We will now vote on the main motion to change, on Page 9, instead of the word 
"received", "payment is deemed to be made on the date it is postmarked. 

MRS. CONTI: And the rest of the sentence is deleted, it ends at "postmarked"; 
"by the parking violations office" is deleted. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: Then that sentence is to read "Payment is deemed to be made 
on the date it is postmarked." We will now vote by machine on that amendment. 
APPROVED with 30 Yes votes, 4 No votes, zero Abstentions, and 4 Non-Votes. 

MRS. CONTI: I have another one. I would like, on Page 14, to make another 
amendment and it is under sub-section (1), after the underlined (b), but this 
is in (1): "The Mayor shall appoint, with approval of the governing body, two 
or more parking violation hearing officers", and I would like to add at this 
point "who shall be unclassified employees" •••• 

PRESIDENT SANTY: Adding the words ''who shall be unclassified employees"? 

MRS. CONTI: Yes, after the word "officers". 

PRESIDENT SANTY: Wait a minute now, that's your amendment? 

MRS. CONTI: I don't know but, "shall be unclassified". 

PRESIDENT SANTY: Is there a second? Seconded by Mrs. Guroian. 
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LEGISLATIVE AND RULES COMMITTEE (continued) 

MR. BOCCUZZI: I don't know that these are going to be employees to start with. 
You are automatically deciding that they are going to be employees. I don't 
think the ordinance says that they are going to be employees. I think what 
it says is that any compensation shall be allowed to the people, it has to come 
before this Board, but if you put employees in there now, I assume that anyone 
taking the position would assume that they are employees and are going to get 
some kind of a compensation. 

MRS. McINERNEY: The intent of this particular section was to appoint two or 
more parking violation hearings officers, much the same as the people who serve 
on the Jury Committee are appointed by the Mayor of the City. The only thing 
that this Board is saying that we will now have the approval, which we do not 
now have over the Jury Committee, and thus they will not be compensated for any 
of their time unless this Body deems it necessary to do so. So I would speak 
against the amendment. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: There are no further speakers. We will proceed to a vote on 
the machine. We are now voting on Page 14, sub-section (1) The Mayor shall 
appoint, with the approval of the governing body, two or more parking violation 
hearing officers, who shall be unclassified employees, who shall not be employed 
by the Police Department or the Department of Traffic and Parking." 

Please use the machine. Has everyone voted? The amendment was DEFEATED: 4 Yes, 
29 No, and 5 Abstentions. 

MR. STORK: The last time this ordinance was before this Board, I think I made 
my point very clear on how I felt about it. I would commend the L&R Committee 
because they have managed to increase my support from Zero to 50%. One of my 
areas of concern was the fine schedule, and I think that that's a tremendous 
improvement. I support that improvement wholeheartedly, although I still have 
doubts that that won't be sought to have serious increases in the future, but 
that doesn't affect us tonight. My other problem, which still exists, is Section 
20-8, which is the removal or immobilization of motor vehicles against which 
there are outstanding parking citations. This hasn't had any movement whatso­
ever. I am still against anything that will cause potential damage to automobiles, 
either by the attachment of the Denver Boot, or towing, or anything that will 
lead to lawsuits against the City of Stamford, which could go into tremendous 
sums of money. Therefore, I would make a motion to delete Section 20-8. Seconded. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: We will now have discussion on Mr. Stork's amendment. 

MR. DONAHUE: In all the discussions that we have had of this ordinance, this is 
the first time I have heard anyone be critical of this specific section. In the 
many meetings we have had, and workshops we've held, the Committee itself has 
asked many questions concerning this section, and felt as a result of those dis­
cussions, that anyone who finds themselves in a position where they have a number 
of outstanding tickets, a number of delinquent tickets for a long period of time, 
is protected under this ordinance by the amount of warnings a person will receive. 
There are no less than 10 people right now that owe the City in excess of $2,000. 
in over-due parking tickets. At this point in time, there is no means, especial­
ly if they live out of town, or out of state, to do anything to attach those 
persons' properties, or to get them to pay those fines. If they live out of 
state, there is no extradition for parking violations. Many cities around here 
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MR. DONAHUE (continuing) •••• have looked at this same problem and have decided <:; 
that the Denver Boot is a perfectly safe way, and legitimate way, of reaching 
those who will disregard the laws of this City: and any other city in the 
area. What we are trying to do here tonight is to create a real deterrent to 
those who will ignore the laws of this City. The best example of the uses of 
the so-called Denver Boot was the individual in Darien who was parking every 
day at the Darien Railroad Station in a space marked "15 Ddnutes only". 
Every morning he would pull in, park his car and lock it, get on the train, 
go to New York, come back at five o'clock at night, take the parking ticket 
off and throw it on the dashboard . He accumulated over $600 in fines, and 
Darien passed a law providing for the Denver Boot in Darien. Well, he came 
back one night on the train and there certainly was a Boot on his car, and 
Darien is $600 richer. That is money they could not have gained any other way. 
And I guarantee you that that space is now available for any of you who want 
to park for 15 minutes on a daily basis, because the individual is no longer 
parking there. A person who falls into this category has disregarded the laws 
of the City of Stamford, not just once, not just twice, but many times. There 
are many protections built into this ordinance so that there is no way about 
somebody being falsely Booted, and there is no way to damage a car with the 
Denver Boot unless an individual were to get into the car and try to drive 
away: but their car would be well-marked, well-posted, and instructions would 
be on the car itself as to what to do if he should find himself, or herself, 
in that situation. An amendment of this type takes one of the main reasons 
for this ordinance, out of the ordinance itself, and that is to create a vitally 
needed deterrent to those who will ignore the law, so I would ask the members of 
this committee, of this board, after the committee has met for many, many months 
on this and discussed this quite thoroughly, and there were even suggestions at c:> 
one time that we allow the Boot after five delinquent notices, and we kept ·it at 
ten, to leave this section in the ordinance and make it a vital part of the 
City's Code. 

MR. WIEDERLIGHT: I have to agree with Rep. Donahue. The ordinance has got to 
have teeth to it. If the ordinance does not have teeth to it, it is not really 
worth passing in the first place. If there is no deterrent to the illegal park­
ing: if we can't get these people to pay their fines, we might as well not have 
the ordinance in the first place: and therefore, I do not support this amendment. 

MRS. McINERNEY: I would like to agree with both Mr. Wiederlight and Mr. Donahue 
that to take this particular section out of the ordinance would be to take any­
thing worthwhile, anything that we are trying to accomplish with illegal parki.lg, 
and to say, go ahead, Stamford is an open town. We have so many people, as Mr. 
Donahue has indicsted, that owe the City so much money, there is no possible way 
we can collect any of the over-due tickets unless we have a means to try to stop 
them from doing so. If the Denver Boot is the only thing available to us at this 
time, it seems to me foolhardy to remove it. And as Mr. Donahue indicated, there 
would be stickers allover the car. You would be well aware that the Boot is on 
the car before you moved it. If you did it, it would obviously be at your own 
risk because you would be forewarned of the damage to your car, and you can 
redeem your car by contacting the Police Department at any time, seven days a week . 
So certainly, I would speak against this amendment, and .·I would urge the Repre­
sentatives to support the move not to delete this item. 

o 
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MR. FLOUNDERS: I Hove the Question. Seconded. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: The Motion is to Move the Question. Those in favor of Mov­
ing the Question, please say AYE. Opposed? CARRIED. 

We will now vote on Mr. 
Page 10. If you are in 
deleting it and want to 
DEFEATED with 3 Yes, 25 

Stork's motion to delete the entire Section 20-8, on 
favor of deleting it, vote Yes. If you are opposed to 

go with the original section, vote No. The Motion is 
No, Zero Abstentions, and 10 Non-Votes. 

Next to speak on the Main Motion, which is the adoption of the Ordinance, as 
amended, is Mr. Bonner. 

MR. BONNER: I originally voted against this ordinance. I have sat in on a 
number of meetings. I believe that the Board of Representatives have had com­
ments,and they have prevailed. The City has listened. At this time, I feel 
that, although this certainly is not perfect, but I believe that it is a good 
ontinance; I believe that it is good for the shopper, the shop-owner, and also 
the taxpayers, and also has a good opportunity of dealing with the chronic 
violator. The merchants were out in force at least through their representa­
tives, and I feel that we have probably as good an ordinanc~as we are able to rl.gnc now get, and I, therefore, wish to vote for it. 

MR. DEeLUCA: I'll yield to the next speaker. I was going to Move the Question. 

MR. DONAHUE: I'll pass at this time. 

MR. WHITE: It seems to me that you've put together two ordinances in one. 
You've got a traffic ordinance, and you've got a parking ordinance, and I 
don't think that is generally good legislation, frankly. Secondly, it has 
been justified on the basis of revenue. I don't think necessarily it's ••• 
it is supposed to be a regulatory ordinance, and when you take the attitude 
of producing revenues from regulatory ordinances, well, you get into certain 
kinds of problems there. And thirdly, my major objection to it is that I don't 
see any indication from the Traffic Department that, in fact, they are going to 
change on-the-street parking, which was my princ4a1 and original objection. 
You still don't have adequate on-the-street parking, so the shopper, or the 
parker in town is dealt with extremely capriciously, it seems to me. I mean, 
some streets take nickels, some streets take dimes, some streets take quarters 
in their parking meters. More than that, there are varying lengths of time 
for the various species that are used; f~Im~ach species, as a matter of fact, 
you can't get a uniform amount of parkin«, and generally the amount of time seems 
to be inadequate to begin with. And all this parking ordinance does, and it may 
be in itself a pretty ordinance, but it rests, it seems to me, on an unstab+e 
base. You don't have adequate on-the-street parking; and you don't have uniform 
on-the-street parking; you don't have sensible on-the-street parking; you don't 
have enough parking spaces on the street; so it seems to me that the ordinance 
rests on a very, very unstable basis, Madam President. Thank you. 

MRS. GERSHMAN: I do agree with Mr. Bonner that, at first, I could not support 
this ordinance, and I can now. I also agree with Mr. White that there are 
problems with it, but so be it. I had promised that I would not make any more 
amendments, but I am going to break that promise. I have one more amendment I 
would like to make and it is very small. 
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MRS. GERSHMAN (continuing): It is on Page 17, Section 20-11 Traffic authority 
to implement. The traffic authority of the City is empowered to establish pro­
cedures implementing the provisions of Section 20-4 through 20-17 of the Code. 
The traffic authority may enter into contracts with firms to process citations, 
collect penalties, prepare reports and perform such services as may reasonably 
be necessary to effect the prOvisions of the Code. I would like to insert the 
word "clerical" between "such" and "services", so that it reads: " •••• collect 
penalties, prepare reports and perform such clerical services as may reasonably 
be necessary to effect the provisions of the Code." Several Seconds. 

PRESIDENT SANTY: Mrs. Gershman, do you wish to speak to your motion now? 

MRS. GERSHMAN: I would just like to explain that I feel that this does put a an limitation onAoutside contractor who could come in and possibly in the unfore-
seeable future even, begin to ticket, which is something that I want to prevent. 

MR. DONAHUE: I understand Mrs. Gershman's concerns, and the first thing I 
would state is that we have discussed this a number of months, and the concern 
has been raised in the past that the only person or persons who can give a 
parking ticket within the City of Stamford is an uniformed police officer, 
or a special police officer, having full police powers and working under the 
direction of the traffic authority. To insert such a change in the ordinance 
at this time would place limitations not on a contractor who is employed by 
the City to collect funds, which. is the intent, but it would ,modify the traffic 
authority who could only perform clerical services. The problem here is the 

o 

traffic authority, by this ordinance, is directed to perform many services, such 0 
as to provide a list of those vehicles that have been impounded to the Police 
Department. That is a service they must provide. While Mrs. Gershman's intent •• • 
I understand what she is doing by this motion is to limit the traffic authority, 
not limit the contractor. The contractor who would be hired by the traffic 
authority is limited already in the issuance of parking tickets as they would 
have to be uniformed policemen or special policemen under the direction of the 
Chief of Police or the traffic authority. 

MR. WIEDERLIGHT: I think Mrs. Gershman's amendment is an excellent one, and 
specifically when you relate to the collection of penalties, just think of it 
for a second of how this can be abused. If it is contracted out, for example, 
to collect the penalties on a percentage basis, my, wouldn't the contractor 
work very hard, might even work overtime. This happens in some neighboring 
communities. I think that there is a process for collecting penalties right now, 
and that it simply should be adhered to. I do not want to see an independent 
contractor collecting penalties that are due to the City of Stamford only be­
cause of the method that might be used for which we, or the traffic authority, 
would have no control. 

MR. WHITE: Point of Information. Is there any possibility that the contractor 
who prepared the original ordinance is also going mbe the contractor given the 
award, perhaps, to do the collection? Is that a question? Is that a problem? 
Because it seems to me that that would raise a real conflict-of-interest question. 








































































