MINUTES

WATERTOWN TOWN COUNCIL

REGULAR MEETING

POLK SCHOOL LIBRARY

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 3, 2003, 8:00 P.M.

PRESENT:
Elaine Adams


Lee Archer, Chairman


Raymond Hebert, Jr., Vice Chairman


Robert Kane


Jean King


Raymond Primini


Paul Rinaldi


Paul Valenti


Richard Wick

ABSENT:
None
OTHERS PRESENT:
Chuck Berger, Interim Planning and Zoning Officer

Meredith Robson, Town Manager


Frank Nardelli, Assistant Town Manager/Finance Director

1.
Call Meeting To Order
Mr. Archer, Chairman, Called the Meeting to Order at 8:00 p.m.

2.
Roll Call
Ms. LaForme, Board Clerk, executed the Roll Call.

3.
Pledge of Allegiance


Mr. Archer, Chairman, led the Pledge of Allegiance.


Mr. Archer:  I’d like everybody to join me in a moment of silence in remembrance of the 7 Columbia astronauts.

Watertown Town Council

Regular Meeting

February 3, 2003

Page 2

4.
Public Participation


Louis Salamone, Highmeadow Road, Watertown, CT 06795


Mr. Salamone:  I’d like to offer my comments in opposition to the proposed road up there.  I do so for a number of reasons.  First of all on a more personal level, currently there is an area, an access road in there that’s being utilized by CL&P.  The runoff that’s generated from that access road is minimal due to the fact that the water is absorbed into the property over a wide spanse of ground.  The proposed road is not going to be over that same access road, it is going to be the left of this CL&P access road, so consequently we’re going to have two roads in there side by side, with perhaps 15 feet between them, which to me is just (inaudible) as far as the neighborhood is concerned because it just doesn’t look good.  Now there were comments made to the fact that other ways or other means of accessing these parcels of land would have defaced the landscaping, if you will.  With all due respect, I don’t want my landscaping in my neighborhood defaced either.  Along the lines of that road being proposed, from what I can tell on the drawings that I’ve seen, there are swales on either side of this road which are going to collect all of this water being, or runoff being generated by this road.  And as best as I can determine this water is going to be dumped to the left side of that road, which is going to be right on my property.  When I developed my lot up there, I spent over $20,000 rerouting a storm sewer so that I would not have water running off the streets, through the storm sewer, through the back of my property.  This to a certain degree is going to nullify whatever I did, so again that’s more on a personal note here.

\
Secondly, I think in fairness to the taxpayers, not the ones in the neighborhood alone but in the Town overall, this is being proposed, and you’re going to be asked tonight to accept this road to accommodate 1 or 2 building lots, one of which has to be modified and I’m sure there’s going to be variances that will be requested in order to develop that property and the Town is going to be asked to maintain or will be required to maintain this road.  Why should we, as taxpayers, for one home, possibly two homes, assume or share that additional burden? We are having difficult times in this Town as it is, trying to get budgets passed, adding more costs on for the sole purpose of accommodating 1 or 2 individuals, to me just doesn’t fly and I don’t think it’s fair.
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Secondly along those same issues, the Town is going to be assuming some liability if this road is accepted.  CL&P has high tension lines which run over this area, and contrary to what I believe the drawings are going to reflect, the high tension lines will encroach over this roadway much further than what those drawings show.  In fact, without having had a surveyor up there myself, just measuring off my property line, that roadway is going to start, and approximately 75% of that roadway is going to be directly underneath those high tension lines.  Those high tension lines have a potential in excess of 100,000 volts.  This road is going to be some 700 plus feet long, once you get beyond 400 or 500 feet, well shorter than that, once you get beyond 50 or 100 feet it becomes very obscure to anybody on the roadway.  Consequently this road is going to become a hangout; it’s going to become the Lover’s Lane of Highmeadow Road, it’s going to be a hangout for young kids going up there with their quads and dirt bikes.  Are we, as taxpayers, to assume that responsibility as well?  The high tension lines again are not that far off the ground.  If somebody decides to go back there and climb those poles, they’re going to come out like, I hate to say what?


Mr. Archer:  They’re not going to come out.


Mr. Salamone:  They’re not going to come out, you’re absolutely right.  It is very conceivable that someone can go up there and throw a chain and reach that high tension line again causing a dangerous situation whereby the Town, taxpayers, are going to be asked to assume the liability for that.  You’re being asked to accept a road which is less than the normal requirements of a street in Town.  The maintenance crews are not going to have a fun time maintaining that road.


There are alternatives to access that property in the back.  As we said, Route 6 offers that access, unfortunately it poses a rather expensive proposition to do so, however when these properties were purchased, they were purchased with the encumbrances that we’re talking about, or that you will be discussing later, already in place.  This is nothing new that beset these parcels of land, so when these parcels of land were purchased, they already had all of the problems and issues associated with them that exist today.  There have been numerous statements made that when that subdivision was put together the 50 foot Town right of way was left there for the express purpose of accessing that property.  Nobody is denying that it was left there to access that property, but I don’t know that anybody in this room can actually say that it was left there for the purpose of having that parcel of property developed into a building lot.  If they did, and if that was the intent, why were not these issues addressed before?  This matter came up before the Z.B.A, asking for a variance on the frontage required, and it was turned down.  This frontage issue existed way back in 1992, 1993 when that parcel of land was deeded to the Town, I believe it was in 1993,and it existed when it was first discussed, but it wasn’t addressed, it wasn’t corrected then, and I doubt very seriously that CL&P had any input with regard to building a road underneath their high tension lines.  CL&P makes it a practice to cross a street with their high tension lines, as close to a 90 degree angle as possible.  They do not make it a practice of running their high tension lines or having roads built parallel, directly underneath high tension lines.
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So again the bottom line for this whole issue comes down to money.  That’s what it comes down to, the cost of accessing those parcels of property in that area, and again I don’t feel that the Town or the taxpayers of this Town should be asked to bear the burden of those expenses with regard to maintaining the road or the liability issues that might follow this proposed road.  Thank you very much.


Joseph Spinella, 179 Highmeadow Road, Watertown, CT  06795


Mr. Spinella:  I’m representing my son, Martin Spinella, who lives at 179 Highmeadow Road.  He isn’t available, he isn’t in the State, but I talked to him by phone and he told me to express his opinions.  A point of concern with him is the high tension wires.  There is an electro magnetic field under those wires.  When you pass under those wires on a wet, damp or foggy day especially in the Summer with the windows in the car open you can actually hear those wires crackle, so there is an electro magnetic field.  He has written to Northeast Utilities asking about the consequences of an electro magnetic field, and they said that there are consequences, but they’re not scientifically proven.  Now for anyone to build anywhere near those wires, in my opinion, his wrong.  In his opinion.  There are certain ramifications that are long term with electro magnetic fields that do not have pain to them, they do not manifest themselves in any way other than that little bit of crackling, but later down the line there may be health problems for anyone living within maybe 50 or 100 feet on either side of those wires.  So that’s a concern of his and he has written to them 2 or 3 times already and they still haven’t answered his questions.  So he told me to bring these concerns before this Council.


Now this Council is elected by the people, they are supposed to represent the health and welfare of the people that live in Watertown.  This is not politics or anything, the people are what count, and you are not liable, that’s a harsh word to use, but you should take into your concerns the health and welfare of the people that live in that area or anybody that proposes to live very close to it, even though they don’t recognize the problem.  The problem is there, it cannot be scientifically proven yet, but they are working on it.  Now there are many towns in the State that are beginning to look at this problem and asking that whenever CL&P or any electric company has to do work, to put their wires underground, where that will not spread. Okay?  That’s a safety factor, for the people.  Now the Town of Watertown, I think, should approach the Connecticut Light & Power and ask them to deed the property to them and leave it as open space.  Towns are spending thousands and thousands of dollars for open space.  Maybe this is a way for the Town of Watertown to get that space and leave it open as a natural habitat for their animals that God put on this earth to live in.  I don’t know, I’m not an orator, and I don’t express myself very well, and maybe my argument is disjointed, but I hope that you’ll take that into consideration.  Again, the health and welfare of the people at a future date may rest in your hands.  Thank you.
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Ken Julian, 94 Highmeadow Road, Watertown, CT  06795


Mr. Julian:  (Inaudible) last meeting with you people, my only disagreement is a few things.  By putting in a road and houses devaluates some of these other people’s houses.  It’s supposed to be a hardship.  The only thing I want to know is I think there’s a big conflict of interest here, for many reasons.  First (inaudible) on Highmeadow Road, Ray Garassino we had thousands of stipulations.  We had to have wood side, 3,000 square feet, if you wanted a pool it had to be an in ground pool, no clothesline, you can’t do this, we all had to obey this.  With this new road going in, it’s supposed to be 2 houses, as far as I’m concerned right now, CL&P, and I won’t say names, there’s going to be about 6, 7 houses back there.  (Inaudible) septic, they’re going to hook to our sewers and water that we paid top dollar for.  Ray Garassino put it in, and we paid for it.  Dayton is not here tonight; he paid $310,000 for 3 acres.  Some people paid $110,000, $150,000 for their lots.  Last time Pilicy was here, regardless of the price, $6,000 for 10 acres.  


Here’s my biggest thing then.  Why didn’t Watertown, I lived here all my life, when I bought our house it was a subdivision, sub, one or more houses.  Building lot – it’s a building lot, correct.  Sanctuary, sanctuary.  Wetlands, unbuildable wetlands.  Preserves – it’s a preserve.  Woodland, I never heard of it, but maybe for the wood, which they already took.  Tax base on that for the past 2 years, 100 years, my lot before I built my house was assessed at $110,000.  I paid taxes on $110,000 cause it was a building lot.  I built one year after I bought it.  Woodland – I’d like to know what the tax base on that woodland is.  Accessible from Route 6, no sewers and water, correct?  Behind me right now, I can’t think of the man’s name, nicest guy (inaudible) his house is right behind my, now they live on (inaudible) Road.  There’s 4.5 acres for sale right now.  I got first offered cause my land adjoins this, the nicest guy in the world.  Approximately $500,000 4 acres, big difference from $6,000, cause it’s building lots.  If this went through, not threatening the Town, maybe I should put a right of way and we’ll put 8 houses, cause I think in Watertown you need a half acre with sewers and water.  Without it you might need an acre, or maybe an acre and a half.  My point is woodland is woodland, a building lot is a building lot, and I think it’s a conflict of interest for CL&P and I won’t say names, on the Board, there’s going to be more than 1 house there, they own a lot of land there.  If this goes through, a road goes in, you get 1 house, 2 house, you’re going to 10 houses back there, maybe 12, on my sewers and water that I paid for.  That’s my only . . .
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I feel bad for that, no effect (inaudible) this road, no effect on me at all.  I’m 3 houses down.  I’m going to have houses or someone behind me, but if it’s totally legal, I wish the guy good luck.  I just think it’s definitely a big conflict of interest.  I would like to know the person, I already found out a little bit.  The man that sold this property is like 89 years old right now.  Think about it, maybe he went to the Town, I (inaudible) proof, I’m sure he went to the Town before and said this land I have here, it’s landlocked, I can’t sell it, it’s useless, make it woodland and you pay only maybe $1,000 per year in taxes.  After he sells it, conflict of interest, people on the Board, people here, people know this person, that’s my biggest thing.  I learned in life it’s not what you know, it’s who you know.  I hate to say that, it’s totally true.  My son is a graduate with a, I won’t even say his name, a colonel of the State Police, so I don’t care if you graduated with a 4.0 it’s who you know, it’s not what you know.  I work for the State right now.  It’s not what you know, it’s who you know.  That’s life.  But if it comes down to other people’s problems, I’m just saying, I think it’s totally wrong.  I have nothing against the guy, he could be my best friend in the world, but I think we’re going to have a big problem in the future.  I want this on tape, cause I’ll tell you right now 2, 3 years from now you’re going to see 8 or 9 houses there, so (inaudible) parcel cause it’s connections.  The lot was wooded, they wanted to sell the wood.  (Inaudible).  They own thousands of miles, the only (inaudible) that was wooded was our yard and the lots adjoining his.  And I’m telling you right now there will be 10 houses back there, on my sewers and water that I paid top dollar for.


I put a pool in, I said this before, it’s almost funny to say, I went to Ray Garassino, I had two young boys, 26 now and 20.  I put a pool up, (inaudible) by back yard you could walk around completely naked.  I did before swimming (inaudible) a few years is gone, no.  So $22,000 later I have an in ground pool that I beg my wife to fill in every day cause my kids are big.  No I’m serious, that was the zoning, I obeyed it.  I stain my house every other year, like a jerk, up there painting and staining every other year.  When I wanted vinyl siding he said no Ken, it’s got to be cedar.  I live in a 3,100 foot house, my wife and I, when I wanted to build a 2,000.  Build it here or don’t build.  So I’m just saying, our community, we paid for this, we abide by the rules, with another road, they’ll be using our stuff and doing just what they want and the value of their house will go up and ours go straight down.  Jan’s and her house, I’m telling you right now, she just bought this poor house, her back yard is beautiful.  To have a house behind her, nothing about a house to say you just lost $100,000. I just (inaudible) it’s unfair and I think in the future it’s going to be much more unfair to Watertown, especially with the zoning, woodland all them years, woodland.  I wish they had put my house as a woodland before I built on it.  I never heard of woodland, but you know what I’m saying.  Wetlands you can’t build it, preserve you can’t build, woodland you can’t build, sanctuary you can’t build.  Building lot, yes you could, subdivision yes you could.  This is going to be a future subdivision.  Shame on Watertown.  Thank you.
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Ryan Fahey, Highmeadow Road, Watertown, CT 06795


Mr. Fahey:  I just wanted to, a couple of things that weren’t brought up.  Actually that parcel of property has always been listed as woodland and actually it’s only assessed at $8,000 or $10,000 according to the Watertown Tax records so any taxes that were paid on it, it was not as a building lot, it was as a wooded lot, and as far as what Mr. Salamone was saying about the lines going in, the road going in right under the lines, this parcel is the right of way directly in the (inaudible) of CL&P's easement which is 290 feet, and it will be right under the lines.  Other than that I wanted to speak partially on behalf of Mr. Petroccia, Mr. James Petroccia, who lives at 22 Highmeadow.  He couldn’t be here tonight but he wrote a letter the first time that this issue came up with Mr. Rafey trying to build back there, but he wrote a letter last year, but it’s still pretty much relevant.  Have you received a copy of this letter?


Mr. Archer:  I don’t believe so.


Mr. Fahey:  I have a couple of copies if you’d like to look at it.  I’m just going to go through a couple of things.  (distributed copy to Lee Archer).


Mr. Archer:  I appreciate it, thanks.


Mr. Fahey:  I’m not going to read the whole letter, obviously but I’m just going to go over a few things.  He made a couple of points about this because he’s familiar with the situation and the way things are done in Watertown.  He brings up the point that as we all know that most of the lots in this area were sold for a lot of money to say the least, and the price paid for this piece of property from Mr. Overton was $7,500 and it was obviously never intended to be a building lot.  I actually spoke to Mr. Overton and he was happy to dump the property.  He had had it for about 27 years and never made a move on it, and it’s kind of interesting that Mr. Rafey gets it and all of a sudden there’s all kinds of activity.  And the previous owner had also never attempted to develop the property at any point.  He goes on to say that the area is zoned R-90, access to a (inaudible) must be 30 feet which he meets that requirement, but it was never intended to be used as a building lot because if it was it would have been incorporated with the Garassino subdivision but it was not.  It wasn't incorporated into the subdivision as a building lot, it was not taxed as a building lot, and a right of way was never provided to that area at the time when Garassino cut up his lots.  It’s in a totally different block even, not an actual (inaudible) block, but it’s in an R-90 zone whereas our neighborhood is an R-70 zone.  It should have been included with the rest of the neighborhood if it was intended to be developed as a housing lot, but it’s obviously intended to be accessed from Route 6, if it was to be developed, which actually it was because back when this property years ago was owned all by the same owner.
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Actually a man by the name of Elio Daly owned all the property along Route 6 on that side, and he sold off the piece that Mr. Rafey bought from Mr. Overton at some point, but he provided access to that parcel through his property so if that property is to be accessed it was meant to be accessed from Route 6.  This parcel also may not meet the requirement in the sense that woodland land in an R-90 zone requires a minimum area of 3.1 acres exclusive of any wetlands area.  The deed restriction of the property indicates that it contains 3 acres more or less so it appears that the area may not be sufficient, and according to the Watertown Tax Map it would not be sufficient because it is approximately 2.035 acres which is below the required amount to access a rear lot.  Other than that I don’t really have anything to say other than Mr. Petroccia wrote this letter and he wanted me to voice his concerns and clarify it.


Janet Spinella, 104 Highmeadow Road, Watertown, CT  06795


Ms. Spinella:  Just for the record that was my son who spoke, who didn’t say where he lived; he lives with me.  I just want to voice a couple of things that probably won’t be said tonight.  I was informed that the deed was finally moved over (inaudible) Mr. Garassino created this right of way.  Actually in 1987, I’m going to back up a little bit, when I wanted to buy my property, I wasn’t aware that the other two parcels were included in this 3 parcel lot, and Mr. Overton came to, I believe not the Town Council, but the Planning and Zoning Commission and he wanted the right of way through my property.  And Ray vehemently, along with my father and I, opposed it, and they did not allow him the right of way through the property.  At that point I guess in order to create these two lots Ray did deed this future access, which I never, ever knew about all these years.  Mr. Overton approached me about 8 years ago, quite some time ago.  He wanted me to buy the property from him for $10,000.  And I told him I was not interested in buying the property, I did not need more property behind him, it was a dead issue as far as I was concerned, that property was landlocked and he had his choice way back when to sell it or with Mr. Garassino’s property and he didn’t.  My point being no one knew on all these maps that this right of way existed, so from 1987 until December 3, 2001 that property was just not deeded to the Town, it was just meant to be.


I called Mrs. Garassino today, Ray’s widow, and I spoke with her.  And what she told me was that Franklin Pilicy approached her about finally deeding this land over to the Town.  My concern is that why after all these years did Mr. Pilicy approach her?  He was just leaving the Town as the Town Attorney in December, 2001 so it was like a final act that was done.  And in one of the meetings he has represented Mr. Rafey, so I’m questioning his actions.
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And really I want to say that I think it was meant to be not a building lot, it hasn’t been taxed as one.  I fought (inaudible) when I built my house I fought as I said vehemently not to have someone behind me, and I felt it was unjust then and I still feel the same way now.  It will change the value of my property, it will change the entire neighborhood.  As Ken said we were subject to all kinds of deed restrictions.  We have no way of knowing what kind of home will be built back there, and I ask you to take into consideration what my father said about the open space, possibly as something to consider.  I’m just vehemently opposed to it and I hope you will consider my comments.


Jeannine Rectanwald, 124 Highmeadow Road, Watertown, CT  06795


Ms. Rectanwald:  My property abuts Mr. Rafey’s property in the back in the right of way, is if you’re facing the house, on the left, so I have a lot of concerns, all of which I have voiced at other meetings.  We’ve been to the Zoning Board of Appeals, we’ve been to the regular Zoning Commission and I’ve gotten up and said a lot of the same things that my neighbors have said but I just, from a purely personal standpoint, I want people to know that I am a little bit different from the rest of these people in that I’m not an original owner. I searched and searched and searched for a house for 2 years.  I drove my real estate agent out of her mind until I found the house.  When I found the house at 124 Highmeadow Road, I was given a map that showed different pieces of property.  I was given a little map, actually I have it there.  It didn’t show the right of way, but that’s even besides the point now; shame on me for not researching that better, but it in fact did show a parcel behind me, and when I researched that and found out what it was and I went to the Town and looked at the deed, it showed that it was owned by, I think it was Zora Rafey, I’m confused between the two parcels now, if it was Moosa’s or Zora’s, but it said it was a woodlands lot, and the description of the woodlands lot was given to me as such that it was not a buildable building lot, so I went ahead and purchased this piece of property for a lot of money, and shortly thereafter all of this was set into motion. I feel that above and beyond, I mean (Tape #1, Side A ended – may have missed some) houses that I looked at, I looked at houses that were a lot nicer aesthetically than the house that I may have bought, but nothing compared to the property and the surroundings and the neighborhood of this house, and that was the prime motivation for my husband and I purchasing that house.  So I feel very much protective of that, and I bought a house thinking I could go out in my back yard with my 3 children and my husband and see nothing but woods, and now because of all of this stuff that’s happening, I’m going to have a road running past my house, and 2 houses in my back yard.  And I really, really, really have an issue with that from a personal standpoint, and also from a taxpayer’s standpoint.  
I’ve got to wonder why the Town would want to put themselves in a position where they would be liable and have to maintain a road for one single person.  So those are really my concerns and I just hope that everybody can understand that and consider that when they have to make their decision.  Thank you.
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Joan Palladino, 418 Hamilton Avenue, Watertown, CT  076795


Ms. Palladino:  I’ve been a very long time citizen of Watertown, lately not as active as I’d like to be, but certainly with the budget as most people in Town do know.  I’m a budget supporter, but lately I’ve been doing a lot of research and I have some comments to make and a few questions cause I’ve been a little upset by some things lately.  One thing I was able to peruse for the last few weeks was the agreement that this Town made for the Town Manager and I have some questions and comments on that.  I do not believe that it was in the best interests of Watertown to hire someone for $17,000 more than our present Interim Town Manager was making, and I say that for a couple of reasons.  At the time this was done there was no secret that the State of Connecticut was going to be in a lot of fiscal (inaudible) as we all know it got even worse.  We do not even know what our funding is going to be and the history of Watertown is such that we have trouble passing budgets anyway.  I really feel that there was no need to rush into this.  For whatever the reason you wanted to (inaudible) Town Manager, that’s fine, but the thing is we were not under any rush to do so, because we had an Interim Town Manager who said fine, I’ll just stay; you don’t have to give me the job, I’ll just stay.  I felt we could have looked for somebody who was more within our budget.  That’s the only issue of the salary, in that case I am questioning.  I really do not feel that we should have done that, that’s a lot more money.  Think of the budgets in the past that we passed and the things that were cut.  You went up $17,000, okay?


Again in looking over the agreement I had some questions.  The agreement states that the Town Manager always got a car, but the agreement states that it is at the discretion of the Town Council.  Again given the status of our Town, of our budget, and our State, and certain (inaudible) why was it a 2003 fully loaded Explorer?  I’m sorry, again, a lot of people have questions on this.  I just came from work and where I work a lot of Watertown people work, and believe me a lot of people are unhappy about that.  I also have a problem when, you know, we went up a lot in salary, $98,000, flextime, you know that’s fine, but is it being monitored, because I happen to know for a fact in the past it’s been abused by Town Managers, I’m not saying in this case, buy my problem is I know in the most recent past, the (inaudible) Town Managers had been abused in the past, I would like to know is there any fail safe way to (inaudible) so it won’t be abused this time?


Another comment that I have heard from a lot of people, so I investigated it because I really don’t like to speak until I, it’s just a question I have, and maybe there is a simple answer for it, but prior to the vote for the Town Manager a citizen got up to this podium and asked a simple question – why can’t we keep Chuck Frigon as Town Manager?  That’s not what I’m talking about here, my problem is with the answer, and again I stress this was prior to the vote.  The answer was “because we could (inaudible) the Town for litigation”.  I’ve been thinking and thinking and thinking this out and I’ve discussed it with a lot of people and we can’t figure out why, because the Council hadn’t voted yet.  Why was the answer given to this woman because we’d be setting ourselves up for litigation?  I mean I’m not doubting that you could have voted the person in, but why?  And that was the answer.
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Mr. Archer:  What exactly is the question?  Why would we be setting ourselves up for litigation?


Ms. Palladino:  Yea.  I mean you could vote anybody in, you’re the Town Council, really.


Mr. Archer:  Just to be fair there were two parts to the answer to that question.


Ms. Palladino:  Okay, that’s why I’m asking.


Mr. Archer:  One was that Mr. Frigon was not considered as a final candidate because he didn’t apply for the job.


Ms. Palladino:  Okay, that’s the answer to that question, I understand that part of it.  My question was is the litigation part.  I mean you could have hired anybody, you could have hired me, I mean really, you’re the Town Council, you’re going to vote, I just didn’t understand the litigation part of that answer.


Mr. Archer:  Well to have negotiated in good faith with someone . . . .


Ms. Palladino:  See that’s where I’m wondering, so basically then . . .


Mr. Archer:  (Inaudible) for several weeks and then simply decide not to hire them is . . . .


Ms. Palladino:  Well no, I disagree there because there was a Council vote, okay, it was a 5-3 vote, okay, so until that Council votes then we should negotiate, but the Council still has the right to say no.


Mr. Archer:  Right.


Ms. Palladino:  So I still don’t understand the litigation.


Mr. Archer:  Well then we have, well we disagree, that’s . . . .


Ms. Palladino:  Okay, cause I don’t (inaudible) litigation.  I mean you don’t have to (inaudible) Town Manager but certainly there was no litigation.


Ms. Archer:  Sure, sure.


Ms. Palladino: That was my point, it was just the litigation issue, that was it.


Mr. Archer:  But I don’t think the question was whether or not we should continue to go ahead and vote, the question was whether or not we should continue to go ahead and vote, the question was . . . .
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Ms. Palladino: Oh no, it wasn’t . . . 


Mr. Archer:  (Inaudible) in good faith we should just drop the candidate and appoint Mr. Frigon.  If the Council had voted against hiring the person, that in and of itself I do not believe would have opened us up to any kind of litigation, but negotiating for good faith for 2 or 3 weeks and then dropping it cold, would have.


Ms. Palladino:  Okay, that’s what I was wondering.  A lot of people had a question to that, and that somewhat does answer it.


Mr. archer:  I hope that clears it up.


Ms. Palladino:  It (inaudible) part of it yes, it does.  That clarified the comment.  One thing that was in the paper recently though, and I read your (inaudible) for Town Manager and like I said I (inaudible) a higher salary, recently the Economic Development Commission, and this was in the paper, that they had asked, I guess they approached the Town Manager if they could appoint Chuck Frigon to the Economic Development Commission for a little extra compensation, primarily because he did such a good job, and that’s great, but don’t forget, he did the good job as he was Interim Town Manager, and as Interim Town Manager that was his duty also, he was receiving a salary for that and that’s the duty of a Town Manager.  I do not believe we should be paying anybody extra money.  The Town Manager should be sitting on the Economic Development Commission.  The Town Manager is getting paid to do that.  I don’t want to pay an extra Town Manager’s salary, we’re already paying $98,000.  I think Mr. Frigon should do his job as Purchasing Agent and the Town Manager should be on the Economic Development Committee.  Well I want to make that clear because it was in the paper that it was a suggestion and I don’t agree with it.


Mr. Archer:  Well it was a suggestion.


Ms. Palladino:  It was suggested by them and the Town Manager said that she was going to try to do that and I don’t believe in that, I do not believe that he should be appointed to that Commission.  I do not believe he should be a Town employee helping that Commission for extra compensation.


Mr. Archer:  We haven’t discussed it among ourselves.


Ms. Palladino:  Well I’m just saying it was in the paper and I’m discussing it because it was in the paper and I did not like reading that in the paper, but I feel that we should get our (inaudible) ahead of time cause apparently (inaudible) I’m not her, so I read it in the paper and before it is discussed I would like to express y views.


Mr. Archer:  Just because it is in the paper doesn't mean it’s an Action Item so don’t . . . 
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Ms. Palladino: No, I didn’t say it was an Action Item.  I’m saying that the Town Manager went into the meeting and stated it in the paper and I’m just saying that I believe it’s the Town Manager’s job and we shouldn’t be paying extra money, period.  It may never come up as an Action Item.


Mr. Archer:  Right, so noted.


Ms. Palladino:  It’s just I’m very disheartened by a lot of things that happened and the money being spent in Town.  I mean last week we debated over a truck for $24,000.  A lot of people, some of you know me, some don’t, but although I haven’t been active (inaudible) I’m always active in the budget, and everybody knows that.  Right now I have so many vote yes signs in my garage and shed I can hardly walk through, and if you’re wondering as you drive through Town who’s putting them all up, it’s my daughter and I, at 1:00 a.m. before the vote, and we do it every time.  She’s in college now.  She’s the one who wrote the letter supporting your budget, I did beforehand.  She’s the one who comes home from college and writes to everybody.  I’ve got to say that the kind of responsibility that’s showing, spending this kind of money when we could have been saving money, I have to think twice about supporting the budget.  And I never, ever thought, in my wildest dreams, that I’d ever think this way, but I’m not really happy with the way things are in Town right now.


And I just want to make one thing clear, the comments I made tonight were totally about the process, of the way things were done in hiring, I do not agree with the salary, I do not agree with the agreement.  It has nothing, the comments have nothing to do with how I feel about Ms. Robson or her qualifications, but despite that, I do not agree with the way the Council handled it, and I commend the 3 members of the Council who actually did think of the fiscal policies of Watertown and the fiscal health of Watertown, I should say.  Thank you.


Dana Bongiorno, 1254 Litchfield Road, Watertown, CT  06795


Ms. Bongiorno:  I just wanted to say, I’m so sorry, I forgot her name, the woman from Hamilton Avenue who spoke up, Joan Palladino, in defense of Joan’s, I understand where Joan is coming from about fiscal and paying more money when certainly the State and the Town is having budget problems of its own, but coming from a professional field and having worked with recruiters in the past, I know that it’s very hard to find the right person for the right position, and I do understand that Mr. Frigon was very well liked and very well thought of in this Town, but unfortunately he did not put his name in, as I understand it, to be the Town Manager, he didn’t apply for the job, and while he was certainly well qualified I’m sure that there are members of the Council who felt that because he didn’t apply for the job, that for whatever reasons he didn’t want the job.
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Now as far as I’ve been working on (inaudible) I did an excellent job at, personally I think I’d be a great actress, but yet no one has ever called me up from Hollywood to offer me the job, but I don’t get mad at them because I never applied for the job, you know what I mean, so if he wanted the position I feel he should have actively pursued it more and applied it, and as far as the increase in the $17,000 more that we’re paying the Town Manager, quite honestly I think we all know in life we get what we pay for, and if we want to attract qualified people with good credentials who can do a good job for the Town of Watertown we need to pay them the salary so that we get the best possible pool of candidates.  It’s kind of that pennywise and pound foolish thing.  I don’t think we want to be cutting corners on our most valuable assets and the people who are going to lead our Town, cause I think we’ve seen in the past with some instances in the Board of Education and the School Superintendent where we’ve gotten somebody for the position and it didn’t turn out to be the right person for the position and in litigation it ended up costing the Town a lot of money and a lot of problems, so if you have to pay somebody a little bit extra, to get the right person in with the right credentials, and sometimes you know you can’t see the forest through the trees.  People who’ve lived in Town forever and been here forever and are all caught up into it, I think sometimes it’s very nice to see a refreshing face and somebody unbiased and neutral who can come in with a fresh, new perspective and see things from both sides of the story and then draw their own opinion, because while it’s wonderful that everyone has lived in Town for years have been so actively involved in running the Town, sometimes I think we get a little lost through the forest through the trees and we need to step back a little and it’s nice to have that fresh perspective and I think it’s wonderful to have Ms. Robson on board, and I hope she didn’t take any of those comments too hard because it’s hard enough being in a new job, in a new position, in a new place to sit here and think oh my God, they think I’m making too much money, but I’m sure she’ll do a wonderful job and welcome on board.


Ms. Palladino:  I just want to say my comments weren’t directed at hiring Chuck Frigon.  It never was directed at hiring Chuck Frigon.  That’s why I said we had an Interim Town Manager who was willing to stay on on a day to day basis.  I knew he wasn’t a candidate, I never considered him a candidate, I never considered the Council would hire him.  My point was we could have waited until we found out how the State was going to make out.  That was what my comment was about.


Valerie Petrillo, 31 Parkmon Street, Oakville, CT  0-6779


Ms. Petrillo:  You may remember some time back in December when I came to a Council meeting and presented to you the fact that a petition was being circulated around the community for a community center to be housed at Griffin School.  It’s going quite well, it’s still going, but at that time I requested a time for public participation and Mr. Archer, you said that was going to happen, and that was in December, so I’m just here to again reiterate that and to see when we could have a time set aside for public participation.
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Mr. Archer:  What we need to do is actually have a Public Hearing on that and my apologies on that, that should have been done in January.  Meredith, we could get with Lisa tomorrow and figure out a time to have a Public Hearing on this?


Ms. Petrillo:  Inaudible) actually two articles, but one yesterday where it surprised me that Griffin School was in the paper and it was something about Waterbury looking into it for their school system.  I was like whoa, where did that come in from?  I just think that this is something we need to all collectively look at and (inaudible).


Mr. Archer:  There are a lot of suggested uses for it.  In fact in a couple of minutes I have a letter from somebody on the same issue with another idea, so there are a number of issues and we do need the Public Hearing on this (inaudible).


Ms. Petrillo:  Yea, because collectively I think we could work better.  Thank you.


Tom Parisot, Atty. Representing David and Jeannine Rectanwald


Atty. Parisot:  Mrs. Rectanwald addressed you a short while ago.  All the residents from Highmeadow who came out really addressed you well, and put most of the issues before you.  I’d just like to point out that apparently even the Agenda tonight refers to Rafey Road as dealing with a landlocked parcel of land.  That simply isn’t correct.  The only reason why it may be landlocked today is because of what Mr. Rafey has done.  He acquired two parcels of land.  They were known as lots 16 and lot 20.  Lot 20 had frontage on Route 6, lot 16 was referred, in all the deeds going back for many, many years, as being a woodland lot or woodland parcel.  It was never referred to or referenced as a building lot.  When he acquired those titles to both lots was at least partially in his name, also with his wife Zora, that merged those two lots legally and created one parcel with frontage on Route 6.  Before coming to the Zoning Board of Appeals, Mr. Rafey transferred his ownership interest in Lot 16 so that exclusively resided in his wife Zora so then he could come in and say hey, Zora’s lot is landlocked here.  I owned the lot with frontage on Route 6, you can’t lump my lot in with Zora’s lot because Zora’s has to be looked at independently, and when you do that it’s landlocked.  And that’s the argument he put before the Zoning Board of Appeals through Atty. Pilicy, who represented him at that time.


It was rejected for a number of reasons.  One of the reasons was that his request for a variance was requested was because the Zoning Board of Appeals recognized that these lots could be built via access from Route 6.  There’s simply no reason whatsoever for an 18 foot Town road to be built through the right of way that exists coming in from the Highmeadow Subdivision, and again as it was pointed out to you, the lots in question here were never part of the Highmeadow Subdivision.  We know that there’s a 50 foot wide requirement for Town roads.  There’s a reason for that.  Obviously there was study put into it before that requirement was adopted and put in place.  It’s to allow for turnaround, for emergency vehicles, it’s to allow for appropriate snow plowing.
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If we have an 18 foot wide Town road, all of those considerations are tossed out the window, and why is it being done?  It’s being done for a Town employee who is trying to use his influence in what he views as his privilege to get something that isn’t available to anyone else.  One of the speakers brought up conflicts of interest.  If you were before the Zoning Board of Appeals, you would have been shocked at the conflicts of interest that were apparent, or certainly at least in the air there.  You had Mrs. Barton, Mr. Rafey’s Supervisor initially advocating for him before the Zoning Board of Appeals, writing opinion letters that were subsequently turned out to be not completely correct in some material respects.  When her conflict or potential conflict of interest was aired, she backed off and the Zoning Board of Appeals used an independent resource to step in and look at this.  Once those independent legal resources were accessed, the variance request was denied.  The bottom line is there was simply no legal or practical reason to grant Mr. Rafey the favor that he’s come before this Board seeking.  To do so sends a terrible message to the citizens of Watertown as to how Town employees can get something that no one else in this Town can.  Thank you.


Mr. Archer, Chairman, Closed Public Participation at 8:53 p.m.

5.
Minutes


A.
Special Town Meeting Minutes – January 21, 2003


Mr. Archer:  Item A is something that was approved at the last meeting.


B.
Regular Meeting Minutes - January 21, 2003



MOTION:
(Mr. Kane, sec. Ms. Adams) to approve the Regular Meeting Minutes dated January 21, 2003 as presented.



Discussion:
None



In Favor:
Ms. Adams, Mr. Archer, Mr. Kane, Ms. King, Mr. Primini, Mr. Rinaldi, Mr. Valenti, Mr. Wick



Opposed:
None



Abstained:
Mr. Hebert (due to absence)



MOTION CARRIED (8-0-1)
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6.
Sub-Committee Reports


A.
Business Development Subcommittee



Mr. Kane:  Yes, this morning I actually met with Meredith, our Town Manager, Jim Carrah, from the Watertown/Oakville Chamber of Commerce, Steve Sasala, who is the new President of the Greater Waterbury Chamber of Commerce, and Joe Wasilauskas, Chairman of the Economic Development Commission.  We had a very good meeting talking about regional economies and some of the goals and plans that we’d like to see come through with economic development, working with the Chamber of Commerce, some pretty good, new ideas in order to grab information from the other regional towns in the area.  Also we have a meeting this Wednesday night, 6:30, prior to the Planning and Zoning meeting at 7:30 where we will meet, our committee will meet with the Planning and Zoning Commission regarding how business goes through the processes in dealing with Planning and Zoning and the commissions in Town, so I look forward to that meeting Wednesday night.


B.
Ordinance Subcommittee



Mr. Wick:  We just had a Public Hearing on the revised language for the ordinance concerning fishing and boating which will be on our Agenda later on for a vote.


C.
Facilities Committee



Mr. Primini:  No report.


D.
Public Works Subcommittee



Ms. Adams:  I reported at the last meeting, but our next regularly scheduled meeting will be a week from tomorrow, 7:00 p.m. at the Town Hall Annex.  I believe we’re going into the Town Manager’s Office because E.B.C. will be meeting in the Conference Room, so we’ll start our meeting there and then swap.

7.
Chairman’s Report

A.
Correspondence



Mr. Archer read aloud the following letters:

Watertown Town Council

Regular Meeting

February 3, 2003

Page 18



“Date:
January 28, 2003



To:
Inland Wetlands Commission



Cc:
Town Council



To commissioners:



With regrets I must submit my letter of resignation to the Inland Wetlands/Conservation Commission.  I feel at this time I am not able to give to the Commission the time needed to do the job properly.



Mary P. Salzer”



“To:
Watertown Town Council



From:
Watertown Commission on Again




Corrine, Peluso, Chairman



Date:
January 22, 2003



Re:
Use of Abandoned Schools



The Watertown Commission on Aging went on record at their regular meeting Thursday, January 16, 2003 to back the use of one or both schools, Baldwin or Griffin, for elderly housing.  This action was supported unanimously by the Commission.”


B.
Facts and Fallacies



None


C.
Other



None



Ms. King:  I didn’t see on our Agenda tonight, unless I missed it, I’d like to ask what information we have about proposed budget cuts to our Town.  I’ve seen things in the paper with other towns listed that they’re going to lose this much or that much money, and I know that the Legislature has not acted, but I wondered what we did know about what proposed impacts some of the Governor’s proposals might have on us?
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Ms. Robson:  Unfortunately I don’t have any definite numbers for you.  I did meet with Senator DeLuca and Representative Flaherty last Friday and we went over a number of issues, and unfortunately they can’t give us any direct information, but we should have some more definitive information, hopefully this week, but it’s so in flux that they couldn’t promise anything.  Frank and I have talked about what do we do if, but we could do a lot of scenarios with what do we do if, so until we have some real numbers, it’s really impossible to even come up with some (inaudible) that we might recommend to you.  The long and short of it is I don’t have any definite information for you, but I was promised that as soon as they had the information that they would get that to us as soon as possible, but unfortunately we just don’t have it right now.



Ms. King:  I understood that two of the proposed areas for cuts were in the Pequot Indian money that comes to towns and in the (inaudible) town road aid.  Is that?



Ms. Robson:  Those are two of the areas that have been suggested for cuts.  Frank, I don’t know if you have any further information, but I have no information about that, any direct numbers tied to those areas.



Mr. Nardelli:  Yes, we haven’t gotten any direct numbers yet, but those are two areas they are talking about possibly cutting, and we still haven’t gotten our money for the manufacturing equipment which is about $1,300,000 that we should have got in December from the State.



Ms. King:  So we are one of the towns that has not received the money from the State where C.C.M. is in fact suing the State on behalf of the towns that have not received that money?



Mr. Nardelli:  That’s correct.  Mark Ryan, I believe, is called into court on February 10th to testify why the State hasn’t given the towns their money.



Ms. King:  It’s $1,000,000 that we should have received in December?



Mr. Nardelli:  It’s about $1,300,000 that we’ve been waiting for since December, that’s right.
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8.
Action Items


A.
Consider Appointments to Boards and Commissions


The terms of various Boards and Commissions have expired or are expiring.  Appointments must be made to fill these vacancies.



MOTION:
(Mr. Kane, sec. Ms. Adams) to Reappoint Melanie Flaherty, 21 Neill Drive, Watertown, CT to the Commission on Aging, Term to Expire January 31, 2005.



Discussion:
None



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY



MOTION:
(Mr. Kane, sec. Ms. Adams) to Appoint Mary Colangelo, 612 Middlebury Road, Watertown, CT to the Commission on Aging, Replacing William Stemple, Term to Expire January 31, 2005.



Discussion:
None



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY



MOTION:
(Mr. Kane, sec. Mr. Hebert) to Appoint John Bongiorno, 1254 Litchfield Road, Watertown, CT to the Conservation Commission/Inland Wetlands Agency, Replacing Bruce Cianciolo, Term to Expire January 31, 2006.



Discussion:
None



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY



MOTION:
(Mr. Kane, sec. Mr. Hebert) to Appoint Edwin M. Undercluffer, 85 Hamilton Avenue, Watertown, CT to the Conservation Commission/Inland Wetlands Agency, Replacing Steven Sawicki, Term to Expire January 31, 2004.



Discussion:
None



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY
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MOTION:
(Mr. Kane, sec. Mr. Hebert) to Reappoint Robert M. Porter, 71 Cherry Avenue, Watertown, CT as a Constable, Term to Expire January 31, 2005.



Discussion:
None



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY



MOTION:
(Mr. Kane, sec. Ms. Adams) to Reappoint Karl Kuegler, 317 Whispering Hill Road, Watertown, CT as a Constable, Term to Expire January 31, 2005.



Discussion:
None



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY



MOTION:
(Mr. Kane, sec. Ms. Adams) to Reappoint Scott Stewart, 272 Wheeler Farm Road, Watertown, CT as a Constable, Term to Expire January 31, 2005.



Discussion:
None



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY



MOTION:
(Mr. Kane, sec. Ms. Adams) to Reappoint Khrystyne Keane, 240 Cherry Avenue, Watertown, CT as a Constable, Term to Expire January 31, 2005.



Discussion:
None



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY



MOTION:
(Mr. Kane, sec. Ms. Adams) to Reappoint Marion Owen, 49 Cutler Street, Watertown, CT, to the Economic Development Commission, Term to Expire January 31, 2008.



Discussion:
None



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY
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MOTION:
(Mr. Kane, sec. Mr. Hebert) to Reappoint Joseph Wasilauskas, 52 Park Avenue, Oakville, CT, to the Economic Development Commission, Term to Expire January 31, 2008.



Discussion:
None



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY



MOTION:
(Mr. Kane, sec. Ms. Adams) to Reappoint Jack E. Traver, 795 Park Road, Watertown, CT, to the Economic Development Commission, Term to Expire January 31, 2008.



Discussion:
None



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY



MOTION:
(Mr. Kane, sec. Mr. Hebert) to Appoint Patricia Kropp, 52 Wheeler Street, Watertown, CT, to the Historic District Commission, Replacing Sandy Jellinghause, Term to Expire January 31, 2008.



Discussion:
None



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY



MOTION:
(Mr. Kane, sec. Ms. Adams) to Appoint Rosalie Loughran, 75 Woolson Street, Watertown, CT, to the Historic District Commission, As an Alternate, Replacing Patricia Kropp, Term to Expire January 31, 2008.



Discussion:
None



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY



MOTION:
(Mr. Kane, sec. Ms. Adams) to Reappoint Norman Caffery, 935 Buckingham Street, Watertown, CT, to the Housing Authority, Term to Expire January 31, 2008.



Discussion:
None



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY
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MOTION:
(Mr. Kane, sec. Ms. Adams) to Appoint Peter Tomsheck, 457 Davis Street, Oakville, CT, to the Parks and Recreation Commission, Replacing Gerald Langlais, Term to Expire January 31, 2006.



Discussion:
None



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY



MOTION:
(Mr. Kane, sec. Mr. Hebert) to Appoint Jan Wivestad, 45 Dunrobin Lane, Watertown, CT, to the Parks and Recreation Commission, Replacing Salvatore LaRosa, Term to Expire January 31, 2006.



Discussion:
None



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY



MOTION:
(Mr. Kane, sec. Ms. Adams) to Reappoint Gary Stewart, 575 Northfield Road, Watertown, CT, to the Police Commission, Term to Expire January 31, 2008.



Discussion:
None



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY



MOTION:
(Mr. Kane, sec. Mr. Hebert) to Appoint Charles Gordon, 14 Edgewood Road, Oakville, CT, to the Water and Sewer Authority, Replacing Wilbur Hughes, Term to Expire January 31, 2006.



Discussion:
None



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY



MOTION:
(Mr. Kane, sec. Mr. Hebert) to Appoint Dana Bongiorno, 1254 Litchfield Road, Watertown, CT, to the Water & Sewer Authority, Replacing Renee McGee, Term to Expire January 31, 2006.



Discussion:
None



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY
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MOTION:
(Mr. Kane, sec. Ms. Adams) to Reappoint Roger Mitchell, 99 Norway Street, Oakville, CT, to the Zoning Board of Appeals, Term to Expire January 31, 2008.



Discussion:
None



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY



MOTION:
(Mr. Kane, sec. Ms. Adams) to Reappoint Phillipe Roger, 25 Linden Street, Oakville, CT, to the Zoning Board of Appeals, Term to Expire January 31, 2008.



Discussion:
None



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY



MOTION:
(Mr. Kane, sec. Mr. Hebert) to Reappoint Mary Bisson, 53 Beach Avenue, Watertown, CT, to the Zoning Board of Appeals, Term to Expire January 31, 2008.



Discussion:
None



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY



MOTION:
(Mr. Kane, sec. Mr. Hebert) to Appoint Michael Keane, 360 Cherry Avenue, Watertown, CT, to the Zoning Board of Appeals, As an Alternate, Replacing Joseph Polletta, Term to Expire January 31, 2007.



Discussion:
None



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY



MOTION:
(Ms. Adams, sec. Mr. Hebert) to Appoint Robert J. Kane, 33 Tower Road, Oakville, CT, to the Laurel Cablevision Advisory Board, Replacing Armand Madeux, Term to Expire June 30, 2003.



Discussion:
None
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In Favor:
Ms. Adams, Mr. Archer, Mr. Hebert, Ms. King, Mr. Primini, Mr. Rinaldi, Mr. Valenti, Mr. Wick



Opposed:
None



Abstained:
Mr. Kane



MOTION CARRIED (8-0-1)


B.
Consider Approval of Fishing and Boating Ordinance


The Town Council will hold a Public Hearing prior to their regular meeting this evening,.  Based on public comment, the Town Council will vote on the revised Fishing and Boating Ordinance.



MOTION:
(Mr. Hebert, sec. Ms. Adams) to approve the Fishing and Boating Ordinance as presented.



Discussion:
Mr. Wick:  The new language for this ordinance is in accordance with the desires of the State of Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection and there are some deletions of various clauses that were in the previous ordinance, and some, what you might call technical corrections that we now believe put it into conformance with the D.E.P.





Ms. King:  It looks like the speed limit was changed?





Mr. Wick:  The speed limit was reduced from 7 mph to 5 mph because that was one of the specific points the D.E.P. requested.



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY


C.
Consider an Appropriation from the General Fund for Police Uniforms (Tabled – 1/21/03)


The Watertown Police Department is requesting funds for dress uniforms as well as outfitting new recruits for vacated positions.

RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, the Watertown Police Department has requested funds for dress uniforms and for outfitting three new recruits.
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NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Watertown Town Council appropriates $8,600.00 from the General Fund to Police Uniform Account 010-50146-020-0000.

Dated at Watertown, Connecticut this 3rd day of February, 2003.


Lee Archer, Chairman


Watertown Town Council



MOTION:
(Mr. Hebert, sec. Ms. Adams) to appropriate from the General Fund to the Police Uniform account in the amount of $8,600.



Discussion:
Mr. Archer:  At the last meeting we had asked for some clarification on what exactly we were purchasing.  I don’t know that this really answers the question of what we asked last week.





Ms. Robson:  There were basically two items.  One was a $2,400 expenditure for dress uniforms.  From what I understand that was an agreed upon contribution from the Town in last year’s budget based on the fund raising that was done by the Police to secure the rest of the funds for the dress uniforms, and they were short about $2,400.  It was put in the budget, and then Frank can probably address what happened, but apparently they didn’t spend it, they went back to the coffers, and then they needed to re-appropriate it again this year to actually spend the money.  That was that one piece.





The second piece of it was for the new recruits.  The difference between the $8,600 and the $2,400 is the amount again that they’re short to actually outfit the new recruits.  I have a complete list of all of the dress items that are included in the uniforms for new recruits.  Part of it is for the academy training itself and the rest is for actual uniforms when they’re on the job, tee shirts, pants, there’s an amount in there for a gun, holster, and all those sorts of things.  All of that adds up to about $5,200 per officer.  The $3,100 again, was the, actually the difference between the $8,600 and the $2,400 was simply what they were short for that appropriation, but it is a very long list.  I can get you copies of the list, but it includes every single thing from belts to shirts and ties that we need to outfit a new officer.
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Mr. Archer:  Well that was the nature of at least my question last meeting, was what exactly are we getting, cause when it says dress uniforms you think the white gloves and an official funeral type of, special event type of uniform, but we’re talking about everything that they wear while on the job.





Ms. Robson:  We’re talking about both.  The $2,400 is for the dress uniforms, which is not something that the Town ordinarily appropriates funds for, but apparently there was some agreement last year, and I don’t know if Frank has additional information on that?





Mr. Nardelli:  Not really, other than the money was appropriated in last year’s budget, but they didn’t spend it in time, so it got closed out and put back into the General Fund, and that’s why they wanted to re-appropriate it to buy it out of this year’s budget.





Ms. Robson:  So that’s the $2,400.  It was in, then it came out, and they’re asking to have it put back again, cause they’re short on that, but the other money, the additional money is for the complete set of items that are needed for a new recruit, again from belts to ties to shirts.





Ms. Adams:  Is that something the Town owns and they use, should they leave the job we get it back, or is it theirs to keep?





Ms. Robson:  The uniform?  I didn’t ask that specific question.  I doubt that we keep the articles of clothing.  We probably keep the gun, the holster, the types of things that we can reuse, but certainly not the items of clothing, I would doubt.





Ms. King:  And you answered, we don’t routinely purchase the dress uniforms.  This was just the Town’s share after they raised money for . . . .





Ms. Robson:  It’s my understanding it’s never been done before.





Mr. Nardelli:  I believe they raised about $15,000 was the fundraiser that they raised for the dress uniforms.  The $2,400 made up the difference.



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY
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D.
Consider Proposed Road – Rafey Drive
A discussion regarding the proposed road construction of landlocked parcel off Highmeadow Drive.



MOTION:
(Mr. Hebert, sec. Mr. Kane) to consider accepting the proposed road, Rafey Drive.



Discussion:
Ms. Robson:  We have Chuck Berger here in case there’s any questions, he can give you an overview of what the application is.  If you’d like to consider that, he can give you the details of what the information is behind it.





Ms. King:  Why has this come to us in the beginning, at all?  My understanding when I read these pieces of paper was the Zoning Board of Appeals turned it down.  I don’t understand why it came to a higher level.  This has never happened to us before so I’m interested in how that works.  Now maybe that’s part of the beginning discussion.  Why is this here at all?





Ms. Robson:  Chuck can certainly give you some more detailed information, but generally speaking it’s here because there is an issue of whether or not the Town would be interested n accepting the road.  That was the genesis behind bringing it here, but again Chuck could give you more information on that.





Mr. Berger:  I’m the temporary Town Planner/Zoning Enforcement Officer filling in for Mary while she’s out on maternity leave.  I put up on the tripod over there the map that shows the Fernwood Subdivision that was approved in 1987.  The pink area is the easement area, the right of way area that the Town currently has as a result of that subdivision in 1987.  That’s the one that some of the members of the public were speaking about earlier today.  To the right of that pink area, to the right and down is where the two lots are in question that we’ll be talking about over the next couple of minutes.  Maybe just very quickly, the outline of the existing subdivision, although maybe not everybody can see it is highlighted in the bright yellow.  Clearly these lots, the lots in question are over in this area here.  They were not carved in the 1987 Subdivision. This pink was part of that.





Ms. King:  Where is Route 6?
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Mr. Berger:  Over here by the north arrow.





Ms. King:  Can you tell us where the two parcels are?  16 and 20?





Mr. Berger:  Yes.  The pink area here is the same pink area we saw from the Fernwood Subdivision, on a larger scale.  You can see a section of Highmeadow Road here, Route 6 is down here.  This is lot 16 outlined in bright yellow.  Currently lot 16’s lot line comes following my pen this way.  Lot 20 is over here with frontage on Route 6.  The proposal that is being brought to the Planning and Zoning Commission for informal discussion is to construct a roadway, a Town road built to Town standards in the old access area and for the property owner to donate to the Town an additional 50 foot right of way to continue that right of way through so that a road to Town standards could be built along there as well, thereby giving this lot frontage to move forward with it.  There will be two driveways coming off it, there would be a lot line revision proposed here, with this driveway coming and service this house and this lot again has frontage over here, this driveway was proposed to come off a new Town road here, and this driveway would come in like that.





Ms. King:  You said road to Town standards, but the thing we had talked about an 18 foot road.





Mr. Berger: The 18 foot road with the 2 foot gravel shoulder on each side is a road cross section that has been reviewed by the former Town Engineer and found to be acceptable in this situation.  If it was to go forward like that it would require a waiver from the Planning and Zoning Commission.





Ms. King:  Because Town standards really are 50 feet, right?





Mr. Berger:  The Town standard is a 50 foot right of way and a 30 foot road within that 50 foot right of way.  This is really a 24 foot road feeding into this right of way, which again, under review by the Town Engineer, found that to be acceptable for this type of use.





Ms. King:  Where is the CL&P property and right of way?
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Mr. Berger:  The CL&P property is not shown on this map, but it generally follows the tree line here, you can see those lines there, as well as up here, basically coming across like that.  It comes up here, takes a turn, goes down across Route 6.





Mr. Kane:  Where are the power lines?





Unidentified Voice:  There’s a big parcel back there that CL&P owns.  They own about 17 acres (inaudible).





Mr. Archer:  We can’t all talk at once because it’s going to make it very difficult for the Clerk to transcribe this later.





Mr. Berger:  There is additional CL&)P property (inaudible) extends in those directions.





Ms. King:  And the power lines themselves go along there too?





Mr. Berger:  The power lines are not clearly shown on this map.  There’s a couple of, I believe the poles for the high tension lines that are shown, but it’s not real clear on this map.





Mr. Kane:  Do they run parallel with the road or perpendicular?





Mr. Berger:  Parallel with the road.  It is before this body, it really wasn’t an application before Planning and Zoning.  They were before Planning and Zoning for a preliminary discussion, and I don’t know how much detail you want from my memo that I provided in the package, there were a number of technical issues raised by Mary Barton as well as the Town Attorney.  It think the majority of those technical issues have all been addressed on this particular plan.  The re-subdivision issue that was raised, the Planning and Zoning Commission, through a consensus, felt it did not constitute a re-subdivision, so there’s really nothing before them, and they didn’t want to go forward with approving a road and agreeing on behalf of the Town Council to accept that additional 50 foot right of way, and a road within there without bringing it before you.
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Ms. King:  I read this, I really did, but the re-subdivision thing had me a little confused.  What I heard that there was an original subdivision and this was not part of it, these 2 lots were not part of it, when the so called re-subdivision would have added these 2 parts to the original big Highmeadow Subdivision? I  may be wrong in interpreting it.





Mr. Berger:  I don’t understand the re-subdivision issue to be honest with you.  This is what I understand with a re-subdivision - a re-subdivision occurs if you change of the lines on this map.  This is the approved subdivision map on file at the Town Clerk’s office.  If there were any changes to these lot lines that created additional lots, moved easements around, that would in its definition be a re-subdivision.





Ms. King:  So the opinion that Planning and Zoning got was they didn’t have to do a re-subdivision?





Mr. Berger:  The Planning and Zoning Commission members, with the Town Attorney present for the discussion, through consensus, agreed that they did not interpret this to be a re-subdivision.





Mr. Valenti:  Because it wasn’t within the confines of the original subdivision.





Mr. Berger:  And they’re not changing any lines on this map, the 50 foot right of way is remaining as it was (inaudible).





Mr. Wick:  I’ve got a question about the proposed width of the road. We were told that 18 feet paved road with 2 feet on either side was okay in the opinion of the previous Town Engineer for the purpose that was described here.  Is that correct?





Mr. Berger:  That is correct.





Mr. Wick:  And the purpose here is two building lots?





Mr. Berger:  Yes.
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Mr. Wick: We were told this evening that there may be a possible future subdivision of the CL&P property and there could be an additional number of building lots.  If that happens, what happens to the adequacy of the 18 foot road?  Is it no longer adequate?  Would we have to go to normal Town standards?





Mr. Berger:  That would have to be revisited to determine if that is adequate for the number of lots that this road will service.





Mr. Wick:  What’s your opinion?





Mr. Berger:  I don’t have a lot of experience in Town for a road of this (inaudible) my limited experience the Planning and Zoning Commission routinely narrows the width of the road, gives waivers for narrowing the width, cause we’re trying to minimize the amount of impervious area.  We don’t want to add a lot of pavement, impervious areas (inaudible).  It was clearly adequate in the Town Engineer’s mind for two lots to service a 10 lot subdivision, it would probably have to be revisited if there were only 2 more lots on that.  There are areas in the State that would consider that an adequate road.  I really can’t . . . . I’m sorry (inaudible) the question a little bit but I, it’s just an issue that I brought up in the review memo just as a potential in the future of (inaudible) development in that area, we may have to revisit (inaudible).





Ms. Adams:  If we approve this tonight, potentially when the next subdivision say came in, theoretically is that going to be the Town’s responsibility and we have to pay to widen that road since it’s our road?  Is that possible?





Mr. Berger:  It’s possible.





Mr. Primini:  I’m still confused about this 18 foot wide road.  The Town would allow the 18 foot wide road.?





Ms. King:  Only if we say so.





Mr. Primini:  Is that giving consideration to snow plowing and fire apparatus?  I mean we’re talking about a ladder truck that’s 102 inches wide.  I’m talking about responding to something like this, it’s going to be impossible for a fire apparatus to respond to something like that.  Especially the length of those driveways I’m looking at right now too.  Was there any consideration given to that?
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Mr. Berger:  From a plowing and road maintenance and highway perspective, it’s acceptable.





Mr. Primini:  But from an emergency vehicle . . . . I guess I’m talking a ladder truck is 102 inches wide and to get maybe a ladder truck and to have to get an engine around the ladder truck if you had to, that’s going to be impossible, and if you hit a soft shoulder, you’re going to flip over a truck.  We’re talking about trucks that are $300,000 and $500,000, which I obviously don’t want to see happen, but if you hit a soft shoulder like that that’s what’s going to happen?





Mr. Kane:  As well as the safety of the firefighters.





Mr. Valenti:  If we’re being asked to assume potential liability and care and maintenance ,I’m just curious as to what the supposed benefit to the Town is?  Has that even been articulated?





Mr. Berger:  Other than two new homes being (inaudible).





Mr. Valenti:  Okay, that’s the benefit.





Mr. Wick:  That’s not (inaudible).





Mr. Archer:  I spent a little time on P & Z and I can’t tell you how many things were rejected because they couldn’t make the 50 foot wide road, over and over and over again, and I don’t know why this should be any different.  There’s no turn around at the end for emergency vehicles which is generally required for what is all practical purposes a cul de sac.  I wouldn’t want to be coming the other way when a plow is coming down that street.  I just don’t see how there’s any gain here, to be honest with you, for anyone.





Mr. Kane:  I think Mr. Valenti’s question was a valid one, and we’ve seen a number of people come out and voice their opinion no, and one come out and voice it yes, so I think that answers your question.  I think more people are in the no.
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Mr. Rinaldi:  A lot of the arguments I’ve heard tonight are very subjective, meaning affecting property values is kind of a tough thing to prove.  Even though I agree with you, I’ve used the same argument in the past, and it’s a very difficult thing to prove.  I feel it’s America and people have the right to build, or at least apply, you know, that’s their prerogative.  As far as a lover’s lane, we need a couple.  I’m too old, I’m thinking of the young kids.  Being referred to as woodlands and saying it was never referred to as building lots, I mean there’s a lot of areas in this Town that are farmland, and were never referred to as building lots, it was referred to as farmland, but I think the real meat of the issue is 3 things sitting from where I’m sitting:





1.
This thing doesn’t meet specs.  We had someone here a few weeks ago that had a serious problem, that built everything to spec, and that road was not accepted.  And here I can’t buy this, that we’re letting, I agree with Lee, I mean there have probably been 1,000,000 people in this Town that applied for smaller roads or narrow roads and have been rejected every time.





2.
I think the power lines are a real problem.  I don’t know how scientifically (inaudible) ever been proved, but I read something a few years ago, the instances of cancer and other problems around power lines was really high, so I have to believe there’s something to it.





3.
The most important thing in my estimation is the fact that the Zoning Board of Appeals said no.  They voted against this thing.  I have to put my faith in the land use boards in this Town, that’s what we put them there for.  They obviously know a lot more about this than I do, even though I read all the material, so I’m not inclined to support this, in no way, shape, or form.





Moosa Rafey, Applicant, 12-5 Maybury Circle, Waterbury, CT





Mr. Rafey:  To answer your question about the width of the road, it’s actually 22 feet wide, 18 feet paved and 2 feet shoulder gravel on each side.  Our Town Engineer reviewed the plan and he said he has no problem with this, and there is a turnaround at the end where emergency vehicles can go in case of an emergency, they can go into the lots and turn from there, the same thing for the snow plows.
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The other (inaudible) questions that was raised by some of the neighbors, one was the safety because this is close to the power lines, but the houses that I’m proposing, they are far away from the power lines.  The existing house on this subdivision, 2 houses, one is here and one is here, they are much closer to the power line than the proposed houses on these two lots.





The other question was that I’m going to use the existing water and sewer facilities there.  I’m not.  I will provide a septic system and a private well for each individual lot and I’m not going to use the existing water and sewer.  And it meets all of the Zoning requirements.  It meets all of the Zoning Regulations of the Town of Watertown, both lots, and they are not non-conforming.





I did not create this lot.  They were existing there.  And this 50 foot right of way was put there for this purpose, to provide access to these lots, and I’m doing exactly what the Planning and Zoning Commission at that time approved.  When they approved this subdivision they left this 50 foot right of way to provide access to that lot, and now I’m in front of you and I’m doing exactly what I’m supposed to do.  I’m not changing anything.  The subdivision that is existing will stay the same.  The closest house from that house will be 400 feet, and it’s all wooded area.  Nobody from this road or from any of those houses on Highmeadow Road will be able to see any of these houses there.  And still they will have their privacy.





There was confusion about why the Zoning Board of Appeals denied this.  The Planning and Zoning Commission sent me to the Zoning Board of Appeals to get a variance to put a driveway, not a road.  The Zoning Board of Appeals denied that application.  They said because you have the option to build a road, we do not allow you to build a driveway.





Mr. Archer:  Not to mention the fact that Planning and Zoning does not allow interior lots.





Mr. Rafey:  No, that is not an interior lot.





Mr. Archer:  Okay?





Mr. Rafey:  No that is a landlocked, I’ll show you.  If we didn’t have this, this was a landlocked parcel.
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Mr. Archer:  Right.





Mr. Rafey:  The Planning and Zoning Commission, when they approved this subdivision, they put this 50 foot right of way here, and you can see that it touches this property . . . .





Mr. Archer:  Right.





Mr. Rafey:  And now this is not landlocked, but it doesn’t have enough frontage.





Mr. Archer:  Right.





Mr. Rafey:  The zoning Board of Appeals denied my application because the Planning and Zoning Commission wanted me to put a driveway, not a road, with no frontage here.





Mr. Archer:  Right, but if it’s a driveway . . . .





Mr. Rafey:  No, this is not a driveway.





Mr. Archer:  Stop.  If it is a driveway, then it’s an interior lot because it is not a public road.





Mr. Rafey:  It’s still not because I don’t own this, the Town of Watertown owns this.  The Planning and Zoning Commission wanted me to put a driveway on public property, but I didn’t have frontage, so the Zoning Board of Appeals denied this because they said I have the option to build a road here and create this frontage.  That is why they denied this.  The Zoning Board of Appeals never saw this plan.  This is for a road.  They denied an application for a common driveway for two lots.





Mr. Archer:  And the only reason you were in front of the Zoning Board of Appeals was because Planning and Zoning approved this?
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Mr. Rafey:  No, no.  They sent me to the Zoning Board of Appeals to see if they could avoid building a road.  They said why build a road if I can put a driveway there, but the Z.B.A. said no, because that is public property and they didn’t want me to build a driveway, they said you have the option to build a road, and the intent was to build a road on that 50 foot right of way when they created this.  I mean there was information given to you that was not accurate and it is not correct.  If you have any questions, any specific questions about these two lots, I will be glad to answer you.





Mr. Archer:  If it’s a public road, where is the turnaround at (Tape #2, Side A ended – may have missed some) every other developer in this Town to put in?





Mr. Rafey:  You have two options.  You can have a cul de sac, that round thing, or you can have that turnaround.





Mr. Archer:  Well in my two years on P & Z I never saw them offer that to anyone else.





Mr. Rafey:  The Planning and Zoning Commission just approved, (inaudible) in front of them they may approve that subdivision, but the same thing, they actually suggested.  The Planning and Zoning Commission tries to avoid unnecessary impervious surfaces that we create.  It is not good for the environment, and it requires more maintenance for the Town.  If you can live with a 22 foot wide road, why do you want a 50 foot wide road?  The Town Engineer reviewed every single point of this road and he gave his okay.  He wrote a letter and I think you have it in your packet.





Mr. Archer:  This is probably in the packet too, but just for the record, the pink and orange sections n there, what is the total length of that road.





Mr. Rafey:  I think 730 something.  But the pink area is existing.  The orange area is what the Planning and Zoning Commission recommended that I give to the Town of Watertown.





Mr. Archer:  What do you say to the taxpayers when, how do you tell them that this is a good idea, that they should maintain 750 feet of road so that you can use landlocked land?
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Mr. Rafey:  This is a good idea because right now I pay taxes for $11,000 on each lot.  After I improve this the value will be double and the Town will get more tax revenue from this.





Mr. Archer:  I have an improved lot, I don’t pay nearly that and it’s larger, so I don’t buy that, but anyway, how exactly does this help us?





Mr. Rafey:  And also this will create an access way to the future development of the land in the back, there’s like 17 acres of land.





Mr. Archer:  So that we can have more kids and more schools and all that?





Mr. Rafey:  It depends on what they’re going to put there.  There’s no guarantee that they are going to put houses there.





Mr. Archer:  Right.





Mr. Rafey:  But my application meets all the Zoning requirements of the Town of Watertown, except the width of the road.  That was suggested by the Planning and Zoning Commission; a narrower road will be much more beneficial to the Town of Watertown, to the environment, with less maintenance, and less impact on the natural resources.  And there is no other option.  I mean there is frontage from Route 6, and if you are familiar with the Town, that is across from the V.F.W. on Route 6.  You see that bank, it is like a 40% or 50% slope.  It is feasible to put a driveway if I move that entire mountain and cut hundreds of beautiful trees that are 200 years old, and if you want me to put a driveway there, I mean the whole purpose of Planning is the best use of a piece of property in Town, with less impact on the environment, on the budget, on the taxpayer’s, on everything.  Unfortunately you didn’t get all the information that you needed.  If there is anything else that I can provide to you to prove that what I’m saying is correct, just ask me.





Mr. Archer:  I just have one last question.  Why didn’t, and maybe Chuck, you can answer this, why did P & Z take this up?  Why didn’t they just refer it to Z.B.A.?
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Mr. Berger:  Because the very first proposal didn’t have this orange. It was a driveway across Town property, a driveway to access these two lots, having no frontage, therefore it needed a variance before Planning and Zoning could consider it.





Mr. Archer:  Right, got it.





Mr. Berger:  The Z.B.A. said no, you can build a road.   A couple of times back and froth where we have a road there (inaudible).





Mr. Wick:  You say you can build a road.  Who is you in this case? Is it the Town or is it the applicant?





Mr. Berger:  The applicant, and that is to further answer the question, the Town would get the additional 700 feet of road, built to Town road specs, built by the applicant.





Mr. Wick:  So the Town wouldn’t have to pay for the construction of the road?





Mr. Berger:  (Inaudible).





Mr. Rafey:  It doesn’t cost the Town a penny.





Mr. Archer:  Yet.





Mr. Berger:  The construction would be at the applicant’s cost, all (inaudible) costs would go back to the Town.





Mr. Primini:  I’m just doing a little map.  18 feet of the paved road comes out to 216 inches.  I’m talking about the paved road.  I’m not concerned about the soft, that’s 216 inches.





Mr. Rafey:  Whatever it is.
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Mr. Primini:  Like I said, the ladder truck is 102 inches wide.  And that’s if I go, if I’m right on the asphalt.  Another thing I’m concerned about is the truck plowing down there, which is going to be about the same width, and when a truck plows, let’s face it, he’s got to build up some speed down there when he’s plowing, and when a car is coming the opposite way, I just think this road is going to be a nightmare, especially with the soft shoulders.  If one of those trucks, whether it’s a plow or a fire truck, hits that soft shoulder, we’re losing it.  I just think this is ridiculous, having an 18 foot wide road.  That’s my biggest concern about this whole thing is an 18 foot wide road with, that’s what I’m considered in paved, the 4 feet, that’s nonsense.





Mr. Berger:  I have not personally spoken with the Fire Department. I have spoken to the Town Engineer who spoke with the Highway Foreman who felt that this would not be a significant issue for plowing and maintenance purposes.





Mr. Primini:  Well that’s one of my concerns.  We have a lot of money tied up in these vehicles.





Ms. King:  I’m just trying to get back to the basic thing that we’re being asked to do right now, which is to approve a road that does not meet, even though you’re saying built to Town standards, it doesn’t meet our standards for what we normally require people to build as roads, Planning and Zoning.  We’re being asked to make an exception and approve a different road that would service basically two pieces of property, that’s it.





Mr. Berger:  I think the Planning and Zoning Commission was looking for your approval of the concept.  If you were in agreement with this concept, . . . .





Ms. King:  The concept that there would be a road there at all?





Mr. Berger:  Yes, and an additional 50 foot by whatever (inaudible) this right of way be given to the Town with a road on it, if you were agreeable to that concept, then it should go back to Planning and Zoning for the Section 8-24 approval, as well as any waiver of the road widths the Planning and Zoning Commission might, they don’t want to go through that exercise if this isn’t a concept that the Town Council would support.
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Mr. Hebert:  You said that the original proposal had a driveway that is listed on that map in pink, correct?





Mr. Berger:  The driveway was in the easement.





Mr. Hebert:  Correct.  Now why wasn’t the driveway just continued straight for that 250 feet or whatever that orange section is and then branching down to the two . . . .





Mr. Berger:  It could have been, and I’m not familiar with exactly what the very first proposal was, but being a driveway it still didn’t provide frontage.  In order to get frontage you’ve got to have it on a public street.  So in regards to whether the driveway went down in here, it didn’t qualify for frontage for this lot, and the Zoning Board of Appeals said well that’s not really a hardship because you could build a road in here and get your frontage.





Mr. Hebert:  But that’s going to cost a lot more money to maintain over the years.  As I’m looking at it right now, for two lots, that I don’t know what their attorney is going to be, it doesn’t seem like it’s going to be that much, with the possibility of opening up a whole other section for another 15, 17 acres, and however many more lots, and that road everybody is telling me, oh yea, it’s okay, it’s only 18 feet.  Normal roads are what, how wide, 22?





Mr. Rafey:  22.





Mr. Hebert:  A normal road is 22 feet, well yea, you're allowing 18 feet of paved and 2 feet on each side of soft shoulder.  Well #1 the road should be the same as everywhere else.  This 18 foot nonsense I don’t believe is fair, and I’m not in favor of accepting the responsibility for approving something like this.





Ms, King:  The question from what you were saying, you said that Planning and Zoning wanted to know if we liked this as a concept.  Are you saying that we could say we don’t like the concept of an 18 foot road, and then Planning and Zoning could say well okay then, we’ll build a wider road, and we don’t have any say over that?





Mr.,. Berger:  I don’t know the answer to that.
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Ms. Robson:  You (inaudible) have to make a decision as to whether or not you accept a road (inaudible).





Ms. King:  We don’t make decisions about accepting other roads until they’re all done.





Ms. Robson:  Right, it would not be prior to . . . .





Ms. King:  (Inaudible) prior approval, so if we said we approved this in concept or disapproved it in concept, they could still fiddle with it some more?





Mr. Rafey:  Mr. Chairman, can I (inaudible)?





Mr. Archer:  I think we’re done here.  Go ahead, one last (inaudible).





Mr. Rafey:  I think the concept in front of you is to just accept that 50 foot right of way, and then the Planning and Zoning Commission will look at the width of the road and the other issues, because the Town Council has to accept the 50 foot right of way that I’m giving to the Town before the Planning and Zoning Commission makes any decision.





Ms. King:  And that’s just the orange part?  We already own the pink part?





Mr. Rafey:  The orange part, yea, the pink part you already own.





Mr. Berger:  But it does go a little bit further than that because the Council also has to agree to accept a road in the pink.





Ms. King:  Yea, in our right of way.





Mr. Berger:  (Inaudible).You wouldn’t have to construct it, but the future operation and maintenance of the road within the pink.





Ms. King:  And if we say we don’t want a road there, in our right of way, does that end the conversation?  Does that end the discussion?  I mean I really want to know that.
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Ms. Robson:  Well the applicant still has certain rights to move forward with other alternatives perhaps.





Ms. King:  Which may or may not come to us again?





Ms. Adams:  Right.





Mr. Rinaldi:  Right.



In Favor:
None



Opposed:
Ms. Adams, Mr. Archer, Mr. Hebert, Mr. Kane, Ms. King, Mr. Primini, Mr. Rinaldi, Mr. Valenti, Mr. Wick



Abstained:
None


MOTION FAILED (0-9-0)


E.
Consider an Appropriation for Tax Refunds
The Tax Refund line item has been depleted due to Council approved Refunds.

RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, taxpayers have applied for Tax Refunds pursuant to Section 12-129, Refund of Excess Payments, and

WHEREAS, the Tax Collector recommended that the Refunds be made in accordance with the provisions of Section 12-129, and

WHEREAS, in order to Refund taxpayers who have been approved for their Refunds, monies must be appropriated into the budget line item to expend the funds.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Watertown Town Council appropriates $10,066.00 to line item 010-50341-043-0102.

Dated at Watertown, Connecticut this 3rd day of February, 2003.


Lee Archer, Chairman


Watertown Town Council
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MOTION:
(Mr. Hebert, sec. Ms. Adams) to approve $10,068 to the account Tax Refunds from the General Fund.



Discussion:
None


MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY


F.
Consider Tax Refunds
The Town Council is being asked to approve the Refunding of the Overpayment of Property Taxes.

RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, Taxpayers have made application for the Property Tax Refunds in accordance with Section 12-129, Refund of Excess Payment; and

WHEREAS, the Tax Collector recommends that the Refunds be made in accordance with the provisions of Section 12-129,

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Watertown Town Council approves the following Tax Refunds:

1,205
Pikiell, Stephen, C.


Amount of Refund:
$  70.61


8617 Capistrano Way


Type:  M


Odenton, MD  211133412


Reason for Refund:  Per Assessor, Account Prorated

1226
Primus Auto Finishing Services
Amount of Refund:
$  22.47


P.O. Box 680030


Type:  M


Franklin, TN  37068-0030


Reason for Refund:  Per Assessor, Account Prorated

1258
Primus Auto Finishing Services
Amount of Refund:
$  263.28


P.O. Box 680030


Type:  M


Franklin, TN  37068-0030


Reason for Refund:  Per Assessor, Account Prorated
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1267
Banc One Acceptance Corporation
Amount of Refund:
$  65.51


100 East Broad street


Type:  M


Columbus, OH  43271-0001


Reason for Refund:  Per Assessor, Account Prorated

1271
Leduc, Kim d/b/a Thomaston Trans.
Amount of Refund:
$ 105.07


P.O. Box 245



Type:  M


Watertown, CT 06795-0245


Reason for Refund:  Per Assessor, Account Deleted

1272
Nationbanc Auto Leasing Inc.
Amount of Refund:
$ 120.51


270 South Service Road

Type:  M


Melville, NY  11747-2399


Reason for Refund:  Per Assessor, Account Prorated

1275
Transamerica Real Estate Tax Serv.
Amount of Refund:
$1,225.87


58 South Service Road, Suite 210
Type:  R


Melville, NY  11747-0000


Reason for Refund:  Duplicate Payment

1276
Transamerica Real Estate 1 Tax Ser
Amount of Refund:
$2,856.40


58 South Service Road, Suite 210
Type:  R


Melville, NY  11747-0000


Reason for Refund:  Duplicate Payment

1277
Transamerica Real Estate 2 Tax Ser
Amount of Refund:
$2,416.24


58 South Service Road, Suite 210
Type:  R


Melville, NY  11747-0000


Reason for Refund:  Duplicate Payment

1278
Shaker, Edward D. & Steven G.
Amount of Refund:
$  53.03


593 Thomaston Road


Type:  R


Watertown, CT  06795-5201


Reason for Refund:  Duplicate Payment
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1279
Demarest, Thomas J. or Michelle, A.
Amount of Refund:
$ 219.86


20 Burton Street


Type:  M


Watertown, CT  06795-5271


Reason for Refund:  Per Assessor; Account Prorated

1280
General Electric Capital

Amount of Refund:
$ 140.72


540 West Northwest Highway
Type:  M


Barrington, IL  66010-3051


Reason for Refund:  Per Assessor; Account Prorated

1281
Maresca, Paul G.


Amount of Refund:
$ 128.16


28 Cannon Ridge Drive

Type:  M


Watertown, CT  06795-5244


Reason for Refund:  Per Assessor; Account Prorated

1283
Morris, Betty Jean or Robert W.
Amount of Refund:
$  34.65


295 Oak Drive


Type:  M


Watertown, CT  06795-5311


Reason for Refund:  Per Assessor; Account Prorated

1284
Multri Precision


Amount of Refund:
$ 132.92


P.O. Box 88



Type:  M


Oakville, CT  06779-0088


Reason for Refund:  Per Assessor; Account Prorated

1285
Keeman, Tamara O.


Amount of Refund:
$  51.26


585 Park Road – Apt. 2-8


Type:  M


Waterbury, CT  06708-0000


Reason for Refund:  Per Assessor; Account Prorated

1286
UB Vehicle Leasing


Amount of Refund:
$ 126.48


125 Summer Street


Type:  M


Boston, MA  02110-1616


Reason for Refund:  Per Assessor; Account Prorated
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1287
Serra, Stephanie


Amount of Refund:
$  56.49


39 Burton Street


Type:  M


Watertown, CT  06795-0000


Reason for Refund:  Per Assessor; Veteran Exemption Applied

1288
Serra, Stephanie


Amount of Refund:
$  58.85


39 Burton Street


Type:  M


Watertown, CT  06795-0000


Reason for Refund:  Per Assessor; Veteran Exemption Applied

1289
Bugnacki, Rodney A. & Krista L.
Amount of Refund:
$  62.15


49 Earle Avenue


Type:  R


Oakville, CT  067795-9150


Reason for Refund:  Duplicate Payment

1291
Daunis, Derek R.


Amount of Refund:
$ 222.55


931 Hamilton Avenue


Type:  M


Watertown, CT  06795-5230


Reason for Refund:  Per Assessor; Account Prorated

1293
Lampron, Dorothy H. or Donald F.
Amount of Refund:
$ 114.25


110 Grabherr Road


Type:  M


Thomaston, CT  06787-0000


Reason for Refund:  Per Assessor; Account Prorated

1296
Gugliemetty, Brian


Amount of Refund:
$ 240.44


40 Hazel Street


Type:  M


Oakville, CT  06779-0000


Reason for Refund:  Per Assessor; Account Deleted

1297
Palomba, James P.


Amount of Refund:
$ 232.95


17 Budd Street


Type:  M


Waterbury, CT  00000-0000


Reason for Refund:  Per Assessor; Account Deleted
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1300
Stanco, Kenneth or Laurice M.
Amount of Refund:
$ 184.31


61 Keefe Street


Type:  M


Waterbury, CT  00000-0000


Reason for Refund:  Per Assessor; Account Deleted

1301
Stanco, Kenneth or Laurice M.
Amount of Refund:
$ 152.29


61 Keefe Street


Type:  M


Waterbury, CT  00000-0000


Reason for Refund:  Per Assessor; Account Deleted

1303
Leo, Jeffrey, S.


Amount of Refund:
$ 119.17


533 Guernseytown Road

Type:  M


Watertown, CT  06795-5182


Reason for Refund:  Per Assessor; Account Deleted

1304
White, James S. III & Sharon W.
Amount of Refund:
$ 112.10


484 Northfield Road


Type:  R


Watertown, CT  06795-5152


Reason for Refund:  Per Assessor; Veteran Exemption Applied

1305
Panilaitis, Mary


Amount of Refund:
$  65.84


1091 Buckingham Street, Apt. 40
Type:  M


Watertown, CT  06795-5169


Reason for Refund:  Per Assessor; Veteran Exemption Applied

1307
Petruzzello, John S.


Amount of Refund:
$  77.22


335 Georgetown Drive

Type:  S


Watertown, CT  06795-5334


Reason for Refund:  Per Assessor; Account Deleted

1309
White, James S. III & Sharon W.
Amount of Refund:
$ 110.52


484 Northfield Road


Type:  R


Watertown, CT  06795-5152


Reason for Refund:  Per Assessor; Veteran Exemption Applied
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1310
White, James S. III & Sharon W.
Amount of Refund:
$ 106.02


484 Northfield Road


Type:  R


Watertown, CT  06795-5152


Reason for Refund:  Per Assessor; Veteran Exemption Applied

1312
Hinkle, Toby



Amount of Refund:
$ 119.52


1260 Buckingham Street, Apt. 203
Type:  M


Watertown, CT  06795-5167


Reason for Refund:  Per Assessor; Veteran Exemption Applied

TOTAL FOR ALL REFUNDS:




$10,067.71

Dated at Watertown, Connecticut this 29th day of January, 2003.


Lee Archer, Chairman


Watertown Town Council



MOTION:
(Mr. Hebert, sec. Ms. Adams) to consider the Tax Refunds as presented.



Discussion:
None



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

9.
Public Participation


Ryan Fahey, 104 Highmeadow Road, Watertown, CT  06795


Mr. Fahey:  I just wanted to make a few remarks on Mr. Rafey’s proposal here.  I’m a little confused myself about where exactly CL&P’s easement is on this property because the map that I have, this is actually a pretty good map of the surrounding area, this is a tax map of Watertown, this shows where the lines are and where CL&P’s easement is, and the 17 acre parcel that they own back here.  This map here shows that the right of way doesn’t even touch Mr. Rafey’s piece of property; it touches CL&P’s land.  I don’t know which map is correct here, but he would not be able to even deed 50 feet to the Town because he doesn’t own the adjoining piece of property over here, CL&P owns that.  Even so, that whole area is within the bounds of their easement.  I man by the name of (Inaudible) owned this property before the previous owner that Rafey bought it from, and his daughter gave a 290 foot easement on the entire left side of the property to the Connecticut Light & Power so the whole left side of that parcel of property is covered by power lines.  If anybody wants to take a look at this, it’s here.
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Mr. Archer:  I mean whether it abuts or not, obviously there won’t be anything being built under this proposal.


John Bongiorno, 1254 Litchfield Road, Watertown, CT  06795


Mr. Bongiorno:  This is a perfect example of why I’ve been coming in front of you for the last 4 months about Planning and Zoning.


Mr. Archer:  I thought you might say that.


Mr. Bongiorno:  I figured I would wait to see what everyone said, and this is where we have a problem.  This is a plan there isn’t really even, it’s not even a plan yet, it’s a concept.  Why is a concept in front of a committee, utilizing Town resources for what?  Now I want to point out something.  Some people from the public had mentioned, and you know I always take notes, about conflict of interest and people not necessarily being above board, and I have to say not everyone is above board, but Moosa is.  Now this might not appeal to everyone in the public, or anyone here, or even myself to be quite honest, but I’ve sat through every single meeting that he happened to partake in because other interests of others were in front of me, so I listened to the arguments back and forth and it’s ridiculous. We have no correct process for implementing a plan in this Town from beginning to end.  Things fly backwards and forwards, you can’t put his driveway here, you can’t do this here, this is the same with everything, and then all of the sudden, out of the blue, P & Z will just change their mind.  Yea okay, we’ve (inaudible) we’ll change this.  That’s a 700 foot road to nowhere.  That’s a cul de sac with no turnaround.  You’re all correct.  I sat in probably 15 P & Z meetings now listening, I’ve never heard them approve something like that.  But then again, the spirit could move them one night and all of a sudden bang, you’re (inaudible) wow, why is this?  I sat through a few meetings where they had a cul de sac that’s 1,700 feet long with 22 houses on it, one individual I have the Minutes in front of me but I’m sick of carrying them, one individual stated for the record that they had another development, Apple Hill, where the developer did this, promised was going to bring a road through, he was going to finish it, but he sold the lot at the end of the road as soon as he got the approval.  Temporary cul de sac gone, now we have 18 houses on a cul de sac, doesn’t meet subdivision regulations.  This happens all the time.  The problem is that the way we’re set up is we don’t have a process.
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Now I’ve taken a bunch of time and it’s very late, and I won’t go through everything because I now everybody would probably like to go home eventually, but we need to have a process in place that doesn’t allow this much flexibility from our Commission, or liability. It’s not just necessarily that I don’t trust anyone there, it’s a matter of I don’t think that sometimes you don’t remember what you did two years ago, but an applicant will go back and find out one itsy bitsy little twist that you did and bring up and you have to do it.  Just because you felt like it then is not a good excuse.  So what we get ourselves into is these issues where we have these itsy bitsy little reasons that we change, so the first thing I propose is that we come in, where you have more than one subdivision difference from our subdivision regulations, you don’t get out of Planning, period.  You don’t go to a committee, you don’t go to Wetlands, you don’t anywhere until the Town Planner, the Town Engineer, the Town Manager, the Town Sanitarian, and the Inland/Wetlands Committee Chairman look at your proposal and weigh it against the regulations and this (inaudible) should never be anywhere until it passes that.  One subdivision regulation should have the ability to get waived, Z.B.A. whatever.


Mr. Archer:  Can I ask you a favor?  We’ve talked about this in this forum a couple of times, and you and I have talked about this at length on the phone.  Can you write this up?


Mr. Bongiorno:  Yea, I’m half done, I just didn’t get to finish so I won’t talk about this anymore.  I’ll save it for you.  I was only going to talk about the beginning and then forget it, and then call you.


Mr. Archer:  Cause I don’t think there’s anyone that thinks you’re wrong, but I’m to (inaudible) I know it’s in the Minutes, but if it was all just sort of clearly it would probably make a good (inaudible).


Mr. Bongiorno:  Then let me get to my second point.  And my second point, with regards to all of this, is I went through some instances just for the record, that I wanted duly noted about how things get changed by people who are not qualified to make these changes.  Just because you sit on P & Z, I don’t expect you to be an engineer, I don’t expect you to be a drainage engineer and I don’t expect you to be an air conditioning engineer.  But by goodness if you’re not, you shouldn’t be telling people to change those particular items. Every single application that comes in front of this Town should have a third party associated with it and that’s what they should use.  P & Z should not say put the air conditioners in the attic cause it doesn’t look good, and then a year later any engineer will tell you that’s foolhardy, and now you’ve got to fix it.  The same goes for road after road.  Drainage that’s okay on developments, before the development is (inaudible) stage, they approve it.  Breezy Knoll, Deer Run, Apple Lane, and Trolane Road, you can drive those roads and find drainage problems galore, all approved.  Why?  There’s no engineers on any of these commissions, I wouldn’t expect them to know whether the drainage was good.  They trust the applicant’s engineer.  That’s not always a good idea because unfortunately that individual is paid for the applicant.
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So with regards to that, I think that I would (inaudible) and I will get you as much as I can, I’ll try and put it in a flow chart because some applications aren’t as big as others, they don’t require as much.


Secondly as far as your budget, I would like to see more public participation at our Planning and Zoning meetings, at our Conservation meetings, at our Z.B.A. meetings, because that’s where the money is spent.  The money is not necessarily spent here on police uniforms.  It’s spent in approving 70 house subdivisions, waiving 6 subdivision regulations and letting them build these developments, getting ¾ done and leaving.  Get stuck with stuff that never gets finished, get stuck with the extra police costs.  The reason that they put that back is because you chopped the police off the budget last year, they didn’t need the uniforms so they kindly didn’t take the money.  And I respect the Police Department for doing that.  That’s being fiscally responsible.  They come back now and try to abide by a deal that was made, I think that’s fair.  The problem is why do we need more police?  You’ve approved over 200 houses, of course we need more police.  So it isn’t just a 2 lot, it isn’t just 2 lots, or 2 houses, it’s the 50’s, the 40’s, the 60’s, it’s all of those, and anyone who is budget conscious needs to come to these meetings, because when you look at P & Z, there’s no P, it’s Z, and the problem with Z is is that Z gets bigger and bigger and bigger and bigger and you keep wondering where is the P.  The P gets smaller and smaller and smaller and smaller.  So with all those issues in place and I’ll get you as much as I can and write it up and give you a buzz.  Thank you.


Dana Bongiorno, 1254 Litchfield Road, Watertown, CT  06795


Ms. Bongiorno:  I’ll make this short.  I’m really kind of glad that my husband John spoke up (inaudible) zoning because it’s a place that everyone should visit at least once a month just to see how scary it is, because Planning and Zoning in this Town seriously needs to be looked into.  It runs amuck, and if you go through the Minutes, you (inaudible).  At the very first meeting that I went to for an issue I was involved with, the Calabrese development on Route 63, there was a certain member of the Commission, who shall remain nameless, but you can feel free to find his name in the Minutes, who came in saying this is awful, this is the worst plan I’ve ever seen in my life, this is awful, I will never approve it, dadadadada.  And the next meeting he comes in, this is wonderful, I commend you, this is a terrific plan, and my neighbors and I just sat there and stared at each other.  We didn’t know what happened that you could go from (inaudible) in one month to loving it the next month.  And not to be critical of anyone, but yea, well we kind of noticed we were kind of checking to see his wallet height, to see if the left cheek was higher than the right, if you get my drift.  It’s in the Minutes.  You can read it.
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And another thing, if you go to a public hearing, it’s the truth, don’t laugh, it’s a public hearing, you go there as a member of the public to be heard and to be listened to, not mocked and berated.  Personally I want to know why every time I stand up there I get asked if I have kids, and if I do, how many.  I don’t know what that has to do with developing Route 63, but apparently my childbearing status is very important to the future development of Route 63, because a certain individual on this committee asks me all the time, and if you read the Minutes you can find his name.  You go up here, if you’re a member on this Board, I understand that these people volunteer their time, and they put a lot of time into it, and I understand that, but it’s a public hearing, you are there to hear the public.  And that doesn’t get done.  You get up there, you get berated, you get mocked.  I had one of my neighbors stand up here, and the person sat right in that chair where Robert Kane, if you want to come here you can find out who he is, and sat there and berated my neighbor and it’s really bad.

And if (inaudible) nominations I would like to nominate everyone here to be on the Planning and Zoning, because Mr. Primini raised some great points about fire apparatus, not being able to be turned around on a road that isn’t wide enough.  I mean if you’re against this road here that’s only 700 feet, the Planning and Zoning Board is currently debating whether or not they want to accept a 1,700 foot cul de sac with 1 or 2 houses on it and no route for emergency access, and they are seriously considering it.  I don’t even understand how they could possibly consider it because they violate 6 of their own Regulations.  There’s (inaudible) protection, well it’s oh well, they’re (inaudible) this month, there’s only 10 houses allowed on the cul de sac.  Well we’ll waive that this month too.  Well a cul de sac can only be this length, well you know what we’re going to waive this too.  And these people on this committee seriously are considering this. They have 3 of their own regulations and they’re going to waive them all on one application.  Please do me a favor, do all these people a favor, go to a Planning and Zoning meeting.  You are in for the ride of your life, I promise it will be a hell of a night, enjoyment for all.


Anthony Fusco, 192 Bunker Hill Road, Watertown, CT  06795


Mr. Fusco:  I don’t have anything to say about the road they’re proposing and all that, but I just want to give you a little example.  Years ago when a fellow bought a piece of land on the corner of Bunker Hill Road and Straits Turnpike, he thought he was going to put a video store in there.  He tried like hell to put the Planning and Zoning on the deal of him changing the zone, and they didn’t buy it.  They knew what he was up to.  He tried everything to get Planning and Zoning to pass the business that he wanted to put into it.  As time went on, I’ve lived on Bunker Hill for 40 years now and there was a house there, and he bought that house, that’s what he was planning on doing, was knocking it down, well he never succeeded, so he had it there for 25 years, as you people remember that house was there, it looked like, I think Alfred Hitchcock should have owned it, but it finally got bought up by Stop & Shop and they knocked it down.
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Now I just want to let you people know that I read in the paper where we are going to have sidewalks put in from the Fire House on down to Oakville somewhere.  I just want to let you know, when you do this with the sidewalks, I would recommend, and I’m going to the Planning and Zoning Wednesday might when they have their meeting and try and get them to understand how to build the sidewalk.  When you do a sidewalk down a main street, I hope that they put in what they call, in every driveway when you go into a driveway there’s a . . . .


Ms. Adams:  Snow shelf?


Mr. Fusco:  No, the incline to the driveway, an apron, I hope they put in aprons to these driveways, because as they did when they rebuilt Bunker Hill, right in front of my house, and anybody can look at it, I live at 192 like I said, you take a look at the sidewalk.  When they built it, I have a bump in my driveway that every day I go into it, if I don’t slow down to about 3 mph, I hit my head on the ceiling of my car, but what they did was put a flat sidewalk there and then they put the apron with tar or bituminous in front of it.  That is all cracked now.  At this point if it was cement and it was a real apron and made right, it wouldn’t have cracked and I wouldn’t have had a bump in front of the driveway.  Now when you go down the main street, on every driveway that you have going in off that sidewalk, I hope there’s an apron.  And when you come to the plaza, when you have the plaza that goes down there, I hope they don’t put a sidewalk clear across the plaza driveway, because that will create problems for plowing when you plow, if your pavement comes up at all you’re going to hook plows on there and they’re going to break plows and they’re going to upset the sidewalk, plus they’re going to rip up that tar that’s between the street and the sidewalk.  This is what I wanted to make clear that I hope that we have engineers that understand this.  I don’t know how the Planning and Zoning put this into effect when they put sidewalks across driveways.

I was on the Housing Authority for 18 years and it was one of the fellows that was on Planning and Zoning kept after me after they got through with the building of the Housing Authority up there, he was asking me when were we going to finish the sidewalk.  I said to him what sidewalk?  He said the sidewalk that goes across the driveway.  I said that’s ridiculous to put a sidewalk, you cut into the pavement to put a sidewalk across the driveway.  Who has more of the right of way?  The pedestrian I know has the right of way, but the driveway itself would be made better if you had tar right straight out to the street.  Well he didn’t agree with that, and I think that’s what happens with Planning and Zoning.  They don’t know what’s right and what’s wrong, and somebody on the Planning and Zoning decides that it’s going to be that way and that’s the rule. They make it that way and that’s it.
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I also have a house that was built next door to me.  I won’t go into it long, just to let you know.  I went to Planning and Zoning when that house was being built, and I told them that the fellow who was building the house, had a permit to build a house, he was going to build it for himself.  He claimed he was going to build it for himself, but he lied to me and he lied more than once, but anyway, he built the house and the house is bad.  I mean it is so bad today the people have moved out of it, it’s been a year, because they had a water break in there and the seller that went in to try and rebuild it, to remodel it or do whatever he had to do with it, when he started taking the sheet rock off, the header fell off over the top of the doorway on the sliding glass door.  Now this is right next door to me.  I just got rid of the house down the street that looked like, you know, it looked bad all these 40 years, now I’ve got a house next door to me that nobody is living in and (Tape #2, Side B ended – may have missed some) that I don’t think that anybody looked at that house when it was going up.  And in fact it’s a cousin of mine that’s the Building Inspector.  And I told him about it; he paid no attention to it.  So the fireplace right now, they cannot use the fireplace.  Not only that, this fellow put the chimney from the furnace into the fireplace on the bottom of the fireplace in the cellar where it goes into the ash pit.  Now there is no flue pipe 6 feet from the flow, 6 feet from the floor he started with the flue pipe, and he had no other pipe in there and it was all empty, in other words the hole box downstairs where it’s supposed to be an ash pit, gathered smoke.  That smoke went on up into the house. I talked to the seller tonight.  He said for 6 months that they lived there they were getting headaches, and I just wonder why, so that was carbon monoxide.  Now they haven’t lived there and they’re not living there and I think the house is in litigation right now, but this is what happens and how it happens when you get into litigation.  I mean the Zoning Board didn’t look after it, didn’t look and see that the fellow who was building the house was not a builder by any means.  He’s got nails missing in the house, he’s got, you come to the house and I’ll show you what’s wrong with that house.  There’s got to be 100 things wrong the way he did it.  So I just want to let you know.  If you go after Planning and Zoning, make sure that you get the right people in there.  Thank you.


Ken Julian, 94 Highmeadow Road, Watertown, CT  06795


Mr. Julian:  One thing about Planning and Zoning – I think he said the best thing this gentleman.  I was at a meeting about this months and months ago.  Planning and Zoning (inaudible) Alplex, the little gas station in Watertown, I lived there all my life, it was contaminated since I was little kid, it was closed down, he bought it, took up 350 tons of contaminated soil, made it look nice, and he wanted to have a used car lot.  Now the Town refused him, the Zoning Board.  I was looking, I can’t believe it.  So in his defense, I never saw the man in my whole life, I stood up and I go they were worried, Planning and Zoning said we’re worried about traffic.  Main Street is crazy, we’re not going to give you it.  I stood up and said what is it zoned for?  Retail.
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Here’s a (inaudible).  I owned a store for 19.5 years in Waterbury, a convenience store, average customer count, 800 to 1,000 people a day, 7,000 a week, Elaine worked for me.  30,000 customers a month.  Car lot – my best friend, Sales Manager at Branch Toyota, huge car lot, (inaudible) month, 50 sales a month is a great month.  Don’t really know but say 50 people looked, 1 bought, how many customers versus a convenience store?  The Zoning Board refused him.  They’re worried about traffic, but we want retail.  That’s where we need the third party.  He is so right, this gentleman.  These people, don’t get me wrong, one is an electrician, I know nothing about it and he’s grading it.  Knows nothing about retail.  The other one is a builder, a good friend of mine, built my house on Highmeadow Road.  I won’t say his name, great builder, would recommend him to anybody, builder, he knows about as much as retail as I know about building.  Correct?  The other ones, I don’t know what they do.  Third party, let the people applying for it pay for it.  It will cost the Town nothing.


One more thing quickly.  20 years ago I bought a piece of property in Waterbury, it was a closed down Mobil Gas Station at Exit 36, Mobil bought it, RL zoned.  Paid everybody off. We know that, you know it and I know it.  Elaine worked there.  Sold the business 2 years ago.  I owned the property.  (Inaudible) bankrupt.  I went down and put an addition on there.  There’s no rent.  I have a good rent right now.  RL Zoned, you can’t do it.  It’s residential.  Closed down gas station to a convenience store, open 20 years, I can’t change it.  (Inaudible) bankrupt what you want, another $6,000 a year in taxes?  Do you understand what I’m saying.  A lot of this going back to conflict of interest?  There’s a lot more I could tell you about, but I won’t say names.  But also third party is the biggest thing for our Town.  I pay taxes, I pay a lot of taxes.  I’ve lived here from birth and probably will die here.  You got me going, thank you very much.  No, but it’s true.  Sorry.

Mr. Archer, Chairman, Closed Public Participation at 10:11 p.m.

10.
Old Business


A.
Code of Ethics (referred to Ordinance Subcommittee)


B.
Consider the Appointment of One or More Ordinance Enforcement Hearing Officers Pursuant to Ordinance #04-15-02-248


C.
Noise Ordinance


D.
Local Preference Ordinance


E.
Codification



Mr. Archer:  I don’t know if there’s anything here we need to bring up again.  It’s just sort of items that are kicking around.
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Ms. King:  The local preference ordinance was a thing that was of concern to us where the bids thing that came forward.  I really would like to see that discussed at some point, if we are going to do something about changing that or putting that into writing.


Mr. Archer:  Did I refer that to your Subcommittee?


Mr. Wick:  Yes, you did.


Mr. Archer:  Okay, cause if I hadn’t, I would of at this time.

11.
Executive Session


A.
Personnel



MOTION:
(Ms. Adams, sec. Mr. Kane) to enter into Executive Session at 10:12 p.m. to discuss personnel, with the 9 Town Council Members, Ms. Robson, and Mr. Nardelli.



Discussion:
None



MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY


The following people were present during Executive Session


Elaine Adams


Lee Archer


Raymond Hebert


Robert Kane


Jean King


Raymond Primini


Paul Rinaldi


Paul Valenti


Richard Wick


Frank Nardelli


Meredith Robson


Mr. Archer, Chairman, Reconvened the Regular Meeting at 11:00 p.m.


No Motions Were Made; No Votes Were Taken.
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12.
Adjournment


MOTION:
(Mr. Hebert, sec. Ms. Adams) to Adjourn the Regular Meeting at 11:01 p.m.


Discussion:
None


MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY


Regular Meeting Adjourned at 11:01 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Lee Archer, Chairman

Watertown Town Council

Approved:
_______________________________


Lynn M. LaForme, Clerk

