THESE MINUTES ARE SUBJECT TO APPROVAL AT THE NEXT BOARD OF FINANCE MEETING

SPECIAL MEETING

BOARD OF FINANCE

June 4, 2007
A Special Meeting of the Chester Board of Finance was called to order at 7:02 p.m. by Kim Just.  Those in attendance included Kim Just, Dave Cohen (arrived at 7:08 and was seated as an alternate), Jennifer Wislocki (arrived at 7:05), Bill Ziegler, Virginia Carmany, Chris Johnson, seated for Rick Morrow is Dave Clark.  

Consideration and Vote on Bonding Resolution for Proposed Sewer Project
A copy of the BOF resolution regarding bonding for the proposed sewer project was distributed.

Virginia Carmany moved to adjourn the meeting until the Audience of Citizens share their comments regarding the project.  The motion was seconded.  Discussion was as follows:

It was reported that there was no section in the call of the meeting for the Audience of Citizens; however, discussion can be held under the Other Business section of the agenda.

Virginia Carmany withdraw her previous motion and moved to add to the agenda an Audience of Citizens under the Other Business section of the meeting.  The motion was seconded and all members were in favor.

Bill Ziegler moved the resolution as presented regarding bonding of the sewer project.  The motion was seconded.  Discussion followed:

The resolution is as follows:

Resolved, that the BOF recommends that the Town of Chester appropriate $2,000,000 for costs in connection with the design, construction, equipping and financing of improvements to the sanitary sewerage system of the Town, contemplated to include: (1) construction of gravity sewers along Main Street from the vicinity of Maple Street to Middlesex Ave; (2) construction of a force main traveling eastward along Main Street, paralleling the proposed gravity sewers to the intersection with Middlesex Ave (Rte. 154), thence traveling southward along Middlesex Ave. and terminating near the Deep River town line; (3) construction of gravity sewers from the discharge of the force main at the Deep River town line southward connecting to an existing manhole at the intersection of Middlesex Ave. and Winder Ave; (4) upgrade and conversion of the Water Street Pump Station; (5) construction of service connections from the sewer mains to the street line; (6) paving and other restoration work incidental to the project; and (7) related work, improvements, equipment and appurtenances.  The appropriation shall be in addition to funding provided through the $500,000 Fiscal Year 2001-02 Small Town Economic Assistance Program (STEAP) grand proceeds being applied to defray initial costs of the project.  No portion of the appropriation shall be expended on construction costs for the project until such time as the Town shall have entered into a project funding agreement with the State of Connecticut for grant and loan financing of the eligible costs of the project pursuant to the State of Connecticut Clean Water Fund Program.
Further resolved, that the BOF recommends (1) that the Town issue bonds, notes, temporary notes or other obligations in an amount not to exceed $2,000,000 to finance the appropriation, (2) that the amount of borrowing authorized shall be reduced by the amount of grants received by the Town for the project and applied to defray the appropriation, and (3) that the BOS call a Special Town Meeting for the purpose of authorizing said appropriation and borrowing.

Kim reported that the resolution is, basically, recommending the appropriation of $2 million for the costs in connection with the design of the sewer project.  
It was reported that the total funding sources are $2.5 million but the appropriation is only for $2 million.  It was reported that $500,000 has already been received and spent and $2 million is the remainder of the project.

The Board packets also contained an estimated cost summary.  This information was presented at the public hearing and goes through the breakdown of the total costs.  There have been some engineering and planning costs that have been expended at this time (less than $500,000).  It was reported that the initial costs were specific to the way this project is to be carried out.  This statement was not confirmed.

It was reported that if the resolution is passed by the BOF, they are appropriating $2 million.  Five hundred thousand dollars has been previously appropriated for costs.  Therefore, the BOF is now appropriating $2 million and providing a way to fund same.  The funding is designated in the resolution as coming from several sources.  If this is passed by the town meeting, it will provide the ability to short term borrow and then bond that which is not available from other sources.

A BOF member inquired is the money “lost” if we do not go forward with the project.  Virginia Carmany reported that we do not lose the investment; it can be used at a later time.  She reported that the analysis that has been done, to date, is money spent.  We are already not doing the project as it was presented in April 2004.  We are doing a slightly different version of the project.  

Ed Ward was present at the meeting and reported that the initial STEAP Grant was for assessing the problem and the solutions to fix same.  An on-going study was done and submitted in 2004.  
Kim Just reported that the first part of the resolution is for appropriating the costs for the construction and the bottom part of the resolution is for financing; which has to go to Town Meeting.  It was reported that the entire resolution has to go to town meeting for approval.  

Ed reported that the BOF is a necessary step for an expenditure of this amount.

Bill Ziegler reported that the $2 million will be off-set by an additional $500,000 STEAP Grant which is currently been awarded to the town for a different project.  Tom Marsh reported that the transfer of these funds to the sewer project has been approved.  In addition, there are Clean Water monies available.  Bill Ziegler reported that the eligible amount of Clean Water is at $1.5 million, 25% of which we are anticipating in a Grant and 75% on a 2% loan.
Kim Just reported that a breakdown of the costs was presented at the public hearing and included in the BOF packet.  This breakdown shows that $1,125,000 is a 2% 20 year loan and the other 25% is a grant from CWF.  Kim reported that the resolution says that no portion of the appropriation shall be expended on construction costs for the project until such time the Town shall have entered into a project funding agreement with the State of Connecticut for Grant and loan financing of the eligible costs of the project pursuant to State of Connecticut CWF program.  She reported that if the money does not come through, the project cannot move forward.

Virginia Carmany reported that if a portion (dollar value greater than 0) comes through the project can go forward.  Tom Marsh rebutted this statement saying that a letter from the bonding attorney references the statutes covering the CWF.  The statute states “…. A population of five thousand or less, … shall be eligible to receive a grant in the amount of 25% of the design and construction phase of eligible project costs, and a loan for the remainder of the costs of the project, not exceeding one hundred percent of the eligible water quality projects. … All loans made in accordance with the provisions of this section for an eligible water quality project shall bear an interest rate of 2% per annum.”
Virginia reported that in the town of Marlborough, they were in a similar situation as Chester and town went ahead and voted for the sewage treatment plant connection.  She reported that the CWF money was not forthcoming and the town is now liable for the cost of the full project.  Tom Marsh reported that this scenario is inaccurate.  He reported that they had a $12 million dollar project and they were awarded the 25% grant.  The project was delayed and the cost of the project went from 12 to 20 million dollars.  They maintained their grant for the original 12 million dollar project but because of the cost escalation, they were not being covered for the 8 million dollar spread.  In speaking with the DEP, they were looking at funding it in future years but the DEP did not allocate that money for them in the original CWF and when the cost of the project nearly doubled due to delays the money was not in the CWF.  Tom reported that if our project was to move along according to schedule, this scenario would not repeat itself in Chester.  Tom reported that no funding was retracted from Marlborough, they were requesting additional money from their original grant.
Virginia Carmany reported that that she understands that the EIE has not been published and the EIE is a step required by the DEP before CWF dollars are given to a town.  She reported that the EIE is forthcoming, but no date was given.  After the EIE is received, there is a 45 day comment period and after the 45 day comment period, there is an additional 2 weeks that it resides with OPM while they decide whether or not to award the grant money.  She reported that there is some difficulty with CWF monies and whether or not they are actually available.  She reported that depending on when the EIE gets published and starts the process, it in itself may delay the project.  

Virginia reported that the EIE is an Environmental Impact Evaluation which the DEP is required to do to get CWF from the federal government through the state.  The state distributes the funds.

Tom Marsh reported that the DEP is aware of our schedule and the situation and there is nothing preventing us to be concurrently moving forward with the process and we expect that sometime in July and August having the process going forward.  Tom reported that the project has been given considerable review as far as the environmental impact over the years.  He reported that when the STEAP grant process to re-allocate the grant went forward, one of the conditions was that OPM was looking at how our project fit in with the state POCD.  He reported that the project passed and the STEAP funds were reallocated.  He is confident that the issues have been addressed but the DEP still has to go through the process.  Tom feels that sometime during the summer the process will be completed.  He reported that if the process is not completed, we do have fail safes in the resolution. 

Kim reported that if the financing is contingent upon the EIE study and if that does not go through, the funding does not get secured.  If the funding does not get secured, according to the resolution, the project cannot go forward.  
John Bennett reported that the resolution was drafted by Bond Council.  He reported it does have that limitation in it.  He reported that the resolution has an extra layer of protection because it says that we will not go forward until those things are signed up.  
Bill Ziegler reported that if the BOF recommends the resolution and the town passes it, we still need to wait for the EIE, the 45 days and OPM.  He questioned why we are getting this resolved quickly yet we cannot move forward for at least one month an a half.  

Tom reported again, that the DEP is aware of our situation and they are going over the CWF allocations during the summer.  He reported that the further along our process is will strengthen our position in the process of being awarded the funds.  He reported that if we bid the project now, we can award it instead of starting the bid process when the paperwork comes through.  He reported that the DEP is anxious to get our project started.
Ed Ward reported that the DEP has already scoped out the initial project and they have also looked at the current project.  The current project has already passed the “first cut”.  He reported that the EIE is a process to catch anything that was left out.

Virginia Carmany reported that the during the public comment period, the public can bring issues to the DEP that may not be before the DEP at this time and may change the opinion of the DEP.  

Kim reported that the resolution is appropriating $2 million based on the current plan that has been submitted.  If they say “no”, we need to spend $3 million, we cannot go forward with the project.

Bill inquired that if the outcome of the EIE changes the scope of the project, where does it leave the town in terms of the resolution.

John Bennett reported that if you have a package presented to the DEP and is “ready to go”, it will speed the process.  If the DEP comes back and says the plan is not good and you need another $1 million, we can’t fund it.  The resolution will then collapse by its own terms.  We are taking advantage of moving the project along rapidly.

Ed Ward added to Mr. Bennett’s comments stating that by statute the DEP has to fund, under the Clean Water Act, a small town project.  

Bill Ziegler reported that the issue is with obtaining CWF; otherwise, the project would cost the town more money.  Kim reported that the more time that goes by, the costs will only go up.

Kim reported that this project has been out there for several years.  It has gotten scaled back from $4 million to $2 million.  
Kim Just reported that the town’s obligation on the loan is $68,000 per year.  She reported that the assessments of $360,000 could be paid over 20 years.  Tom reported that as payments come into the WPCA on an annual basis, the funds will be used to reimburse the town.

The Project Financing Summary Fund and the Project Financing – Local Share hand out was discussed in detail.  

Jennifer Wislocki asked what will the town do if a homeowner does not make their payments to the town.  Tom Marsh reported that it will be similar to a homeowner not paying their taxes.

A BOF member asked if we will get the loan before we make any expenditure?  John Bennett reported that often the funding comes in odd increments.  John reported that if this is the case, short term notes would be issued.  He reported that it is often the case for the town to spend the money and then “get it back”.
Bill Ziegler reported on an instance where we failed to recoup a bond in the past.  He reported that, should this go forward, we need ensure that we meet all of our prevailing wage obligations etc.  

Bill Ziegler asked about the plans for the property on Maple Street that currently contains the community septic system.  Ed Ward reported that the property would be abandoned and filled in per the requirements of the agency regulating same.  Bill felt that selling the property should be considered.

Bill Ziegler break out amounts between those who will directly benefit from the project and those who are members of the larger community was 75 to 25.
Ed Ward reported that if a pipe runs in front of a property, it is a benefit to the property.  He reported that the WPCA felt that the assessment was fair.  Bill felt that it was fair to the homeowners who benefit but not necessarily to the remainder of the town who is being asked to fund the cost.  

Virginia Carmany clarified the Benefit Assessment break out sheet.  The users of the system will get the benefit assessment plus 25% of the debt service as a charge from the WPCA.  Of the 75% that is being spread across the whole town from the general taxation, a piece of that would be offered to the same home owner.  
Virginia Carmany had an issue with the call.  She reported that the call for the BOF is different from the call to the town.  The town meeting call includes the language the WPCA may reduce or modify the scope of the project and the entire appropriation may be spent on the reduced or modified project.  

Kim asked if the resolution that the BOF is making will be the resolution that will go to the town.  John Bennett answered “no”.  The BOF is approving, from a financial perspective the financial the terms of their jurisdiction.  The BOF is approving the essential financial terms.  Kim reported that this should not be different from what goes to the town.  John Bennett reported that the resolution that goes to the town is more extensive in terms of the language and it does vary is certain ways but not in the substance.  Kim reported that the town is voting on the entire project and the BOF is just recommending the financing of the project.  
John Bennett reported that Virginia’s issue is not a valid concern.  He reported that this is very standard.  The town meeting gives the WPCA the ability to reduce the scope of the project if appropriate.  Virginia reported that they could also increase the scope of the work.  John Bennett replied that this is not true because they cannot spend any more money than approved by the BOF.  If any modification is lateral and does not cost more money, the WPCA does have the flexibility to modify the project.  The WPCA would be subject to criminal sanctions if they spend more money than has been appropriated.

Virginia reported that the project is determined to the $2.5 million.  Of that $2.5 million, $436,000 will be used for planning and design, $158,000 will be used for construction, $181,000 will be used for legal administrative easements and short term financing, $1.5 million will be used for construction costs and contingency is at $125,000.  Based on the language that the WPCA can modify this project, if planning and design comes in at $400,000 and there is $36,000 left over and legal and administration only comes in at $10,000, and construction costs come in at $1.5, can the WPCA change the scope of the project to pick up the Norman Terrace Theatre or School Lane, or Platt Street.  

John Bennett replied that all the BOF resolution does is limited the total amount of financing.  He reported that they could modify the project if the money is there to do so.  However, there may be problems if someone tries to make a substantial change (pick up the Norman Terrace) and one is getting funding from the DEP/CWF there may be limitation or requirements.  The reason you go through the planning stage and have the books put together is so that the project is defined.  He suspected that if there is a substantial departure from what has been approved, the expenditure of the state’s money, the WPCA would probably have a problem with the DEP. He felt that there is fairly stringent limitation in this respect.  He reported that what the BOF is approving is an expenditure of a total amount of money for the project.  The line items are not ultimately binding, they are only estimates.  He reported that there is the possibility that they will not spend as much and there will be money returned to the town.

Virginia reported that a concern is that the original plan from the consultants was that this project was $2.1 million and an additional $400,000 was added and was added into various line items.  If money is not spent, because it is not consistent with the consultant’s original engineering study, there is possibility an additional $400,000 that could be used.

John Bennett reported that another limitation on the WPCA is that there are other approvals involved in this process.  There is a defined project, a zoning approval etc.  The WPCA is not in a position to depart from the plan which has been developed.  That would be undertaking a project that had not been approved by the town meeting etc.  

He reported that the line is in the call for the town meeting because to the extent that the pipe is planned to go on the left side of the road and they run into rock and it is better to put it on the right side of the road, they need to have that flexibility.
Ed Ward reported that the P&Z has already given its unanimous approval on May 24, 2007.  John Bennett replied that if the WPCA now decides to add ten more properties, they do not have approval.

John Bennett reported that there are so many levels of approval here that it is illegal to depart from the approved scope.

Kim Just reported that if when the project goes out to bid and the costs come in significantly higher, the WPCA cannot spend the additional money.

Tom reported that the DEP felt the resolution is too restrictive.

Bill Ziegler was concerned that the BOF was not made aware of the fact that their resolution was not the same as the one that will go to the town.  

Kim reported that the costs are the same on both resolutions.  

Martin Heft reported that the resolution that the BOS voted on did not include the text either.  It is in the call but not the resolution.

Virginia reported that all of the resolution that has been made by the BOF has included the entire call of the town meeting, not a portion of it.  

John Bennett reported that the BOF could amend the resolution being considered to be the full text.  The substance is the same.

Kim Just stressed the importance of remembering that the BOF job is the financing piece of the project and Bill Ziegler agreed.  He reported that zoning and the environment are not the BOF’s issues.  However, the BOF is recommending to town meeting the resolution, but not the call.  

Bill reported that the call of the meeting contains two resolutions.  The first is to consider and act upon a resolution to appropriate $2 million for costs in connection with the design etc.  There are (a) through (e) in that resolution; which includes authorizing and issuing bond notes to take such action to allow temporary advances of the available funds… to authorize the First Selectman, on behalf of the town to apply for and accept state grants, to authorize the WPCA to construct.  He reported that (a) through (d) are financial issues.  As the BOF he feels this is what we are recommending.

Bill Ziegler moved to amend to accept the full text of the resolution as it appears in the call for consideration as approved by the BOS.  Virginia Carmany seconded the motion.  

Bill reported that as a member of the BOF, we should be addressing (a) through (d).  

Bill reported that he intends to move to table the final vote until the BOF hears comments from the public.

It was reported that the opportunity for the general public to comment was taken away from the public because special meetings were scheduled so quickly.  She felt that the process was rushed.  She was concerned that the call is totally different from what was presented to the BOS this morning.  She felt that there are poor public policies being made that are not in the best interest of the public.  While waiting a month or two for the EIE to come through and the CWF is not going to impact the cost of the project significantly.  It may impact getting clean water fund as this is on a time schedule and what money is left.  This would be an issue to consider for not waiting.  She felt this is a big issue but she feels that the opportunity for the general public to know what is going on financially was taken away.  She felt that it was a very general resolution onto finance.
She felt that the section on modifications was very vague.  She reported that Ed Ward has worked very hard but under the state’s statutes they have more power than anyone else in the entire state of Connecticut.  She reported that it is very difficult to fight with the WPCA and the DEP.  This is why all of the towns on the shoreline are having problems.

She reported that she was unable to attend the public hearing but she reported that there are numbers in the data without support and she has no opportunities to question same.  She felt that they are moving ahead fast just to be able to call the town meeting and get a publication in the newspaper tomorrow.  She would like to see a modification that it goes to a referendum.  That they modify it to protect the town a little bit better on costs.  She felt a minimum percentage clause would be appropriate.  

Kim Just reported that she thought the perception was that this is being rushed.  She has gotten herself up to speed because she has an interest in it for the town.  She reported that it is the BOF’s responsibility to make good decisions for the public.  She reported that the town meeting is scheduled in two weeks.  People do have the opportunity to vote it down then.  

The woman in the audience reported that she did not feel there was enough time to get the word and the information out to the public.  She reported that it has never been done this quickly.  She felt the BOF has the responsibility to get public input.

It was reported that there has been more public input on this subject than bigger issues.  

Kim Just reported that the BOF is responsible for the costs, revenues and budgets.  
Virginia reported on a letter than went out from the WPCA to citizens along the route of the project.  The letter states, in part, however many property users will see their assigned edus drop, for example, the current based edu of 1.5 will be reduced to 1.  This is under the residential properties.  This is repeated under commercial properties, the current edu base of 1.5 will be reduced to 1.  She reported that if she was a property owner along the route receiving this letter, it would lead her with the assumption that the costs were going down.  However, the actual costs are going from $402.72 per edu ($604) to a new edu of $780.00.  This is a 29% increase.  Kim replied that this scenario does not affect the resolution that the BOF is to discuss.  Virginia replied that we are rushing this and the public is not getting a chance to fully engage on this project.

A member disagreed.

Bill Ziegler shared concern about the fact that this is a special meeting.  He is aware of the fact that there is no audience of citizens.  He feels it is unfair for the BOF to act without the opportunity to listen to public input.  The fact that this was a quickly called special meeting works against the BOF in terms of allowing the town appropriate access to the BOF.  

Kim Just reported that the financials have been presented at the public hearing.  The issue has been in the paper and if people don’t care, they don’t care.  Putting this out there again is not going to draw a crowd.  There were only 50 people at the public hearing.  She did agree that the special meeting was put together quickly but this was so that the town meeting can happen in two weeks to move forward with the project.  

Bill’s issue was not that people will avail themselves but that they have the opportunity to do so.  

Tom Marsh distributed a copy of the other resolution.  He also distributed e-mails from Doug Gillette (bond council).  “In recommending the two items that are being submitted to the town meeting, I would suggest that the BOS and the BOF act on the resolutions that I have prepared regarding item one and separating recommending a resolution that John prepared regarding the STEAP grant.” 

Tom reported that Doug advised voting on the resolutions independently and then the BOS vote on the town meeting call.

John Bennett reported that he raised the point of whether we were approving both and it was clarified that the amendment only goes to item one on the call in terms of the STEAP Grant.

Bill Ziegler reported that, at this point, the BOF is only considering resolution number one.
Kim Just reported that the WPCA came to the BOF meeting last month to talk about the financing.  She does not feel that the process has been rushed and their have been appropriate opportunities.  They presented to the BOF and held the public hearing.  

Bill reported that this is the meeting that the BOF is going to potentially recommend that the town appropriate $2 million dollars. It is a special meeting with minimum days notice rather than a regular meeting that is scheduled in advance.  That is an issue of concern for Bill along with the fact that the call does not have an audience of citizens.  He felt it is unconscionable to make this recommendation without listening to the public.  He plans to table the vote until there is public input.
It was reported that not including an audience of citizens was an oversight and was added at tonight’s meeting.   It was reported that the audience of citizen section of the meeting will be limited to financial aspects of the project only.

The current motion is to accept the amended resolution as appearing in the call.

Bill Ziegler moved to amend the text of the resolution of the BOF to include the text of item number 1 in the town meeting call approved by the BOS June 4, 2007 as the resolution of the BOF.  Virginia Carmany seconded the motion.  All were in favor.

The BOF read through the resolution and Kim Just reported that it is essentially the same with additional wording to allow giving authorization to the Selectmen and the Treasurer to enter into borrowing for temporary financing and to apply for grants.

John Bennett reported that the reason this wording is in resolutions is that when you go to the banks, issue bonds etc. the bank wants to see who is the appropriate signature for the document.

Bill Ziegler reported that the document prepared by Fuss and O’Neill is not what the BOF is voting on.  John Bennett reported that was submitted in 2004 from the WPCA.  This is the document referred to on the April 2004 then supplemented by the addendum which is the outline that was presented to the BOF.

Virginia reported that having the project in the call creates a liability for the town. The liability is that the WPCA board has indicated that they have no intention to go to Phase 2 to increase the project to add additional sewage lines down additional roads, to make this particular project any bigger than it is.  However, the engineering reported conducted by Fuss & O’Neill was submitted by Fuss & O’Neill and the WPCA to the DEP and it includes the full scope of the original project of additional properties to a maximum of 183 properties.  The WPCA may have not intention of increasing the scope of the current project on the table but the liability is that the DEP, on hearing that there are pollution problems in any part of the green zone, can put on the town an additional consent order requiring the WPCA to go out and hook up the properties.  Even though it is not a direct correlation, it is indirectly giving the DEP additional powers to look at our town.  The documentation indicates that the green zone does exist and the DEP, on finding additional pollution, may require the WPCA Board to remediate that pollution.  She reported that there would be no money for it unless we go back through the process and find additional grant money.

Bill reported that the DEP can issue a consent order against any property in Chester.  Virginia rebutted this saying that the Department of Public Heath is responsible for all septic systems.  The Department of Public Health would not require that the property be remediated with a connection to a sewer line.  She reported that because the green zone has been quantified and qualified (poor soils, depth to ground water, bedrock and many incorrect statistics), public outcry has been that the document has significant flaws as attested by town records.  She reported that now that a sewer line is available, the DEP now has jurisdiction over the entire area.  
Bill reported that the green zone has already been identified.  Virginia reported that the public has request that the WPCA amend the document to remove properties that are inappropriately listed.

Kim Just reported that if they want to go back and change the scope of what we are voting on here, this has to go through the proper channels.  The issue on the table is the resolution that is presented.  

Tom Marsh reported that anything that goes beyond what is identified here, any funding would start the process all over again.

Virginia reiterated that there is still a liability with the whole green zone.

It was reported that the determination of a green zone does give the town the potential for grants. 
Bill Ziegler asked what affect will the installation of this system have on the values of the properties as assessed.  Will this town, in future years, reap a benefit from an additional assessment on the properties that are affected.  
Tom Marsh reported on a letter in a previous BOF packet regarding this issue.  

Bill felt that the property would have more intrinsic value.  They could put another apartment where they could not do so before.  Tom reported that this is not how the assessments are done.  They base the assessments on similar properties.

Bill Ziegler moved to table the resolution until the BOF has the opportunity to hear from the public via the audience of citizens.  The motion was seconded.  All were in favor of the motion.

Kim Just reported that there will be an opportunity for discussion at the town meeting.

AUDIENCE OF CITIZENS

Peter Roger suggested that comments from the audience could deal with the scope of the discussion that were held amongst this board this evening that may or may not be directly related to finances.

He reported that the issue of how rapidly this is moving along was one point of discussion tonight.  He felt that this being a special meeting rather than a regular meeting is an important bit of information.  He reported that he is hearing a number of items about the scope of the project and the potential cascading effects of the project he had not heard before.  While this might not be a direct financial issue, there is the ability of the board, like the federal system, to put a hold on things if you have the inclination that this is moving along too quickly.  This call is going to go out for a town meeting on June 13th.  He is on the property just beyond the Norman Terrace Theater.  He is concerned about the potential scope and cascading effects of this project on future development in town.  He has been trying to plan his travel around the town meeting.  He sees that the meeting is scheduled for June 13th and he is out of town along with his wife.  Other than the fact that a fellow citizen notified him of the meeting tonight, he would not have been here and he will also be unable to attend the town meeting to comment or vote on the project.
Tom Marsh reported that there was a public hearing that was in the newspaper and went out through the town e-mail.  He reported that this has been a several year process.  There have been WPCA meeting at least monthly.  The WPCA has given ample opportunity for public input.  This has been a 17 year project and to say that it is moving quickly now borders on unreasonable.  The reason that the timetable is going the way it is has been discussed.  Tom reported that we have slowed the process down to such a point that it compressed the end.  Tom reported that the debate over the scope of the project, under many different processes (EDC, Conservation Commission, Inland Wetlands, P&Z, BOF etc.) took place.  All of these presentations took place over the last several months.  We are now down to when the decision has to be made in order to meet the requirements of the DEP, the state budget and construction timetables.  That is why things are moving the way they are, not because we’ve decided to move the project up but because everything up to this point has been slowed down so dramatically.

Kim reported that time is of the essence to get the funding in place.  Kim reported that the BOF may discuss the idea of going to referendum.  It was reported that the BOF has no authority to direct this to go to referendum.
Peter was afraid that if this is approved tonight and it goes to a town meeting, people who are not be prepared to attend and comment will not have the opportunity to deal with that part of the public process.  He agreed that there have been a lot of meeting.  He serves on 4 federal committees, 2 state ones and 2 in town.  He did not have time to go to the meeting for which he has an interest.  He reported that “the rubber hits the road” at the town meeting when it comes time to vote.

It was reported that at every meeting, there is someone with a vested interest unable to attend.

It was reported that by statute, 2 weeks is what is needed to notice a town meeting.  Kim reported that it is probably best to have the meeting before summer vacation starts and people are unable to attend at all.

Virginia reiterated that when the WPCA was putting the very first project together, Fuss & O’Neill kept a running tally of the calendar.  The BOF, P&Z, Inland Wetlands, and Conservation were all part of a calendar of dates.  This calendar was brought up at every WPCA meeting so that you could see when the town meeting was going to happen at the end of the process.  She reported that the WPCA has not published a calendar this entire spring.

Martin Watkins of Middlesex Ave. understood that the sewer line is going right in front of his house (not sure which side of the road).  He reported that on May 23 he got a letter from Fuss & O’Neill stating that his property is not targeted for sewers.  The project is just in the center of town.  His question was that since the pipe is going past my house anyway, do I have the option of paying the $2,000 and tap into the system.  Tom Marsh reported that, at this point, no because it is the wrong kind of pipe.  There has been discussion about putting the right pipe in but that would take a change in the resolution.

Martin Heft reported that at the last BOF meeting, he and the Treasurer were sitting together and he asked for several documents.  He did receive today.  The other he has not seen yet.  He was looking for what the edus were based upon (back up to the financials that were presented).  He also requested the assessments as well as how the assessments were based for the individual to come with the $360,000.  He has not seen this documentation yet.  He is looking at the personal information sheet that he received and looking at how the numbers were present, he heard two different things.  One, at the public hearing, the documents say there is no mandatory hook up it is just the existing SSA plus Chesterfields.  Earlier it was mentioned that 67 properties and the sheet with the edus has a list of phase one properties.  Which are the right properties that are included in with the financial of what is here, just the SSA numbers plus Chesterfields or it is the whole thing.  There were 67 properties and there are only 30 on the existing.
It was reported that 67 properties will be issued a benefit assessment.  Only the properties that are current and Chesterfields will have to hook in.  

Martin reported that there is an error on the list.  One property is on the current SSA and is listed as phase one (69 Main Street).  They are hooked into the currently system now, but not fully.

Charles Nesler pointed out that the BOF is addressing the technical aspects because it is in the resolution.  He objected to the request that he only deal with finances because the BOF is dealing with where these sewer lines run and the Fuss & O’Neill report etc.  

Kim reported that the motion is to appropriate $2 million dollars.

Mr. Nesler felt that there was unseemly haste.  There was a public hearing but what is the point of a public hearing as the next night, it was voted on.  Tom Marsh reported that this happens for the town budget every year.  

Mr. Nesler’s point is that this is a big project and comments were made and the public hearing and have not had consideration.  There are no minutes from this meeting.

The gentleman was directed to ask his financial question.  

Kim reiterated that the BOF has a motion on the table to appropriate $2 million dollars.

Mr. Nesler does not feel the BOF should vote for this motion for the following reasons:

The town is spending money unnecessarily.  They are voting to appropriate money for an unnecessary need.  They are spending money to run to Deep River and this money should not be spent.  If the BOF read the report, they would see the scant attention that was given to the alternatives.  The money that the BOF is voting to appropriate here, the STEAP grant that is being reassigned and the debt that the town is taking on is money that could be spent on other things like the library or other infrastructure projects.
He reported that the BOF by approving this project is shortchanging the town.  He does not feel that the BOF has studied the situation.  

Kim reported that other boards and commissions have evaluated this project.  The BOF is just the fiscal portion of the town.  She reported that it is going to town meeting in the end and there is still a chance for people to vote it down.

A gentleman spoke in support of Mr. Nesler's comments.  The town is spending money unnecessarily.  He reported that the boards and commission has “produced a lot of paper” regarding the project.  He, however, feels that a core section of the citizens in Chester are not convinced.  They have done a great deal of their own work and feel that this project is $1.8 million dollars more than what needs to be spent to fix the problem.

Lori Ann Clymas reported on the language that is being voted on in section 1 (a).  Her suggestion for modification is in the last sentence (no portion of the appropriation shall be expended on the construction costs for the project until such time as the town shall have entered into a project funding agreement with the State of Connecticut for grant and loan financing of the eligible costs of the project pursuant to the State of Connecticut CWF program.

She thinks it would be fiscally responsible to add something to that speaks to putting a minimum percentage of CWF must be secured to go forth with the project.  This way there is a minimum set.  We are not putting a cap on what we can get for the funding.  

She referenced that “the WPCA may reduce or modify the scope of the project, and the entire appropriation may be spent on the reduced or modified project.”  She reported that she does not feel the WPCA will modify this project substantially, this is very open ended.  She felt additional language would be appropriate.

Ms. Clymas commented on the section “the project is contemplated to be undertaken substantially as described in the report prepared by Fuss & O’Neill Consulting Engineers entitled “Chester Wastewater Planning Study” dated April 2004, as supplemented by an addendum dated February 16, 2007.”  She reported that she has not seen the February 2007 addendum.  She asked Ed Ward if it limits it to the modified scope that was done.  Ed confirmed this.  She then reported that when you add “as supplemented” you are accepting the entire Fuss & O’Neill report as part of the financing for the project and have left it open to whatever Fuss & O’Neill says that the green zone is now part of something that could be impacted at a later date.  While this does not affect the $2 million being spent now, it will impact future economics and she suggested changing the word “supplemented” to “modified”.  
John Bennett reported that, the BOF, in a financial role, would be ill advised to start making changes in this resolution that was approved by bond council and is also ill advised to start making statements about the scope of the project; which is not the BOF’s authority.  He reported that the BOF has not been intimately involved in the scope of the project.  He reported that bond council drew the document the way it is for a reason.  While he would take the comments into consideration, incorporating the February 2007 report is to change the scope of the project.  He felt that Ms. Clymas’ remarks on this regard are not well taken because you are dealing with a report which is a totality and the scope has been reduced.  Mr. Bennett would not like to “muck about with it” since there are a lot of state agencies and funding sources to deal with.  The BOFs basic authority here is financial, not system design.

Ms. Clymas asked the BOF to consider voting against the referendum because she does not think that the public has property informed on the financial end of this.  She reported that going to town meeting in less than nine days is a mistake.  She feels a referendum is in order and a date at the end of June would allow for the education of the public.

She reported that the finances have not been clarified until now.  All of the public input seen up until now is all new.  She feels it is poor public policy to do this quickly.  

Ed Ward reported that people present at this meeting have spent the time at the WPCA meetings and become knowledgeable about the project.  However, he reported that Ms. Clymas has not attended many of the WPCA meetings.  He reported that the WPCA is asking the BOF to look at the financials.  He reported that the financials are sound.  He feels it is time to move forward with the town meeting.  The town meeting will be another forum in which the town can ask questions.
Tom Marsh reported that there has been significant discussion on the finances over the past several months.  He reported that one could surmise, from the low turn out at the public hearing and the limited comment, is that the town actually was informed and they are supportive of the plan.  He reported that this often felt at the town meetings for the budgets when few people show up.  This is because they have faith in the competency of the people elected to the boards.  Tom reported that this process has not moved too quickly it is just that the committees have done their due diligence and are satisfied with the project.
Bill Ziegler commented on a previous meeting at the Community Center.  The discussion was about a different funding option for the town.  Bill reported that this will go to a town meeting and therefore there will be another opportunity.  He reported that it is easy to abdicate our responsibility as a board and say there is another forum that will deal with the issue.  He reported that it is the BOFs responsibility to determine whether this makes financial sense for the town.  If the BOF does not feel it makes sense, they should not recommend it.

Virginia added that she got a lot of answers this evening.  She reported that she has only missed one WPCA meeting over the past 3 years.  She has worked with citizens.  She reported that the project has been difficult.  A lot of citizens are no longer coming to meetings because they feel like they are not being heard and the project is moving forward in a way which is not best for the town.  It is not the right size project for the town and costs way more than a possible solution that the WPCA has not addressed.  She reported that as a BOF member, she received answers that she has not heard before this evening.  To say that the public has had an opportunity to understand the project is not true.

Ed Ward reported that you can get something new from any meeting.  Ed reported that Virginia said “a possible solution”.  He reported that what is in front of the BOF is a solution.
Tom Marsh reported that when the project got to this point previously, the costs that were not going to be covered for funding were almost $600,000.  This is almost as much as the entire project will cost this time.  This is how much the WPCA has come in listening to the citizens over the last two years.

Tom reported that this projects is $2.5 million with $1.875 in grants, $360,000 in assessments, it lifts a 17 year consent order (we have been polluting the ground water in the State of Connecticut by the definition of the DEP), and the cost to the town will be $765,000.00.  We have come from $3.8 million to $765,000.00. 

Tom reported that he feels that people are confident in the due diligence that has been done by the boards are ready to move forward.

Bill Ziegler reported that we have given up the opportunity to extend the water line.  Tom replied that he has letters of recommendation from the customers that were going to get the water line in support of this project.  Bill reported that was money that was to be used for something else.  We have given that up for this project.

Kim Just called for the vote.  

The motion passed 5 in favor to 1 opposed.  (Virginia Carmany opposed).

Bill Ziegler moved the following:

Resolved that the town meeting, upon the recommendation of the BOF and the BOS, hereby (a) approves the acceptance of a STEAP grant from the State of Connecticut, Department of Environmental Protection, in accordance with the terms of said Grant Agreement, in the amount of $500,000, to be used for the purpose of design and construction of improvements to the sanitary sewerage system of the Town, and (b) authorizes the First Selectman to execute said Grant Agreement.  A copy of said agreement is on file in the Town Clerk’s office.

The motion was seconded and passed.  Virginia Carmany voted against the motion.

ADJOURN

On a motion duly made and seconded, it was unanimously voted to adjourn the meeting.
Respectfully Submitted,

Suzanne Helchowski
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