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NORWALK

Public Works
PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE of the COMMON COUNCIL

DATE:

TIME:

PLACE:

Tuesday, March 6, 2018
7:00 P.M.

Norwalk City Hall, 2™ Floor, Room 225

AGENDA

Public Input

Public input (Guests at Committee meetings may speak to any item on the agenda. Comments shall
be limited to no more than three (3) minutes per speaker.)

New Business

1

3a.

3b.

Approve the Minutes of the Public Works Committee Meeting of Tuesday, February 6,
2018.

Authorize the issuance of an encroachment permit for “Light Pole Banner Signage” in
accordance with plans prepared for Carmel Partners by Streetsense titled “The
Waypointe, Signage Design” for 515 West Avenue and 11 Merwin Street date August
30, 20177,

Authorize the Mayor, Harry W. Rilling, to execute any and all documents necessary to
apply for and accept grant funds from the Connecticut Department of Energy &
Environmental Protection 319 NPA Grant Program, for the Removal of the Flock Process
Dam Project.

Authorize the Mayor, Harry W. Rilling, to execute any and all agreements, documents,
instruments and amendments thereto as may be necessary to implement the Removal of
the Flock Process Dam Project under the CT DEEP 319 NPS Grant Program, pursuant
to such grant funding.

Authorize the Mayor, Harry W. Rilling, to execute an agreement with RHS Consulting
Design, LLC for a Condition Evaluation of Span Pole and Mast Arm Structures for an
amount not to exceed $20,250.00.

Account No. 09 164021 5777 C0232



5a. Authorize the Mayor, Harry W. Rilling, to execute an Agreement with The Grasso

Companies, LLC for Project PM2018-1 Pavement Management Program, for a sum not
to exceed $2,875,598.75.

Account No. 09 17 4021 5777 C0021
09 18 4021 5777 C0021
09 18 4027 5777 C0302
09 17 4021 5777 C0515
03 00 00 2602

5b. Authorize the Director of Public Works, to execute orders on the Contract with The

Grasso Companies, LLC for Project PM2018-1 Pavement Management Program, for a
sum not to exceed $287,559.87.

Account No. 09 17 4021 5777 C0021
09 18 4021 5777 C0021
09 18 4027 5777 C0302
09 17 4021 5777 C0515
03 00 00 2602

Information / Discussion

A. Monthly Solid Waste Report — January 2018
B. Customer Service Report — February 2018

C. Correspondence

Upcoming Projects

Next Meeting: Tuesday, April 3, 2018
7:00 P.M.
Room 225, Norwalk City Hall
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CITY OF NORWALK
PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE
February 6, 2018

ATTENDANCE:  John Igneri, Chair; Thomas Livingston; Michael Corsello; Eloisa
Melendez; Doug Hempstead; Travis Simms (7:25pm)

STAFF: Bruce Chimento, Director; Lisa Burns, Principal Engineer
OTHERS: Lisa Biagiarelli, Courtney Austin, Craig Flaherty, Robert Koch, Sandra
Bullock

Mr. Igneri called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m. A quorum was present.

PUBLIC HEARING

PUBLIC HEARING TO HEAR ALL PARTIES INTERESTED IN THE PROPOSED
HONORARY NAMING OF CITY HALL DRIVE (SUNSET HILL AVENUE TO
EVERSLEY AVENUE) TO “HONORABLE FRANK J. ESPOSITO WAY”. (7:00 P.M.)

There were two (2) residents that spoke at the Public Hearing, Lisa Biagiarelli and Courtney
Austin.

Mes. Lisa Biagiarelli she thanked the committee for allowing her to speak. She introduced herself
stating that she serves as the Tax Collector and she is also speaking as an 18 year employee of
the City of Norwalk. She said she was hired in March of 2000 and was appointed by then Mayor
Frank Esposito. She said that overtime she developed a great friendship with Mayor Esposito
and more recently since his passing with his widow Louise who now lives in Nevada and we
have had many conversations about a proposal to honor of Mayor Esposito and name something
after him. Ms. Biagiarelli stated that Louise expressed to her that this gesture of recognition
would be very much appreciated by her and the family. She said that Mayor Esposito was the
longest serving Mayor serving 7 consecutive terms for 14 years, a State Representative, a
Council Member and he served the community and gave a lot to the City of Norwalk. She said
that it is her feeling that recognizing his legacy by naming this small portion of street right
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outside of City Hall is an appropriate and fitting gesture so she is here to ask you and on behalf
of Louise to please consider this.

Ms. Courtney Austin spoke to the committee saying that she is sure that Mayor Esposito has
done great things for the City. She continued to say that other Mayors have done great things as
well. She said that she feels naming streets after Mayors or any politicians are unnecessary. She
mentioned Mr. Alvord being honored for planting trees which she feels is much more suitable.
She said that there will be more Mayors doing great things to come and we are running out of
streets. Ms. Austin said that there are many people with gold stars next to their names on
plaques downstairs that gave their lives for the City who should be honored. She said that she
lives on East Avenue and it would be very distressing to her if they name the street after him.
She said that there must be other ways to honor him than a street. She said she feels it’s
inappropriate.

Mr. Igneri thanked them for their comments. He called the public hearing to a close at 7: 08p m.
and officially opened the agenda with public input.

PUBLIC INPUT

There was no public input at this time.

NEW BUSINESS

Mr. Igneri made a motion to suspend the rules to add item #8 to the agenda. Mr. Igneri read the
item to the Committee.
AUTHORIZE THE ISSUANCE OF AN ENCROACHMENT PERMIT FOR “LIGHT POLE
BANNER SIGNAGE” IN ACCORDANCE WITH PLANS PREPARED FOR CARMEL
PARTNERS BY STREETSENSE TITLED “THE WAYPOINT, SIGNAGE DESIGN” FOR
515 WEST AVENUE AND 11 MERWIN STREET DATED AUGUST 30, 2017.”

Mr. Corsello asked the reason for the urgency.

Ms. Burns responded that the staff person who was supposed to add this to the agenda was not
present at work on Friday so it didn’t make it to the agenda until Monday, but they had made a
promise to the consultant that he would be able to present.

Mr. Chimento stated that we knew last week but just didn’t get on the agenda in time.

Mr. Igneri asked if they could take item #8 first since there was someone there to give a
presentation.

Mr. Livingston suggested approving the minutes first.
Mr. Igneri asked for a motion to approve the minutes from the December 5, 2017 meeting.

Mr. Livingston moved the minutes.
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1. APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE MEETING
OF TUESDAY, DECEMBER 5, 2017.

Mr. Corsello said that the minutes reflected the committee decided to, originally it came to us as
just Frank J. Esposito Way and we have discussed and changed it to Honorable Frank J. Esposito
Way and that’s not how I remember it. He said that in fact he doesn’t remember it at all and that
they had some reservations about the Honorable Mayor, and that he knows he did. He said that it
is reflected in the minutes that originally we began discussing Frank J. Esposito Way and that we
decided to hold a public hearing on Honorable Frank J. Esposito Way is not how he remembered
it.

The Committee began to discuss the item and how it was remembered. Some of the members
remembered a discussion about it some didn’t.

Mr. Igneri said that he remembered a discussion on how to name it and thinks they came around
to an alternative whether it was honorable or something else. He said that it was a pretty long
discussion.

Ms. Burns said that allow she wasn’t at the meeting, but when the action came back there was a
hybrid of two different ordinances. She said there is an honorable street naming and then there is
street naming that are two separate ordinances. She said that they reached out to the Chairman
and asked for his guidance on how to do this because honorable street naming will go on top of
the street name, changing the street name has to go to different committees and is a whole
different process. Ms. Burns said they massaged it to what they thought they intended when they
rewrote the resolution.

Mr. Chimento said that they would be able to see the honorable signs around town like Travis
Simms Way.

Mr. Corsello asked if what they are saying is there would be a blue sign on top of the other sign.
Mr. Chimento said yes.

Mr. Corsello said that they did not talk about that.

Mr. Livingston agreed that they did not talk about having a blue sign on top of the other one.

Ms. Burns said that if the committee wants to rename the sign then it has to go to planning.

Mr. Hempstead said that it is not officially a street.

Mr. Igneri said that it’s a drive.

Mr. Chimento said that Mr. Hempstead is correct that it is not a street but right now it is called

City Hall Drive where they would put a sign on top of that, that would be the Honorable Frank J.
Esposito Drive or Mayor Frank J. Esposito Drive.
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Ms. Melendez said that technically is not a real street.
Ms. Burns said that it is on google as City Hall Drive.

Mr. Corsello said that they were talking about renaming the street in honor of Frank Esposito and
it was a discussion Mayor Esposito, Frank J. Esposito, Honorable and he continues saying he
thought that they were not going to use the word honorable because it was not a judge and he
says that the minutes should reflect that.

Mr. Chimento said that in the minutes of the last meeting it does say that and the action that you
take tonight could make it anything you want to make it.

Ms. Burns said that if they are going to officially name a street, if they say it’s no street name
right now then it goes to Planning.

Mr. Livingston and Mr. Corsello agreed that the committee did not discuss the color of the signs.
Ms. Melendez asked if there is a way to fix that part of the conversation.
Mr. Corsello said that he brought it up to simply amend the minutes to accurately reflect.

Mr. Chimento said that is what you will be doing but the committee is still going to vote on
whatever you want to call it.

Mr. Hempstead said he was unsure procedurally how it works. He asked if they take that as a
street would the City have to do their own application for a street acceptance because technically
it’s a driveway, it has never been named a street. He said to become a city street you have to be
accepted by the City.

Mr. Chimento said that as far as they are concerned it’s a driveway.
Mr. Hempstead said that he is okay with the blue sign.

Mr. Igneri said that blue sign isn’t the issue, the issue is the minutes. He said that he recalls the
committee having a long discussion about it and coming up with an alternative because
originally it was Mayor Frank J. Esposito Way.

Mr. Corsello said that as long as they are on the subject so many variables have come in, a sign
that says honorable is blue and a green sign remains below it, he asked if a sign that says Mayor
Frank J. Esposito Way can be blue.

Ms. Burns replied yes.

Mr. Igneri said that was the discussion we had last time. He said that he thought they ended up
with Honorable but if we didn’t we can take that out right now.

Mr. Livingston said or we can vote on it.
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Mr. Corsello said that the minutes reflected that we decided on honorable and that wasn’t my
recollection.

Mr. Igneri asked if everyone was in favor of the minutes.

Mr. Corsello said that he has another question that talks about the Walk Bridge and the Wall
Street Station. He said that he recalls asking a question if she (Sue Prosi) thought about the
viability of leveraging inconvenience to the City of the Walk Bridge to get the DOT and Metro
North to assist us in creating a Wall Street Train Station and she gave us a fairly detailed
response as to why she didn’t think that was viable, having to do with the station at Merritt 7 and
is just not reflected in the minutes accurately.

Mr. Livingston said that he remembers her talking about it.

Mr. Corsello said the minutes don’t capture the essence of what she was talking about.

Mr. Igneri asked if Mr. Corsello would like to amend the minutes.

Mr. Corsello responded yes.

Mr. Igneri asked Mr. Corsello how he would like it to read.

Mr. Corsello said that he would like it to read “in response to the question to the viability of
leveraging the inconvenience to the City to the Walk Bridge to the possibility of using that to get
the DOT and Metro North to assist us in establishing a train station on Wall Street and Ms. Prosi
explained for a variety of reasons that was unlikely to occur”.

Mr. Chimento asked if everyone remembers that.

The Committee replied that they remembered that conversation. Ms. Melendez abstained as she
was not present at that meeting.

Mr. Igneri asked if anyone else had anything to add regarding the minutes. Mr. Igneri motioned
to move the minutes as amended.

Ms. Melendez abstained.
**MR. IGNERI MOVED THE ITEM AS AMENDED
**MS. MELENDEZ ABSTAINED
**MOTION PASSED WITH CORRECTIONS AND ONE ABSTENTION

Mr. Igneri stated that they will be going out-of-order to discuss item #8
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8. AUTHORIZE THE ISSUANCE OF AN ENCROACHMENT PERMIT FOR “LIGHT
POLE BANNER SIGNAGE” IN ACCORDANCE WITH PLANS PREPARED FOR
CARMEL PARTNERS BY STREETSENSE TITLED “THE WAYPOINT, SIGNAGE
DESIGN” FOR 515 WEST AVENUE AND 11 MERWIN STREET DATED AUGUST
30, 2017.”

Ms. Burns introduced the item. She stated that this is for the Waypoint Midblock development.
She said that the current owner and property manager had a packet of streetscape improvements
that they wanted to make such as street furniture, signage, artwork and such. She said they had
meetings with other City Departments such as Redevelopment Agency, Planning and Zoning and
Public Works. She said that Zoning has already giving an approval of their jurisdiction over this,
Redevelopment is coming up with a set of standards for this in other areas for banners and such.
She said they do not normally come to the Committee to issue an encroachment permit but they
have a concern with the banners displaying/advertising private businesses so they reached out to
the Corporation Counsel Office and they suggested that it goes through committee and council
for approval.

Mr. Corsello asked why the Department of Public Works Committee because it encroaches on
Public Works.

Mr. Chimento answered because it is their permits.

Ms. Burns said that they will take an encroachment permit because they own the light pole that
they want to affix the banner to and they will also get a bond should something happen to the
pole. She said that they verified that a wind blow analysis was conducted. She said that Mr.
Flaherty is going to give a presentation on what they want to do.

Mr. Flaherty introduced himself. He said that he is a Senior Engineer Principal at Redniss &
Mead. He said that they are a land use consultant company that does land surveying, civil
engineering and planning and zoning consulting. He said that his client is Carmel Partners and
they are the principal owners of the middle block and north block of the Waypointe District. He
said that it is within the Redevelopment Agency’s West Avenue Plan Corridor and this is the first
major development within that West Avenue Corridor. He said that Carmel Partners, there are a
lot of businesses that exist on the first floor of the middle and north block. He said many of
those businesses look inward on the pedestrian street. He said that is a great planning idea that
creates an interesting space but provides a negative for some of the businesses that are faced
internally not externally. Mr. Flaherty continued saying Carmel Partners proposed this full
streetscape plan with street furniture, murals on some of the empty building faces, improved
lighting, improved signage all to make the street front more exciting and attention grabbing. He
showed the Committee props to demonstrate where the signage would be. He said that Carmel is
asking for permission to put banners on the light poles (pointed to highlighted poles on prop)
along West Avenue, Merwin Street and Orchard Street. He said the ones on West Avenue are
the tall 26ft goosenecks, Merwin and Orchard Street ones are 15ft goosenecks. He showed the
Committee an example of the size the banner would be on West Avenue. He said that one side
of the light pole would be something branded for Norwalk and that would be up to
Redevelopment and the other side of the light pole they are asking to be branded for a tenant that
resides on that block. He said so there would be two banners on the goose neck poles on the
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West Avenue Corridor, one branded for Redevelopment’s visioning of the corridor and the other
branded for a tenant living on that block. He said that on Merwin and Orchard where they have
post lamps there is just one banner because it is too low to have it project on the street side which
could be an obstruction to trucks coming through so it would only be on the sidewalk side. He
stated that every other light pole would be branded for a business on those post lamps.

Mr. Livingston asked if the City gains any money from the signage.

Mr. Flaherty said that it hadn’t been decided, offered or discussed.

Mr. Livingston asked Mr. Chimento if this had ever been done before with private businesses.

Mr. Chimento replied he is not aware if it had.

Ms. Melendez said that in South Norwalk in front of the Maritime Aquarium she had seen signs
like the ones the presenter showed.

Ms. Burns replied that they do not own the poles.

Ms. Melendez said that was the only example that she could think of that they have currently.
Mr. Flaherty said that there are a few signs in the POKO District where they try to create art
district branding, he said those were small. He said that they were looking at this as
advertisement in the right of way such as bus shelters, trash cans and adopt-a-spot.

Ms. Melendez asked if the funds from the Barcelona sign would go to Carmel Partners.

Mr. Flaherty said that Carmel owns the building and Barcelona is their tenant so no one is paying
rent at this point to be there. He said it would be Carmel’s choice to assist and pay for it.

Mr. Livingston asked if they would pay for it.
Mr. Flaherty replied yes Carmel would pay for it.

Mr. Corsello said that Carmel would be able to charge a higher rent to their tenants because of
the signage.

Mr. Hempstead asked if there were any standards for something like this. He asked about the
signs being maintained every two years and cleaned.

Myr. Chimento answered no we do not.

Mr. Hempstead said that they should have regulations for something like this and asked if the
poles that are going up or presently there wind loaded.
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Ms. Burns said that they are good with that and she said she asked that question that is why they
were going to do it under the encroachment permit because they don’t have a current regulation.
She said that they could set out the criteria under the encroachment permit and she said that they
will hold a bond for the amount of one pole replacement, $6,000, and the permit would be issued
for the period of one year.

Mr. Hempstead said that he remembered when they had the 350 year anniversary of Norwalk and
the signs were on poles. He stated they don’t have any regulations for it. He said zoning would
be illegal because that is an advertisement would be considered a billboard. He said he wouldn’t
like to do this spot wise but would rather be organized. He said conceptually he doesn’t have an
issue but thinks Redevelopment and Zoning should sort it out.

Mr. Igneri asked since some signs will say Norwalk, who established a standard for that.
Mr. Flaherty said within this corridor it would be the Redevelopment Agency.
Mr. Corsello asked if that would be the exterior sign closest to the street.

Mr. Flaherty responded great question and answered that he is not 100% certain if it is the street
side sign or if it is the sidewalk side sign.

Mr. Livingston stated that currently they do not know what the redevelopment signs look like
and at this point there could be one style, one style, one style then another.

Mr. Flaherty said they are all for taking the right amount of time and doing this thoughtfully. He
said that Redevelopment has this item on their agenda for February 13, 2018. He said they have
been working with the Redevelopment Agency for six to eight months on the concept and on
Friday they received an email from Redevelopment saying they are looking forward to working
on this concept throughout West Avenue Corridor and Zoning said that they do not have
jurisdiction in the public’s right-of-way but have jurisdiction over private property. He gave an
example stating if this banner was on someone else’s private property they could consider that an
off-site sign and that is not allowed per regulations but this is not on another property.

Mr. Livingston said that he would be okay if there was a standard for signs along the entire strip
and it wasn’t for commercial purposes. He said that he has two objections to this so he can’t
support it the way it is now.

Mr. Flaherty said that they are working towards and have been working with the Redevelopment
Agency hand in hand and this is heading in the direction of creating a standard for the West
Avenue Corridor.

Mr. Simms apologized to the Committee for his tardiness. He said that he was hearing a lot of
discussion about street signs in South Norwalk, etc. and he would like to know exactly what the
proposal is with regards to the signage in South Norwalk.

Mr. Flaherty said that they are talking about the Waypointe District along the West Avenue
Corridor. He displayed plans to demonstrate the areas he was discussing. He showed them by
February 6, 2018
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pointing to Mathews Park, he said the Children’s Museum was on the bottom, he showed them
where Loehmann’s was located prior to its demolition and said that area is the new Waypointe
District. He continued saying the West Avenue Corridor runs from approximately at the turn off
of Route 1 and Berkeley Street and Leonard Street to the North and they are working for a
property owner that owns those blocks and a portion of this plan area with a proposal to put light
pole banners on existing street lights, light pole banners on the large street lights on West
Avenue.

Mr. Simms asked if that signage would be consistent throughout the City.
Mr. Igneri said that is the question the Committee was asking.

Mr. Flaherty responded that they are conceptually working with Redevelopment Agency on the
West Avenue Plan Corridor so they are looking at that six block stretch working with
Redevelopment Agency to the character of that area.

Mr. Igneri interjected since they are working on the corridor, are they asking the Committee to
authorize the issuance of an encroachment permit for just that area but we don’t know what the
rest of that area would look like.

Mr. Flaherty responded yes they are waiting for the Redevelopment Agency to decide that.
Mr. Igneri said that he would be hesitant to give the right to issue the permit.

Mr. Flaherty said that they do not have to do it now and that they could wait until after the
Redevelopment Agency has their meeting on February 13" then they could come back to the
Committee with the answer to that question.

Mr. Corsello said that he would think if they gave the authorization for this that there would be
other private entities asking to do the same thing. He said that Mr. Flaherty eluded earlier that
some of the tenants, unfortunately, their businesses don’t face out onto the sidewalk but rather
they face into like a court yard and one of the things that is going to be done is that there is going
to be murals put on the side of the buildings.

Mr. Flaherty said yes, there not on the West Avenue side, that fagade is already activated with
tenant space. He said basically it is parts of the building that may have an electrical room or
trash room behind it or a blank wall.

Mr. Corsello said that Mr. Flaherty used the word murals to make it known that their businesses
are back there. He said that he is picturing murals making reference to them then banners on top
of that and that may start looking like Times Square.

Mr. Flaherty said the murals have to be artwork they cannot be advertising.
Mr. Corsello asked if this would be regulated by Zoning because that is private property.

Ms. Melendez asked about the August 30, 2017 date and what that stood for.
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Mr. Flaherty said that is the date of the plans.

Ms. Melendez said that she is in favor of this and thinks it would be great however she said that
her concern is it needs to be better organized before she would say yes. She said there needs to
be some control over the signs and what is on them.

Mr. Corsello stated he was piggybacking on what Mr. Hempstead brought up earlier about the
signs being cloth and they would need to be maintained when dirty and unsightly.

Mr. Hempstead asked Mr. Chimento if Dunkin Donuts posted one of those big long flag things
out in front of their store on public property, would the jurisdiction strictly be Public Works
because it’s a hazard of some kind. He said that he knows the City picked up some A frames.

Ms. Burns said that was from Zoning.

Mr. Hempstead said that is what confused him because that is not necessarily on private
property. He continued to say that is why he was confused that Zoning would say it is not on
private property and someone sticks an A frame out there.

M. Igneri said that they picked up the A frames because they were blocking the sidewalk.

Mr. Chimento said that if they were going to put a sign out there they would need an
encroachment permit because it’s on the sidewalk.

Ms. Burns said that they do not own that many historic street lights only West Avenue. She said
they don’t have this broad based jurisdiction about historic street lighting and that in some ways
it is a discreet area for this program until lights change on Wall or more historic lights are put up
somewhere else. She said that the light poles that are City lights that are just the galvanized
poles that are maintained by Eversource and that is their permit so it’s really just West Avenue
and a sprinkling of light poles that this could happen for staff but the main concern was setting
the precedent for the private business. She said that they didn’t feel like they had the
authorization to approve Barcelona putting up a sign or anyone else that is why they went to
Corporation Counsel to ask them. She said that there isn’t anything in the current ordinances
that gives direction on this but really could only apply to this district in the City.

Mr. Igneri asked how far apart the poles are.

Ms. Burns used the plans to depict the distance between the poles. She said the larger poles on
West Avenue and the maintenance questions would be addressed in the permit provisions.

Mr. Igneri said that he noticed that there are poles with signs on them.
Mr. Flaherty responded they say no parking on them.
Ms. Burns said yes those signs belong to them.

Mr. Igneri asked if those signs would stay there.
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Ms. Burns responded that those signs would be approximately 8ft.

Mr. Livingston said that they need to take a real long look at private businesses because he
would like to know how the City is going to be able to distinguish between one private business
and someone that wants to put up a sign to repossess cars or whatever and how do they make the
distinction. He said that he is very much against that, okay with art signs or Norwalk signs but
advertising private businesses he does not know how they would do it.

Mr. Igneri asked if this was just for the district that is outlined in the agreement.
Mr. Flaherty said that is correct.
Mr. Igneri said is the staff there is looking to establish standards.

Mr. Flaherty said yes, Redevelopment is looking in at the green area to have this opportunity
both for Norwalk and for activating businesses within that plan area, then we are looking for
specifically this particular street encroachment permit for the magenta area around two blocks so
there will be a defined property owner on the hook with a bond and insurance in that area. He
said that they imagined they would complete a management plan for the signs and then he began
to read from the plan. He said that some of the concerns could be outlined in the management
plan and affixed to the encroachment permit and bonding.

Mr. Hempstead said that this needs to be comprehensive for the district. He said that he is not
opposed to it however he has some concerns with the private businesses being a part of it so he
would like to ask the representatives of the company to show him some examples in the area
where they actually allow private businesses. He said that Fairfield has them with Fairfield
University on them or Sacred Heart University and do all kinds of things but he doesn’t think
Ryan Park in that area, he doesn’t recall seeing businesses names on those poles. He said it is
usually an event which is a good thing because it is advertisement for an event.

Mr. Flaherty said that he will get him some examples.

Ms. Burns asked how would staff implement and if Redevelopment comes up with a standard
how would the Council ties into that because this is the public right-of-way which is Council’s
jurisdiction. She also asked what kind of questions she will need to ask Redevelopment to make
sure they consider what the Common Council wants in its right-of-way before they adopt some
standard that may say they could put private business in there.

Mr. Corsello said that they talked about a need for regulation and he heard some proposals
stating that they will replace the banners two years or earlier when they are frayed, well what’s
frayed. He said if they are going to approve something it needs to be more comprehensive, is it
four years, a period of time that they are satisfied with.

Mr. Chimento said that is one of the reasons they are here. He said that they do not have any
regulations in the area.

Mr. Igneri said should they take it to Planning.
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Ms. Burns said that Zoning approved everything but the light pole banners.
Mr. Igneri restated that Redevelopment should take it to the Planning Committee.

Mr. Hempstead said that they need to ask for an encroachment permit. He said that they need to
make sure that the City assets are protected.

Mr. Livingston asked if the Law Department has signed off on the advertisement for this one
business.

Ms. Burns answered that the Law Department directed them to go to the Public Works
Committee and then Common Council.

Mr. Livingston said that he is still uncomfortable with this.

Mr. Corsello asked if this is going to be limited to just this particular district and what happens
when a different area of town wants the same thing.

Mr. Flaherty said that one of the answers is that there isn’t a lot of light poles around.

Mr. Livingston asked if they were saying that someone could put up a banner on a light pole in
the middle part of town without you knowing.

Ms. Burns said that the taxing district does it on their poles.
Mr. Livingston asked even if it is over a City sidewalk.
Ms. Burns replied that she is not a sign expert and would have to find out.

Mr. Corsello asked if Eversource wanted to start selling advertising space on their pole, is there
anything we could do about it.

Mr. Chimento replied he is not so sure because it would still be in the right-of-way, an
encroachment on their right-of-way.

Mr. Corsello said that then they will get into issues with Zoning and their approval and then
someone could make an argument that well Zoning approved this.

Mr. Igneri asked if there were any further questions.

Mr. Flaherty asked the Committee what other information he could obtain for them.
Ms. Melendez answered they could provide examples.

Mr. Igneri said the standards.

Mr. Livingston asked what is in it for the City.
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Mr. Flaherty answered successful businesses.
Mr. Corsello asked if this would open up Pandora’s Box.
**MR. HEMPSTEAD MOVED TO TABLE ITEM TO THE NEXT
MEETING
**MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

Mr. Simms asked to Suspend the Rules to add an item to the agenda so Ms. Bullock could
address to the Committee.

Mr. Igneri stated that Ms. Bullock was offered that opportunity earlier.

Mr. Simms asked again to Suspend the Rules to add an item to the agenda so Ms. Bullock could
address to the Committee.

Mr. Igneri asked Mr. Simms if he was adding her to the agenda for public input.

Mr. Simms answered correct and said if she has to wait to the end of the meeting that would be
fine.

Mr. Corsello asked if this was a matter of public comment.

Mr. Igneri said yes.

Mr. Corsello said as opposed to an action item.

Mr. Igneri answered yes there is no action being taken.

Ms. Melendez asked if it was about something on the agenda.
Mr. Simms said she just wanted to be added to the agenda to address the committee.
Mr. Igneri explained to Ms. Bullock that the standard for public input is three minutes and they
will limit her to the three minutes as they did everyone else. He asked Ms. Bullock to stand up

when she address the Committee and give her name and address for the record.

Mr. Corsello asked why she wants to address this as public comment, why didn’t she do it when
we had public comment at the beginning instead of the onset of the meeting.

Ms. Bullock replied that it was a misunderstanding.
Mr. Igneri reminded her that she has three minutes.

Ms. Bullock said that her issue is South Norwalk Inner City sidewalks getting repaired. She
said that she spoke with Mr. Chimento twice briefly concerning the repairs to get done. She
passed around photos of the sidewalks. She said that she is looking for South Main Street to get
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repaired. She said that they clarified that it will be getting repaired but there is some
misunderstanding with Mr. Igneri and Mr. Chimento in reference to a schedule for her to come
in and lay out the accomplishments and progress that has been made so far. Ms. Bullock said
that she was told it was going to be repaired in 2018 and she would like to know that something
is going to be accomplished as soon as possible. She said that she has been injured by falling
off a sidewalk and into a street so she is here today to get some solid information and direction
as to when it will actually be done. She reiterated that she wants to know when the sidewalks
are going to get done. She said she is seeking the same results as other streets such as West
Avenue, Washington Street and North Main Streets to be done in South Norwalk. Ms. Bullock
stated that she is hurt and offended because nothing has been accomplished and done and her
streets are very broken. She then thanked the Committee for allowing her to speak.

Mr. Igneri thanked her for her time. He then clarified for the record that they have listened to
her and saw the pictures and scheduled the sidewalk repairs this year on South Main Street and
she has an appointment with Mr. Chimento.

Mr. Simms said that these are the very streets that he has been talking about over the past ten
years since he has been on the Council. He said that every year they say it is going to get
repaired next year. He said this is ten years now and he understood her pain. He said as a
Committee they should sympathize with that and not brush residents off and say you got two
minutes. He said he understands where she is coming from. Mr. Simms said that this is the
same issues that they dealt with when the Republicans were the majority. He said he has been
told that the streets would get done and as a representative of this Committee and the Common
Council he would like to see these streets get done as well. He made a statement saying it is a
shame that all the streets are getting done throughout the City and the TOD area but you look at
these streets on South Main Street and Meadow Street and these streets are in total disrepair and
have been for almost 40 years so he would like to see some action on this as he has spoken with
Mr. Chimento about this numerous times.

Mr. Igneri said that it is on the agenda and it will get done. He addressed Mr. Simms and said
with all due respect, he and Mr. Chimento have spent hours speaking with Ms. Bullock and have
worked with her and she has also spoken with the Mayor.

Ms. Bullock interjected that she had never spoken with the Mayor but have spoken with Mr.
Chimento and Mr. Igneri. She thanked the Committee and said that she would like to be heard
with results.

Mr. Igneri said that her issue is on the agenda and the only thing that would impact them is
weather.

2. APPROVE THE HONORARY NAMING OF THE CITY HALL DRIVE (SUNSET
HILL. AVENUE TO EVERSLEY AVENUE) TO “HONORABLE FRANK J.
ESPOSITO WAY” IN MEMORY OF MAYOR FRANK J. ESPOSITO.

Ms. Melendez asked if the way it reads with Honorable makes it clear that it is a blue sign
because it is honorary naming not street naming.
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Ms. Burns answered correct.

Ms. Melendez asked if she could go ahead and make the motion now to take Honorable out and
change it to Mayor.

Mr. Livingston said that he has done more than just Mayor.
Mr. Hempstead said he thinks Honorable because he served so many positions.
Mr. Igneri said that was part of the discussion they had.

Mr. Hempstead said that it was coming back to him from December that is part of where the
Honorable came out of because the Mayor was much more than just Mayor.

Mr. Simms said that he doesn’t have a problem with Honorable and as someone stated he served
in the State Legislature and was the longest serving Mayor in the City and is well deserving of
maybe putting Honorable before.

Mr. Livingston said that either way is fine with him.

Mr. Corsello said not to disparage Mayor Esposito but 75 years from now people may thing he is
a jurist,

Mr. Hempstead said that he is okay with Honorable. He said he knows that there was a person
from the public not in favor of this but there are parks named after Mayor, there are senior
housing projects named after Mayors.

Mr. Igneri asked if it says Honorable.
The Committee began to discuss the options for the honorary street name.

Ms. Melendez googled Honorable and read the definitions to the Committee. She read the
definitions which stated “bringing of worthy of honor”, “used as a title indicating eminence or
distinction given especially to judges and certain high officials”. She said she understood their
point with Honorable. She said that her personal opinion is she thinks Mayor, although he

served in different capacities, Mayor is the one they are honoring him for.
Mr. Hempstead said that he is okay with Honorable just because he had multi positions.
Mr. Igneri took a count of who was in favor of Honorable Frank J. Esposito Way.

Mr. Corsello said that he is opposed and wants it to be on record not for honoring the Mayor but
he thinks it should reflect him being honored for being a Mayor.

**MR. IGNERI MOVED THE ITEM

**MR. CORSELLO OPPOSED

**MOTION PASSED WITH ONE OPPOSITION
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3. AUTHORIZE THE MAYOR, HARRY W. RILLING, TO EXECUTE ALL
REQUIRED DOCUMENTS RELATED TO THE EXECUTION OF THE EASEMENT
AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF NORWALK AND THE STATE OF
CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION FOR A PERMANENT
EASEMENT OF 23,060+ SQUARE FEET TO CONSTRUCT AND MAINTAIN THE
WALK RAILROAD BRIDGE AS DEPICTED ON A MAP PREPARED BY THE
STATE OF CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ENTITLED
“COMPILATION PLAN TOWN OF NORWALK MAP SHOWING EASEMENT
ACQUIRED FROM CITY OF NORWALK BY THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION WALK RAILROAD BRIDGE
REPLACEMENT,” DATED DECEMBER 2017, AT A SCALE OF 1” = 40’ ON FILE
IN THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS IN EXCHANGE FOR A PAYMENT
OF $580,000.00.

**MR. LIVINGSTON MOVED ITEM 3,4 AND 5 AS WRITTEN

4, AUTHORIZE THE MAYOR, HARRY W. RILLING, TO EXECUTE ALL
REQUIRED DOCUMENTS RELATED TO THE EXECUTION OF THE EASEMENT
AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF NORWALK AND THE STATE OF
CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION FOR A PERMANENT
EASEMENT OF 6,098+ SQUARE FEET TO CONSTRUCT AND MAINTAIN THE
WALK RAILROAD BRIDGE AS DEPICTED ON A MAP PREPARED BY THE
STATE OF CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ENTITLED
“COMPILATION PLAN TOWN OF NORWALK MAP SHOWING EASEMENT
ACQUIRED FROM CITY OF NORWALK BY THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION WALK RAILROAD BRIDGE
REPLACEMENT,” DATED DECEMBER 2017, AT A SCALE OF 1” = 40’ ON FILE
IN THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS IN EXCHANGE FOR A PAYMENT
OF $154,000.00.

5. AUTHORIZE THE MAYOR, HARRY W. RILLING, TO EXECUTE ALL
REQUIRED DOCUMENTS RELATED TO THE EXECUTION OF THE EASEMENT
AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF NORWALK AND THE STATE OF
CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION FOR A TEMPORARY
CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT OF 18,780+ SQUARE FEET FOR THE PURPOSE
OF STORAGE OF CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS AND TO PROVIDE ACCESS
BETWEEN THE NORWALK RIVER AND LAND OF THE STATE OF
CONNECTICUT DURING THE WALK BRIDGE REPLACEMENT PROJECT AS
DEPICTED ON A MAP PREPARED BY THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ENTITLED “COMPILATION PLAN
TOWN OF NORWALK MAP SHOWING EASEMENT ACQUIRED FROM CITY OF
NORWALK BY THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION WALK RAILROAD BRIDGE REPLACEMENT,” DATED
DECEMBER 2017, AT A SCALE OF 1” =40’ ON FILE IN THE DEPARTMENT OF
PUBLIC WORKS IN EXCHANGE FOR A PAYMENT OF $386,000.00.
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Ms. Burns explained the easements. She said that there are a number of easements that the State
of Connecticut needs to obtain to construct the Walk Bridge. She said that one of them are
affecting the Waste Water Treatment Plant site on 60 South Smith Street on the East Side of the
Norwalk River. She said that initially they were looking to take a temporary easement. (She
showed the Committee the areas, bridge, tracks and aerial view on the smartboard). She said that
there is contaminated soil and showed them that area as well.

Mr. Igneri asked if this is vital.

Ms. Burns said that they wanted to use the property as a waste stock pile area and they were
given permission. She said that she saw plans where they wanted to put construction work
platforms since they already have an access easement through their driveway to get to the
property. Ms. Burns said she told them that they couldn’t work on the road abutment which is
basically Waste Water Treatment Plant property. She said they can’t store anything on it which
was added to the contract. She said that they have to make sure that the contractors abide by
those additional terms. She said that is a temporary easement and she said they proposed a
permanent easement (showing property on smartboard).

Mr. Corsello asked what is there now.

Ms. Burns said that they have already condemned the property and now there are condemnation
proceeding on them.

Mr. Corsello asked if they have eminent domain proceedings why need an easement.

Ms. Burns answered that the condemnation is for the permanent easement that happened in
September/October.

Mr. Corsello asked it’s not an outright to take the property it’s just to get an easement.
Ms. Burns replied yes.

Mr. Corsello said that he knows what a permanent easement is but he asked if a temporary
easement is limited in duration.

Ms. Burns replied it is and it isn’t.  She said that a temporary easement by Connecticut DOT
mind as well be a permanent easement because these projects go on forever and there is always
another phase of the project.

Mr. Corsello said that is a real issue because when you’re negotiating the price there is a
different price for a permanent easement as opposed to temporary easement and if a temporary
easement is a permanent easement anyway shouldn’t we get the same price.

Mr. Chimento said that they value it the same way.

Ms. Burns said that she spoke with Corporation Counsel and they had appraisals and went back
with counter offers to them.

February 6, 2018
Public Works Committee
Page 17 of 25



Mr. Corsello asked so if it’s not limited in duration basically it’s for as long as the project take.
Ms. Burns said that their original offer was like $700,000.00 and then $1,120,000.00.

Mr. Igneri asked if we had appraisals.

Ms. Burns responded yes and they were a little higher, then they added more property. She said
that they are getting constrained on the site right now. She said they had to move a lot of the
construction materials. She said that the property is condemned and now it is a matter of money.
Mr. Corsello asked if they started the condemnation process to get an easement right.

Ms. Burns answered no it’s condemned.

Mr. Corsello said that it is more of a legal issue but basically condemnation. He said you go to
court and show that we have a need for it and we get it and the fight is over so then how much.

Ms. Burns said that is where they are.

Mr. Corsello asked if it had actually been condemned.

Ms. Burns replied yes back in September/October.

Mr. Chimento said that they filed the condemnation papers but haven’t been to court.

Mr. Corsello said because it is two steps when you go to court, once you file it the court has to
agree that it is essential then the question is what conversation.

Ms. Burns said that the Walk Bridge is way bigger than this piece of property and thinks that
Corporation Counsel feels that the property is needed for the Walk Bridge.

Mr. Corsello asked what if we don’t approve it and it goes to court and then there is two issues,
is this actually essential to the construction of the Walk Bridge, maybe it is, maybe it isn’t,
maybe they don’t need everything they are asking for.

Ms. Burns interjected and said that they need more.

Mr. Corsello continued asking what the compensation is for it.

Mr. Burns said that they already taken possession of the property.

Mr. Livingston said if we don’t approve it the only recourse is to go to court.

Mr. Corsello said that it could take years.

Ms. Burns said in the meantime they are going to use the property. She said that they want them
to get this done on the Walk Bridge property as quickly as possible.

February 6, 2018
Public Works Committee
Page 18 of 25



Mr. Corsello asked if it was in their best interest to delay.
Ms. Burns said no.

Mr. Chimento said that they do not think they have enough property so they are going to have to
come back.

Ms. Burns said they are going to replace a bridge (showed on smartboard). She said that it is
really complicated to replace that bridge. She said to swing the steel out they would have to
come onto their property and they can’t turn because the Parks building is there. She said they
have been telling them that they need more property. Ms. Burns said that they are willing to
work with them because it is in the City’s best interest to help the project as much as they can to
facilitate getting the project done faster.

Mr. Corsello asked if Ms. Prosi had been helpful in trying to convince them what reality is.

Ms. Burns said that they have a lot of other outstanding right-of-way issues. She said there are
higher priority right-of-way issues for Ms. Prosi to work on right now. She said that this one
came up, the offer came in, Corporation Counsel rejected the offer, then went to condemnation
proceedings missing a piece of property they needed. She went over the offers with the
Committee. She said that they finally added that to the condemnation and when they received
their rebuttal appraisal they took that and added that little piece.

Mr. Corsello asked if they received an appraisal for the little piece.

Ms. Burns responded no but they got back to the appraiser and they just did it on the same square
footage basis.

Mr. Livingston said if they had an appraiser look at the addition and didn’t see a reason not to
put the same price on it effectively.

Ms. Burns said that their appraiser looked at the additional taking of the little pink parcel and
applied what the negotiated per square foot would be.

Mr, Corsello said so they are paying our price.
Ms. Burns said that it is in between.

Mr. Corsello said that it is his understanding that they came up with their offer, we came up with
ours, and it was compromised in between.

Ms. Burns said including this little piece at value at the same cost per square foot.

Mr. Corsello continued asking if it was two different appraisals, ours and theirs and we
compromised in between.
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Ms. Burns yes.

Mr. Corsello asked if they offered $386,000 for one of those easements and that seems to be the
price.

Mr. Chimento said that was the total amount for that easement $386,000.

Mr. Corsello asked if that was the negotiated amount.

Ms. Burns said that the temporary easement in green they initially offered $350,000.

Mr. Igneri asked if the amount that the Corporation Counsel negotiated was a good offer.
Ms. Burns replied it is a good offer.

Mr. Igneri said that at the end they will accept this but are going to need more property, he asked
if there was any property around there they could acquire.

Ms. Burns responded no. She said that they will get the green back but there will be some
permanent in the orange area for utilities and they have some plans in regards to expanding the
treatment plant which shouldn’t be a conflict.

Mr. Igneri asked if Public Works and Corporation Counsel was comfortable with this.

Ms. Burns said that they wanted to give them $705,000 for everything but the pink then it was
revised to the 120 including the pink.

Mr. Hempstead asked if the permanent easement was strictly a no build easement.

Ms. Burns responded yes.

Mr. Corsello stated that he understood that you can’t construct in anyway.

Mr. Chimento said that after they are finished we could use the areas that they are vacating.
The Committee began to discuss the fees and definition of an easement and how it will be used.

**MR. LIVINGSTON MOVED ITEM 3, 4 AND 5
**MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

6. AUTHORIZE THE MAYOR, HARRY W. RILLING, TO EXECUTE ALL
REQUIRED DOCUMENTS RELATED TO THE EXECUTION OF THE EASEMENT
AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF NORWALK AND THE STATE OF
CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION FOR A PERMANENT
EASEMENT OF 998+ SQUARE FEET TO PROVIDE ACCESS TO THE YANKEE
DOODLE BRIDGE STRUCTURE AS DEPICTED ON A MAP PREPARED BY THE
STATE OF CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ENTITLED
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“COMPILATION PLAN TOWN OF NORWALK MAP SHOWING EASEMENT
ACQUIRED FROM CITY OF NORWALK BY THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION REHABILITATION OF BRIDGE NO.
00059 (YANKEE DOODLE BRIDGE) I-95 OVER NORWALK RIVER AND
HENDRICKS AVENUE,” DATED NOVEMBER 2017, AT A SCALE OF 1” =20’ ON
FILE IN THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS IN EXCHANGE FOR A
PAYMENT OF $1,050.00.

Mr. Chimento and Ms. Burns explained this item. Ms. Burns informed the Committee of the
issues King Industries has with the State. She said that the only way to get to the bridge is
through King Industry’s property.

Mr. Corsello asked if this was just to repair the bridge and not for the Walk Bridge.
Ms. Burns answered yes.

**MR. IGNERI MOVED THE ITEM
*MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

7. AUTHORIZE THE DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS TO EXECUTE CHANGE
ORDERS FOR THE GRASSO COMPANIES, LLC PROJECT RD2017-2
CONCRETE CURBS AND SIDEWALKS, FOR A SUM NOT TO EXCEED
$162,300.00.

ACCOUNT NO. 09 16 1000 5777 C0536
09 17 1000 5777 C0536
09 18 0910 5777 C0287

Mr. Livingston asked if Grasso has been in terms of performance and zoning violations and
compliance.

Mr. Chimento responded that they do not get involved with zoning violations but there
performance has been fine and they have no issues other than punch list items.

Mr. Livingston asked if they were still held under the same provisions under the existing
contract.

Mr. Chimento replied correct.
Ms. Burns stated that it is just a change order.

Mr. Simms added that he does not support this item because Grasso Companies are not friendly
neighbors, continuing to litter their properties and not being respectful to their adjacent
neighbors. He said that he is still not convinced that they are compliant. He said for years they
have been reorganizing changing their names just so they don’t have to pay taxes and if we
continue to allow this then we are sending a message to every developer or contractor that it is
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okay for you not to pay your taxes. He said for those reasons he will not be in support of this
item.

Mr. Livingston said that he would like to see by the time the Council meets that they are in
compliance with zoning.

**MR. IGNERI MOVED THE ITEM
**MR. SIMMS AND MR. HEMPSTEAD OPPOSED
*MOTION PASSED WITH TWO OPPOSITIONS

INFORMATION / DISCUSSION

A. MONTHLY SOLID WASTE REPORT — NOVEMBER/DECEMBER 2017
1. QUARTERLY REPORT - 4™ QUARTER

Mr. Chimento gave a brief report to the Committee.

B. CUSTOMER SERVICE REPORT - DECEMBER 2017/ JANUARY 2018
Mr. Chimento gave a brief report to the Committee.

C. CORRESPONDENCE
There was no correspondence to report.

D. FY 2018-2019 CAPITAL BUDGET SUMMARY SHEET

Mr. Chimento and Ms. Burns reported on this as the Committee reviewed Mr. Barron’s
recommendations.

Mr. Chimento said that there are three items that would go together which are paving,
sidewalks, and general drainage. He said those are all part of the paving program. He said
that South Norwalk and West Avenue require concrete sidewalks and curbs.

Mr. Livingston asked who requires that.

Mr. Chimento replied public works require it in the business district.

Ms. Burns said that overall the department requested 16 million in the capital budget but
finance recommends 9 million. She said that it did not fund concrete, sidewalks and
curbing at the same level. She said that they need the funding so they can pave the streets.

M. Igneri asked if this was the official budget.

Ms. Burns said no but would like to know what their priorities are for public works. She
said that she met with Mr. Barron and said that they can move around as long as they don’t
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exceed their last year’s 5 year capital request. She said that Mr. Barron funding things that
were not asked for.

Mr. Hempstead said that he is not accurate and said that they set the total capital budget.
He said that as long as you request it the Council can fund it, so the Council has the
authority to move anything as long as you request it. He said that Mr. Barron’s comments
are misleading.

Mr. Igneri wanted to know if Mr. Hempstead was suggesting that you could take money
from one department and give to another.

Ms. Burns said that what Mr. Barron is willing to do with Public Works as a department is
set priorities because he blew their priorities out the window by funding things they didn’t

ask for.

Mr. Livingston asked if they could go back to him and say they don’t want certain line
items.

Mr. Chimento mentioned that there will be a public hearing tomorrow night at the
Planning & Zoning Commission but they will just sit and listen.

Ms. Burns said that she just wanted the Committee’s input on the capital budget.
Mr. Livingston asked about the allocated number and if that was a good number.

Ms. Burns said that they had an internal meeting and feel that they can work within those
parameters taking some risks. She gave an example regarding the Norwalk River.

Mr. Simms asked if the State is requiring them to build something that separates the
condos from the water.

Mr. Chimento replied yes but it is not the State its Federal. He said that is something they
have to talk about.

Ms. Burns said that they are making the Committee aware of the liabilities of the City.
The Committee continued to discuss the issues.
Mr. Hempstead asked if there was an updated paving prices.

Ms. Burns said that the PCI (paving condition index) is going up. Ms. Burns said that
their issues is drainage and sidewalks are being cut.

Mr. Hempstead asked why the property owner don’t fix the sidewalk.

Mr. Chimento said that in the past that when Public Works go in to do the street, they do
the sidewalk also. He said that there are certain cases where the sidewalk was in disrepair
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they ordered the property owner to fix it and they did then couple years later Public Works
redid the street and the owner came back and wanted to be reimbursed for fixing the
sidewalk. He said but usually when we come in to repair a street they will replace the
sidewalk if needed.

Mr. Simms said that he thought they automatically replaced the sidewalk.

Mr. Chimento replied only if needed.

Mr. Igneri asked how much more money would you need for the budget.

Ms. Burns replied that they are just looking for priorities from Public Works Committee as
they retour their budget before it goes to the Mayor based on Bob Barron’s

recommendations.

Mr. Livingston said that he noticed the Norwalk River Valley Trail was cut out and would
like to see it put back in.

Ms. Burns said that a high priority is East Avenue Road Reconstruction Project, she said
that there is an opportunity to change how East Avenue looks by putting the utilities
underground from exit 16 to Van Zant. She said that would really open up that corridor
and increase property values. She said they asked for more money for that.

Mr. Livingston said that East Avenue was a big deal a few years ago.

Ms. Burns said that they need the capital funds to match that. She said that they may not
need the funds until 2022. She said that the City is interested in making Glover Avenue a
TOD.

Mr. Simms asked about the improvements on Ely Avenue

Ms. Burns responded that it is the Nathaniel Ely School.

Mr. Igneri asked if they were uncomfortable with the budget.

Mr. Chimento said yes and we will give you a list.

E. FY 2018-2019 OPERATING BUDGET SUMMARY SHEET

Ms. Burns went over the operating budget. There were no questions or issues to discuss.

UPCOMING PROJECTS

Next meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, April 3, 2018 in Room 225.
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**MR. LIVINGSTON MOVED TO ADJOURN
**MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

There was no further business and the meeting was unanimously adjourned at 9:00 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Monique Cipriano

Executive Assistant
Public Works Department
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CITY OF NORWALK

Norwalk City Hall

125 East Avenue, PO Box 5125
Room 225

Norwalk, CT 06856-5125

P: 203-854-7791 / F: 203-857-0143

NCRWAL

Public Works

“Authorize the issuance of an encroachment permit for “Light Pole Banner
Signage” in accordance with plans prepared for Carmel Partners by
Streetsense titled “The Waypointe, Signage Design” for 515 West Avenue
and 11 Merwin Street dated August 30,2017.”



NC

‘S CITY OF NORWALK
Conservation Office

www.norwalkct.org
P: 203-854-7744 / F: 203-854-7962
RWALK Norwalk City Hall

Room 215

The Sound of Connecticut 125 East Avenue, PO Box 5125

Norwalk, CT 06856-5125

MEMORANDUM
DATE: February 12, 2018
TO: John Igneri, Chair
cC: Bruce Chimento, Director of Public Works
FROM: Alexis Cherichetti, Senior Environmental Officer
RE: Public Works Committee Agenda ltem

March 6, 2018 meeting

| request that the following item be placed on the agenda for the March 6, 2018 meeting of the
Public Works Committee of the Common Council:

Authorize the Mayor, Harry W. Rilling, to execute any and all documents necessary to apply
for and accept grant funds from the Connecticut Department of Energy & Environmental
Protection 319 NPS Grant Program, for the Removal of the Flock Process Dam Project.

Authorize the Mayor, Harry W. Rilling, to execute any and all agreements, documents,
instruments and amendments thereto as may be necessary to implement the Removal of
the Flock Process Dam Project under the CT DEEP 319 NPS Grant Program, pursuant to
such grant funding.

Background:

Funding under this agreement would supplement existing funding from the US Fish & Wildlife
Service (USFWS) and is intended to cover work not specifically eligible for reimbursement under
the USFWS grant, as well as any potential cost overruns incurred.

The grant will primarily fund the retention of a consulting engineer to oversee construction
administration and inspection during removal of the Flock Process Dam.

Bids for a construction contract will be sought in March 2018. Construction activities would
commence in spring 2018 and be complete in summer 2018.
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RH 5 l:l:lnsultlng 345 Highland Avenue,
- Cheshire, CT 06410
Design, LLC Phone: 203-439-9340

Engineering | Surveying | Construction Inspection Fax: 203-439-9342
www.RHSConsultingDesign .com

February 22, 2018

Michael M. Yeosock, PE, DWre, GISP, EnvSP, STP
Assistant Principal Engineer

Norwalk, CT Department of Public Works

125 East Avenue

Norwalk, CT 06851

Reference: Condition Evaluation of Fifteen Span Pole and Mast Arm Structures at Eight
Intersections in the City of Norwalk, Connecticut

Fee Proposal

Dear Mr. Yeosock
RHS is pleased to provide a fee proposal for the condition evaluation of fifteen (15) span pole
and mast arm structures at the following intersections in the City of Norwalk:
Belden at Wall (2 mast arms)
France at Cannon (2 span poles)
Ely at Roodner Court (2 span poles)
East at Myrtle (2 span poles)
Calf Pasture at Marvin School (2 span poles)
Gregory at First (2 span poles)
Newtown at Allen Road (1 span pole)
Roton at Wilson (2 span poles)

The project scope shall include the following tasks:

TASK 1: CONDITION EVALUATION AND FIELD VERIFICATION OF SPAN POLE
AND MAST ARM STRUCTURES

This task shall encompass a visual examination of the critical areas of the span pole and mast
structures to assess and record the physical condition, to ascertain the functionality and to ensure
the structural adequacy could safely carry the existing loads. The condition survey shall document
the level of deteriorations including: suspected cracks in welds and base metal, bolted connections,
section losses, member alignment, anchor bolts, etc. Ultrasonic devices such as the D-Meter will
be used to verify the remaining steel sections in heavy Delaminated areas. Deterioration will be
mapped and recoded on field sketches, and photos will be taken to support our findings.




TASK 2: REPORT OF FINDINGS

This task shall encompass of the compilation of field sketches, photos, summary of findings and
list of deficiencies and recommendation for each of the span pole and mast arm structures. The
condition coding will be based on FHWA/NBIS coding guide for the Condition Evaluation of
Existing Structures.

INSPECTION ACCESS
The bucket truck, traffic control setup, and flagman/policeman will be provided by the City of
Norwalk.

Exelusions
Structural evaluation is excluded from this scope

PROFESSIONAL FEES
Task 1: $9,000
Task 2: $11,250

Total Professional Fees: $20,250

For further questions, please don’t hesitate to call me at (203) 439 9340

Sincerely,

Rifat H. Saleh, PE
President-Chief Engineer
RHS Consulting Design, LLC

345 Highland Ave, Cheshire, CT 06410
P: (203) 439 9340 | F: (203) 439 9342

The above is understood and accepted

By Date

Title




NORWALK

Bid Sheet
Project: PM 2018-1 PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
BID OPENING: THURSDAY
MARCH 1, 2018
2:00 PM
Bidder Bid Amount Bid Bond

A & J Construction
150 Laurel Hill Rd
Brookfield, CT 06804

Arnow Construction, LLC

157 Rolling Wood Drive
Stamford, CT 06905

B&W Paving & Landscaping, LLC

70 Foster Rd $3,623,602.25
Waterford, CT 06385

Deering Construction, Inc.
20 Sheehan Ave $ 2,962,495.75
Norwalk, CT 06854 (2nd)

Empire Paving, Inc.
30 Bernhard Rd $4,246,929.25
North Haven, CT 06473

F&G Construction, Inc.
72 Bouton Street
Norwalk, CT 06854

Sheet 1 of 2 5& &l 5 A



NORWALK

Bid Sheet
Project: PM 2018-1 PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
BID OPENING: THURSDAY
MARCH 1, 2018
2:00 PM
Bidder Bid Amount Bid Bond
FGB Construction Company
158 Bouton Street $3,439,829.30
Norwalk, CT 06854 (3rd)
Grasso Companies
314 Wilson Avenue $2,875,598.75
Norwalk, CT 06854 (1st)
Guerrera Construction Co
154 Christian Street
Oxford, CT 06478
Laydon Industries, LLC
51 Longhini Lane $3,675,667.25

New Haven, CT 06519

0&G Industries, Inc.
112 Wall Street
Torrington, CT 06790

Waters Constructon
300 Bostwick Avenue
Bridgeport, CT 06605

Sheet 2 of 2
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ITEMIZED PROPOSAL.
For constructing ...

PROJECT: PM2018-1 PAVEMENT NMANAGEMENT PROGRAM
The Work Proposed Herein Must be Completed by November 1, 2018.

Honorable Mayor and
Members of the Common Council
of the City of Norwalk, Connecticut

Gentlemen:

[n submitting this bid the undersigned declares that he and the entity on behalf of which this bid is
made is or they are the only person or persons interested in the said bid; that the bid is made
without any connection with any person making another bid for the same contract; that the bid is in
all respects fair and without collusion, fraud or mental reservation; and that no official of the City, or
any person in the employ of the City is directly or indirectly interested in said bid or in the supplies
or work to which it relates, or in any portion of the profits thereof.

The undersigned also hereby declares that he has, either for himself or on behalf of the entity he
represents carefully examined the plans, specifications, and form of contract, for this project has
personally inspected the actual location of the work together with the local sources of supply, and is
satisfied as to all the quantities and conditions, and understands that in signing this proposal he or
the entity that he represents waives all rights to plead any misunderstanding regarding the same.

The undersigned further understands and agrees that he is to furnish and provide for the
respective item price bid all the necessary material, machinery, implements, tools, labor, services,
and other items of whatever nature, and to do and perform all the work necessary under the
aforesaid conditions, to complete the improvements of the aforementioned Project, which plans

" and specifications it is agreed are a part of this proposal, and to accept in full compensation
therefore the amount of the summation of the products of the approximate quantities multiplied by
the unit prices bid. This summation will hereinafter be referred to as the gross sum bid.

The values and costs submitted in this proposal shall include the value of all work included in the
plans and specifications including, specifically, all work that may be performed by subcontractors,

The undersigned further agrees to accept the aforesaid unit bid prices in compensation for any
additions or deductions caused by variation in quantities due to more accurate measurement, or by
any changes or alterations in the plans or specifications of the work and for use in the computation
of the value or the work performed for monthly estimates.

Every proposal must be accompanied by a certified check or bank cashier's check or bid bond
payable to the City of Norwalk in the amount of fifteen (15) percent of the bid.

Accompanying this proposal is a cettified check or bank cashier's check or bid bond payable to the
City of Norwalk in the amount of $ 13\ 339.13. In case this proposal shall be accepted by the
City of Norwalk, and the undersigned shall fail o execute the contract, the monies represented by
such certified check or bank cashier's check or bid bond shall be regarded as liquidated damages
and shall be forfeited and become the property of the City of Norwalk, Said checks or bid bonds
shall be returned to the unsuccessful bidders upon the Award of Contract.




Project Nuniber: PM2018-1

Project Nume: ~PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

ITEM NUMBER QUANTITY UNIT PRICE IN WORDS

EARTH EXCAVATION .
T welve dellacs and.

2D CeM~y
per CUBIC YARD

202.0100 465.00

UNITPRICE  AMOQUNT BID

\a.00 *5 590.00

EARTH EXCAVATION (SPECIAL -
REMOVAL OF CONCRETE CURB)

Tivo A ousend _seven
_Mundeed Socty dollars asel

per LINEAR FEET Cero oy

202.0120 2,740.00

*% 230,00

EARTH BXCAVATION (SPECIAL -
REMOVAL OF BITUMINOUS
CONCRETE LIE CURB)
One dollac and
-(:d r‘—\—l\} C M\A-Q

per LINEAR FEET

202.0130 37,065.00

| YO _%5),991,00

FORMATION OF SUBGRADE
Theee dollars and

Zero cents
per SQUARE YARDS

209.0000 750.00

3,00 "2 5000

PROCESSED AGGREGATE BASE

udl

304.0000 645.00
e o cents

per CUBIC YARD

20.00. _*13,900, 00

10" RRCLATMED ASPHALT -
GRAVEL BASE
Eive dollars awld
So(0 cen—ts
per SQUARE YARDS

306.0350 14,020.00

500 0100, 00

ROAD ENCROACHMENT
PERMANENT PAVEMENT REPAIR
(MAJOR ARTERIAL) MIN BID- SEE
SPECIAL NOTES )
Owe Wundeed Jave
dol\lafts and ero cend
per SQUARE YARDS

403.0109 50.00

=4y

120,00 “6.000,00

contracrors name;_| W Grasse Compawes L

3
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Project Number: PM2018-1

Project Name:

ITEM NUMBER

PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

QUANTITY UNIT PRICE IN WORDS UNIT PRICE

403.0209

ROAD ENCROACHMENT

10.00 PERMANENT PAVEMENT REPAIR
(MINOR ARTERIAL) MIN BID- SEE
SPECIAL NOTES

Qﬂa.k]wndﬁﬁd ég”ﬂ[ﬁ
anl\ zoro cen 09,00

AMOUNT BID

*|,000.00

per SQUARE YARDS

403.0309

ROAD ENCROACHMENT

805.00 PERMANENT PAVEMENT REPATR.
(COLLECTOR) MIN BID- SEE
SPECIAL NOTES

*6a 190, 00

ang)_zeco Cem-S 18,00

per SQUARE YARDS

403.0409

ROAD ENCROACHMENT

380.00 PERMANENT PAVEMENT REPAIR
(LOCAIY) MIN BID- SEE SPECIAL
NOTES

_%L,Qiﬂlme_%L 6 0 0 o)

S RO CoN
per SQUARE YARDS

'3, §00.00

406.0212

SUPERPAVE 0.375" (9.5) LEVEL 2
9,655.00 Mil!gé::] Gve d Vars
o\d_zeco cenw—+S 95,00

“917 225.00

per TONS

406.0222

SUPBRPAVE 0.5" (12.5) LEVEL 2

3,390.00 _%{nl dﬂg%-ﬁg 3”3 %sﬂ]aﬁs al.po

per TONS

"308 140,00

406.0291

ESCALATION
100  SEVENTY FIVE THOUSAND DOLLARS

& NO CENTS

$ 75,000.00

per ALLOWANCE / \

406.0292

DENSITY ADJUSTMENT
1.00 TWELVE THOUSAND DOLLARS

& NO CENTS

$ 12,000.00

per ALLOWANCE / \

covmacronswanz_ | \e. (rasso Compantes [LC

PROPOSAL  Page2of 7




Project Number: PM2018-1 7
Project Name: PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

ITEM NUMBER QUANTITY UNIT PRICE IN WORDS UNIT PRICE AMOUNT BID
BITUMINOUS CONCRETE
406.0305 11389500  MILLING 04" DEPTH OF CUT
Two 010”6\{"_5 dﬂd. Q QO 5250 56(? 0O

-}"hfm#«.l Coant-<¢
per SQUARE YARDS

MILL FULL LANE 1,5" (40-200 LF)

406.0320 110.00 Fen dollacs o .
e cend-9 lotoo I‘I’O0.00
per SQUARE YARDS

MILL FULL LANE 1.5" (>200 LF)

406.0330 750.00
—Theee dellacs ad 390 23 950,00

per SQUARE YARDS

1.5" OVERLAY FULL LANE (40-200
406.4000 10.00 LE) o‘

per TONS

1.5" OVERLAY FULL LANE (>200

a " Lm
406.4100 65.00 Due hundeed Hhaicky 120090 9. H50.00
dollars and zero cents l L '

per TONS

RESET MANHOLE

507.0400 150.00 M&d__llmj 200,00 FH5 000,00

and_zero cenltcg
per BACH

RESET CATCH BASIN

507.0500 140.00
—Iheee hudred dallacs 3pp op T4 000, 00

o centS
per BACH

RECONSTRUCT CATCH BASIN

507.1100 20.00 i !ﬁ ee !ﬂ ulﬂdﬁd QQ\- 1Q (Y g
_avd Zeco cents . . 309,00 6\ 000, DC?
per VERTICAL FEET

contracror's namr;_| e Grasso (G ompantes L PROPOSAL  Page 3 of 7




Project Number: PM2018-1
Project Name: PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

ITEM NUMBER  QUANTITY UNIT PRICE IN WORDS UNIT PRICE ~ AMOUNT BID
RE&?TUTLLITYGATBS
507.1310 100.00 3 Sve dellacs ad &
2ero cents 55,00 5'. 500,00
per BACH

DRAINAGE: UNDERDRAINS
650.1500 1.00  ONE HUNDRED THOUSAND & 1.00,000.00

DOLLARS & NO CENTS
per ALLOWANCE

CONCRETE CURBING

§11.0000 4,510.00 %"fi%%@ﬁ‘ﬁ'%i%ﬂi 20.50 E[Bgloqﬁpo

per LINEAR FEET

CONCRETE CURB (<45 LF PER

811.0002 910.00 MOB)
Cor—\-u do“?\:‘é? cwid LlO.Oo ﬁBG;L’,Oo)OO

2. ero _cen
per LINBAR FEET

EXTRUDED CONCRETE CURBING

8120000 3,835.00 _ Sevew aLole;s‘_andm .00 & Q6 FH S,ODA

Zeqro _cent g
per LINEAR FEET

BITUMINOUS CONCRETE LIP
815.0000 36,935.00  CURBING

ﬂm_dguori_&ﬂd 3,15 *3% 506,25

Sevent) -Bve. couts
per L]NEARFEET

CONCRETE SIDEWALK
921.0100 558000 Tonm dollars and - |0, 00 %55500.00

e cents
per SQUARE FEET

CONCRETE SIDEWALK(<110 SF
921.0102 380.00 PER MOB)

S l )
_Couckeen dollass and |1 00 95 390,00
per SQUARB FEET

CONTRACTOR'S NAME: | he. (ém_gza' 'g ;nga[}f;eg LLC PROPOSAL Pagedof 7




Project Number: PM2018-1
Project Name: ~PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

ITEM NUMBER  QUANTITY UNIT PRICE IN WORDS UNIT PRICE  AMOUNT BID
HANDICAP RAMPS (ADA.
921.0170 470.00 COMPLIANT)

Twenty exghd do\lars 3§ 00 |3 |60.00
\ o A

per SQUARE FBET

. CONCRETE PRIVEWAY
SZL200 200.00 ;'FF-L@W\ dollacs_and 15 o0 53 000 . oo

>80 cents
per SQUAREFEET

CONCRETE DRIVEWAY (<90 SF

921.0202 90.00 PERMOER.@ O\ ‘ d
W\ S W
e s 400 _*1.260.00
per SQUARE FEET

2" BITUMINOUS CONCRETE
922,0100 7,405.00 SIDEWALK

TL\\V""L\I -Hnm& _Cil_;);!\ﬂfs ?g‘oo ﬁaqq'%s‘oo

and Dem cen
per SQUARE YARDS

DRIVEWAY OVERLAY

922.0400 35.00 One lmdeed Sy 159 00 %5 2850 0o
~dol\ucs_aud zero cents " '

per TONS

FURNISHING AND PLACING OF
244.0000 220,00 TOPSOIL, 6" THICK
| i’\h’"-\-\; Seven _dollars 27.00 ﬂg‘ [L’@ 00
ol _2ero cendS . ! t
per CUBIC YARD

FERTILIZING, SEEDING AND
9450000 2,740.00 MULCHING

—Ogedallac qud |00 %9 7140.,00

>80 CentES
per SQUARE YARDS




|

Project Number: PM2018-1

Project Name:

ITEM NUMBLER

985.0015

UANTITY

1.00

PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

UNIT PRICE IN WORDS UNITPRICE AMOUNT BID

SURVEY: ESTABLISH GRADES

THREE THOUSAND FIVE HUNDRED $ 3,500.00
DQLLARS & NO CENTS Rshel W

per ALLOWANCE

1209.0920

390.00

BPOXY PAINT - DOUBLE 4"
YELLOW

Eighiy cond=S 0.50 _T319,00

per LINEAR FEET

1209.0929

1,000.00

EPOXY PAINT - 4" WHITE
Fochy conhs O.H0O *Up0,00

per LINEAR FEET

1209.0940

675.00

EPOXY PAINT SYMBOLS AND
LEGENDS

Tiree G\(O\JCM"S GUI\d' 3 L{D ﬁ'a Qqs OQ

oy _cewn
per SQUARE FEET

1209.0950

350.00

EPOXY PAINT - 12" WHITE

Thege dollacsond — 3010 7| 190.0e

per LINEAR FEET

1209.0960

2,900.00

EPOXY PAINT - 24" WHITE

Sevendollacs and . 1 95 ®Q) DAE, 00

| Lhve CRNtS
per LINEAR FEET'

1251.0100

2,465.00

SPEED BUMPS
: do\lars and S
Ko dalars 200 443000
per SQUARE FEET

5555.8620

1.00

LIBERTY SQUARE PARKING LOT
PAVING
Sevedy onehovemd - 1| 000 _™11,000.00

per LUMP SUM

CONTRACTOR'S NAME:_ ] he (artissa (om pantes || C PROPOSAL  Page6of7
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Project Number: PM2018-1
Project Name: PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

ITEM NUMBER QUANTITY UNIT PRICE IN WORDS UNIT PRICE  AMOUNT BID

TRANSFER STATION PARKING
5555.8650 1.00 LOT PAVING
= ) | e than Gnmcl
- rs c
per LUMP SUM

52000 539 000,00

DOCK ROAD DRAINAGE
IMPROVEMENT

5555.9210 1.00
Lo b hatiaanto 2l o050 T6350,00

per TUMP SUM 91d 2610 conts

s_a 1S 598,35
Two million e,i‘q{(\+ hund red S@u@\% Lve Hiousand Gve hundeal

TOTAL IN GROSS SUM WRITTEN IN WORDS ninesty 9.4‘5\/\-3- dollacs ancl fwenl) e pung

L

=
CONTRACTOR'S NAME: I hé Gam <So Com pan?-es LLC PROPOSAL Puge7of7




When work is required in which no specific payment item is listed in the Proposal Form the cost of
such work shall be included in the unit prices bid.

All unit prices, lump sums, etc. listed in the bid proposal are firm and not subject to change for one
hundred twenty (120) days from the day bids are opened.

Within ten calendar days from the date of a notice of acceptance of this proposal, the undersigned
agrees to execute the Contract and to furnish to the City a satisfactory "Faithful Performance Bond”
and Labor and Material Bond” in the amount of 100% of the contract price.

All work to be performed under the Contract shall be completed within the time stated in the
Agresment for the project or within such extended time for completion as may be granted by the
Director.

As a condition of the contract award, the successful bidder shall provide proof, from the
Connecticut Secretary of State’s office, of its current authorization to do business in Connecticut.
All Connegcticut corporations must provide a Certificate of Good Standing from the Secretary of
State's Office. All foreign (out of State) corporations shall provide a valid license to do business in
Connecticut, in the form of a current Certificate of Authority from the Secretary of State’s office and
evidence of compliance with the bond requirements of the Connecticut Department of Revenue
Services. These documents must be presented within thirty (30) days from the date of the bid
opening.

Bidder acknowledges receipt of the Addenda listed below and further acknowledges that the
provisions of each Addendum have been included in the preparation of this bid.

Addendum No.Date Recgived Addendum No.Date Received

.-]6~

'y 2-29~1%

COMPANY NAME (BIDDER):
2 Grusso Comegantes L[ C

Address of Bidde\r:
24 Wilseon Ave

Nocwallk , ca” 0§54

Phone Number:
Area Code
(XO3)_BIB-0la?3

10




STATEMENT OF NON-GOLLUSION

By submission of this bid each bidder and each person sighing on behalf of any bidder certiftes,
and in the case of a joint bidder each party certifies as to its own organization under penalty of
perjury, that to the best of knowledge and belief:

A) The prices in this bid have been arived at independently without collusion, consultation,
communication or agreement, for the purpose of restricting competition, as to any matter
relating to such prices with any other bidder or with any competitor.

B.) Unless otherwise required by law, the prices, which have been quoted in this bid, have not
been knowingly disclosed by the bidder and will not knowingly be disclosed by the bidder prior
to the bid opening, directly or indirectly, to any other bidder or to any competitor.

C.) No attempt has been made or will be made by the bidder o induce any other person,
partnership or corporation to submit or not submit a bid for the purpose of restricting
competition.

| hereby sign this document acting within my authority as a duly authorized representative of the
named bidder. By signing below | certify, affirm and acknowledge that the information sef forth in
this document is true, accurate and complete to the best of my information and knowledge.

Signature of Bidde:

Nofe: The Bidders sigp;tdm be notarized to be a resbgz}sive Bid!

Name and Addresses of Members of the Firm:
Joseohh M _Gamsse Jr 3 [ eslie Lane Fm‘rﬁpfeldr CT _o65ay
A’ﬂ’]’P\omfr Grosso L&) E&S’F‘ Ave New (’mmoam, T 28840

11




To:

NCRWALK

The,jﬂumi of (ommecticut

Bruce Chimento, Director of Public Works

Lisa Burns, Principal Engineer
Kathryn Hebert, DPW Administrative Services Manager
Robert Barron, Director of Management & Budgets
Chris Torre, Superintendant of Operations

Dilene Byrd, Administrative Assistant

From:
Date: February 15, 2018

Re:

Jessica C. Paladino, Waste Programs Manager

MSW and Recycling Report - January 2018

MSW Collection and Disposal

Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) Previous FY: Jan-17 Current FY: Jan-18 | Change | FY 17/18 Cumulative
Curbside tonnage 1,226.51 1,262.05 2.9% 8,742.54
MSW tonnage out 1,761.03 1,855.59 5.4% 13,147.65
Transfer station operating fee $65,625.00 $66,875.00 1.9% $468,125.00
Transport and disposal fee §153,209.61 $163,291.92 6.6% $1,156,993.20
Curbside collection fee $90,053.17 $92,754.75 3.0% $649,283.25
Total operating costs (less curbside) $218,834.61 $230,166.92 5.2% $1,625,118.20
MSW Consolidated Budget
FY 17/18 Budget $3,968,057.00
Amount expended $2,274,401.45
Percent remaining 42.7%
Recycling Collection
Recycling Collection Previous FY: Jan-17 Current FY: Jan-18 | Change | FY 17/18 Cumulative
Curbside tonnage 722.36 738.24 2.2% 4,983.93
Transfer station tonnage 37.65 32.36 -14.1% 276.82
Total monthly tonnage 760.01 770.60 1.4% 5,260.75
Curbside collection fee $87,418.17 $90,040.75 3.0% $630,285.25
Recycling Budget
FY 17/18 Budget $1,080,489.00
Amount expended $630,285.25
Percent Remaining 41.7%
MSW and Recycling Revenues
MSW and Recycling Revenues Previous FY: Jan-17 Current FY: Jan-18 | Change | FY 17/18 Cumulative
Transfer station tip fees $32,243.60 $31,613.60 -2.0% $230,861.40
Recycling revenue (curbside) $12,641.30 $12,919.20 2.2% $87,218.78
Recycling revenue (T.S.) $658.88 $566.30 -14.1% $4,844.35
Total revenues $45,543.78 $45,099.10 -1.0% $322,924.53
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NORWALK

TO: Public Work Committee

FROM: Connie Blair, Customer Service Manager

Cc: Bruce Chimento, Director of Public Works

SUBJECT: Customer Service Calls and Requests Feb.1st — Feb. 23rd
DATE: February 23, 2018

The Customer Service Center received 409 service calls with 340 requests for service related to Public
Works, Listed are amounts of requests received in each Public Works category, what number of service
requests remain in progress, and the number of requests completed.

Category: In Progress Completed Total

Drainage 4 4 8
Catch basin cleaning, and
repair, culvert maintenance

Engineering 10 1 11
Contractor trench, permit
Inspections, paving

Landscaping 6 29 35
Tree inspection and removal,

tree pruning and cutbacks

Ordinance Enforcement Officer 5 6 11

Tllegal dumping, illegal signs,
sidewalk litter

Road 28 33 61
Potholes, curbing, and sidewalk
repair

Snow
Plowing, Mailbox/Other damage 46 20 66

Solid Waste 26 90 116
Recycling, garbage, stickered9
recycling and garbage

Traffic 14 18 32
Signals, signs, sightlines issues
Public Work 340
Total Request



