
CHILI TOWN BOARD 
 November 1, 2006 
 
A meeting of the Chili Town Board was held on November 1, 2006 at the Chili Town Hall, 3333 Chili 
Avenue, Rochester, New York 14624 at 7:00 p.m.  The meeting was called to order by Supervisor 
Logel. 
 
PRESENT:    Councilwoman Ignatowski, Councilman Schulmerich, Councilman Slattery, 

Councilwoman Sperr and Supervisor Logel. 
 
ALSO PRESENT: Richard Brongo, Town Clerk; Richard Stowe, Counsel for the Town;  

Eric Vail, Insurance Counselor; Joseph Carr, Commissioner of Public 
    Works/Superintendent of Highways; Joseph Lu, Town Engineer; Jeron 

Rogers, Director of Planning/Engineering; Dianne O'Meara, Director of  
Finance; John Ferlicca, Deputy Town Supervisor. 

 
The invocation was given by Richard Brongo. 
 
The Pledge of Allegiance was cited.  The fire safety exits were identified for those present.   
   
At this point, a Public Forum was conducted to allow public speakers to address the Town Board. 
Four speakers addressed the Town Board on various subjects, and the Public Forum concluded at 8:46 
p.m.  
 
TOWN LIAISON REPORTS: 
 
Conservation Report by Virginia Ignatowski 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  Conservation met on Monday, as you're aware.  I was 
at workshop session for the Building Department, so I could not be in attendance.  I did have Pat 
Tindale -- she called me to let me know what occurred.  She said that they are changing the 2007 
meeting schedule to better coordinate with the Planning Board so all but three will now be on the first 
Monday.  They were usually on the last Monday, but now they're getting it closer to the Planning Board 
to address the agenda concerns that we had, or sometimes there are things taken off and put on prior -- 
in between those two meetings. 
          They reviewed their adopted projects. They found three to be non-conformant, so they'll be 
following up on that, I would assume, with the Building Department. 
          They had various upcoming conservation-related workshops made known to members of the 
Board. 
          And they reviewed the Planning Board agenda.  They still went back to the Comfort    
Windows.  They have not produced landscaping plans for them yet.  And they said that that is a 
condition of the Planning Board. 
          They are still waiting for information from -- about the metal shredder for Metalico. 
          That was it for Conservation. 
 
Drainage Report by Virginia Ignatowski 

COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI: Drainage has not yet met.  They're meeting next 
Tuesday. 
 
Historic Preservation Report by Mary Sperr  
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  They haven't met since our last Town Board meeting, but there 
was a really nicely written article in the Suburban News this last Sunday about the Historic Preservation 
Award given to the couple in Chili.  It was nicely done.  I hope you saw it, Bea (Wilcox), the previous 
owner of that home.  In case anyone didn't see it, it was nicely done. 
Library Report by Michael Slattery 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Pretty much up to date on the budget? 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  Yes.  As you know, the Board members were at the last 
Library Board meeting to discuss the -- with the Library their budget, and pretty much that took up the 



majority of the meeting. 
 
Recreation Report by Supervisor Logel 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  It has been a frustrating year of rain.  I have to say nothing else.  The 
hay ride had to be canceled because they just couldn't drive a wagon on -- 
          MICHAEL CURLEY:  Good news.  We have Breakfast with Santa, and that's indoors. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  Snowstorm. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  Watch we have a snowstorm now. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  The tree lighting ceremony -- 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  The tree lighting ceremony last year was interesting.  Let's hope we 
don't have the weather we had last year.  We almost lost a tree and blew us all away. 

 
Traffic & Safety Report by Mary Sperr 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  They meet tomorrow night. 
      
Zoning & Planning Boards Report by Dennis Schulmerich 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  Zoning met on October 24th.  There were four 
applications. Three which were approved and one which was deferred or tabled because of lack of 
posting. The meeting notes were taken and can be obtained from the website. 
          I would like to respond to Mr. Dunning. I think he deserves an answer, at least from my 
perspective, what I was accomplishing to do to bring the question to the Town Board.  The fact that I 
raised the issue at a Town Board meeting was a consequence to the fact that we did, in fact, have a 
letter from the Planning Board with the intention for them to take lead agency, and I wanted to make 
sure that the Town Board members understood that our lack of response by default was accepting the 
fact that they would take lead agency.  I was provided that advice by our Town Counsel for Planning 
and Zoning, and I had a conversation with him prior to the Town Board meeting to make sure that we 
knew we were following the appropriate protocol for that. 
          As far as the reference to precedent setting, I also talked with both Planning Board members, as 
well as the attorney for Planning and Zoning, to find out if what we were doing was, in fact, precedent 
setting or not, and the response I was giving was no, this had happened in the past. 
          I don't question the fact that you have gone back to 2003 and you have your data.  I will take an 
action to go off and try to pursue information that gives me more accurately what date and what specific 
issue.  So I'm still under the impression it is not precedent setting, and I will do my best to confirm that. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  Supervisor, if I can ask Counsel, one comment that was also 
made by Mr. Dunning was that it was an illegal act.  And if I could just get -- 
          RICHARD STOWE:  I don't believe that to be the case.  One of the things that this Town Board 
authorized was an agreement with the consultant, FES Associates, for SEQR with regard to that 
project, and one of the issues that is being investigated is that question, amongst a host of others. 
          And I think the Board, once it gets its report confirmation from the consultant, will have its 
answer.  I will leave that to the consultant. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  I guess I would also ask a question of you, if I could.  
From your point of view, have we done anything here that is precedent setting from what you 
understand the Town Board has done in the past? 
          RICHARD STOWE:  I don't believe so. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  We'll pursue that and give you a response. 
 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Planning Board? 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  Um, they have not met since our last meeting. 
          
MATTERS OF THE SUPERVISOR:  
 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Under matters of the Supervisor, I just wanted to bring up the -- 
because I can't discuss it when I get to that point of Old Business unless it is moved and seconded.  The 
reason it is on there is, because I don't want to forget about it. 
          Number two, the reason it doesn't have a cost associated with it last time was because the 
estimate did not come in until that day, and I have one estimate from Pogel, and I -- I can never    
pronounce the rest of the names on there. Schumnal and Ferrara.  Um, that it came in for not -- a fee 
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not to exceed $1500 to -- it says, "Pursuant to telephone conversation, I agree to complete an appraisal 
in restricted format indicating the market value of two parcels of land indicated," and it gives the 
numbers, "containing a total of 31.13 acres.  This property is zoned GB. The report will be complete for 
a fee not to exceed $1500." 
          If this was taken off the floor and voted on, would it have to be amended to include that fee?   
          The other organization that I called, at the Assessor's recommendation, did not respond.  They 
more or less wanted an RFP.  That was more than verbal.  They couldn't do a quick thing.  They 
wanted to be very extensive, and, you know -- I'm trying to do what the Fire Department did, and get 
an idea of what commercial value land is worth in that location.  So I said that being said, I will see if 
there are any questions on here I need to answer. 
          Yes, I think that this would be a good point to have you answer the --  
          RICHARD STOWE:  Mr. Miller's concern.  I did at the last meeting say that we would have our 
information, and that I would give the Board an answer at this meeting.  Regretfully, the information that 
I was counting on was supposed to be delivered yesterday or today, and I have not received it.  I beg 
the Board's indulgence and will attempt to get that addressed at the next meeting.  I have not forgotten.  
My answer will go to the Board. 
          As a point of clarification, I'm not sure that the question that I'm going to be answering accepts all 
of the premises as Mr. Miller has stated them, but nonetheless, I will get my answer to the Board. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  Tracy (Logel), I know General Code -- 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  That was my next -- 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  I had that down, as well. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Yes.  I have got the zoning code, the General Code one.  I had given 
you all or sent you -- forwarded you the e-mail that General Code sent back to me about the format. 
For the sake of answering Mrs. Borgus' question, this Board requested that when they look at the code, 
the updates, it be done in a red line format where they could see the changes in red.  There is a problem 
with doing that in their format.  They will back -- the suggested format -- I did hear from Mrs. 
Ignatowski on their suggested format that we could be able -- everybody has a copy of that.  There 
would be a format for that.  They're nearing completion to get it to us for a draft to look at to review. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  Do you have any idea what the time frame is on that? 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  As soon as we approve that, they would like -- 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  Approve? 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Approve -- the only thing that is holding it is the format right now. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  I thought that a Schedule A, that -- where it sat there 
and did a narrative, pointing out, you know, this line was changed or this whole chapter was changed 
would be acceptable, and -- you know.  It will be a little more cumbersome.  You will have to have a 
code book next to you to compare. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  At least we could compare. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  At least it is identified where the changes are.  So that 
is -- so that is what I wrote back to you. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Jeron (Rogers), I understood you had a phone call -- I'm sorry.  I 
didn't have a chance to come down and ask you today, but I understood you had a phone call from 
General Code today or yesterday. 
          JERON ROGERS:  It was the same information you received concerning the formatting and how 
they would answer the changes and that information. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  In my e-mail to you, I asked if this was something that 
was within the contract or is this additional cost. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  She e-mailed me back that answer about -- just before I left this 
afternoon, at 5 o'clock.  And no, there is no additional cost.  That format will not cost us anything extra. 
 The red line is what would cost us extra.  
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  That being the case, once we receive this information, I 
would recommend, and I know this was a recommendation made way at the beginning of this process, 
that a workshop session be held in conjunction with the Town Board, perhaps the Zoning, Planning 
Board, Building Department so we can have -- 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Questions answered. 
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          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  -- all our questions answered that we have, and at that 
point, I don't know if we can modify -- if there are modifications, as a result of that discussion, if they 
could be then implemented into that type of a document, which would then -- should be made available, 
I would think either on a website, in addition to copies in the library so that residents would have an 
opportunity to also review it prior to a public hearing. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I'm not -- is that standard procedure that the public reviews the zoning 
code book before you go to -- 
          RICHARD STOWE:  Once the material is put in the form of a local law, and introduced. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Then it gets reviewed. 
          RICHARD STOWE:  That's the format that you hold your public hearing on for that local law. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  They would -- they would have to have like a new 
book they would be looking at. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  Or a draft of the new book. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  I am just trying to figure out how people are going to 
know -- 
          RICHARD STOWE:  I understand.  I'm concerned that we understand the process for adopting 
a local law.  It isn't -- it isn't necessary.  It is an option.  It is not necessary for this Board to adopt all of 
that in one local law.  If it's the Board's wish that one wants to do some of those things collectively, you 
can do that. 
          Generally speaking, each chapter would be a separate local law, a separate public hearing on the 
local law that you can have the same night, if that is your wish.  And those are adopted    
separately and amended separately. 
          A recodification, General Code very often has one local law that includes all of the chapters.  It 
isn't mandatory that you do it that way.  I don't know that you aren't going to want to do that.  Maybe 
you want to do it all together.  But the local law, once the -- in -- the introduction of the local law is 
something that gives the public notice of the contents of the local law, and that is when you have your 
public hearing.  If there is a determination made to amend the local law as it is introduced, it requires an 
additional public hearing on the amended local law.  So that the procedure, once -- once you have your 
workshops and you agree on the text, the procedure needs to be followed strictly with regard to how 
you want to adopt it, and they need to understand that you have options in that regard.  That is all. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  Those options would be further discussed and explored 
as -- 
          RICHARD STOWE:  Right.  For instance, if the Board is not satisfied with one chapter, and 
wants to work that further, that doesn't necessarily require that you hold up the adoption of everything 
that you're comfortable with.  You can proceed with those, if that is your wish. And -- I don't know 
exactly where we are with consensus on all of the items that are going to be addressed and the finality of 
the draft.  I'm not sure this Board is either.  I don't want you to think that you have to wait on adopting 
the things that are prepared to be adopted, and that doesn't infer work on the other ones that you're not 
happy with yet.  You will have that option at that point in time, should you choose to expedite it. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  Okay.  I have a few concerns, if I could express those at this 
time. 
          Um, we received a copy, after our request, after the last Town Board meeting for the contract 
that was signed.  It was signed by the Supervisor on February 15th, 2005.  And in this, I -- I reviewed 
this.  There are comments in here that it was supposed to have been reviewed by the Town.  A 
completed editorial critique was committed by the Town.  Before it was submitted to General Code, we 
weren't given that information to review.  It also states here that adjustments to  performance schedule, 
authorize delays, extension of review.  Unauthorized delay on the part of the municipalities, they may 
impose delay charges on providing notice thereof to the municipality.  And extension of review period, 
an additional $100 per week. 
          I'm wondering at this point where we are.  The contract was signed for $9,845.  The number of 
code books that was required that they asked for wasn't filled in, so I don't have that information.  At 
$60 per book.  But it appears to me that it said that a process was supposed to be set up.  That was 
not done.  And they were supposed to include a cross reference editor's notes, which is why we were 
having this discussion earlier with Councilwoman Ignatowski about the format they were to provide that. 
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 It doesn't appear to be very clear to me after our discussion at the last Town Board meeting what we 
wanted to see that -- that was even -- some of these were even an option for us based on this contract. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  That is the contract that was written and that is the contract I signed.  
           How they did this is they had each department send them their changes.  For instance, Mr. 
Brongo's department, I did not see the changes for his department.  He is in charge of the Assessors' 
Department.  Okay.  I -- 
          RICHARD BRONGO:  Town Clerk. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Town Clerk.  I'm sorry.  Did I say Assessor?  I don't know why I said 
that.  Forget give me.  You don't need to do that one. 
          And he did the changes because he understands that department.  He knows what is legally 
changed, what needs to be brought up to date. 
          I mean, I could review it and I could read it, but he is the one in charge of that and knows what 
the law says.  That is how General Code got it. 
          They got it in sections from all of us. Mr. Carr, we all met.  Every department took on the 
responsibility of their areas and submitted those to General Code. 
          They were then to give us back a working copy.  We got back -- we have not gotten back a   
full working copy as of yet, and there will be no additional charges to that, because they went through 
some internal things they were having problems with, so that is why.  There will not be any charges, 
additional charges to -- that you just read.  Sorry.  You quoted something back in there. 
          They went through some problems of their own, people that were there, that negotiated this 
contract are no longer with them.  Um, in fact, the -- the original staff that we met with, originally, are no 
longer with General Code. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  Wow. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  So it is a -- it has been some things that they're doing, and now as I 
understand it, they also -- well, I-- I guess I will not go into that further. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  I don't need to know that.  I don't really care.  I just -- I care 
how -- 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  There shouldn't be any extra.  We would like -- I have not got and 
none of us have gotten back -- have you gotten anything?  
          RICHARD BRONGO:  No. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  None of us have gotten anything back.  We were waiting -- when we 
were going to get this back is when you asked for this format with the red line.  I asked for that, which 
has now held that up a little.  They're dickering over the fact that they cannot produce that. 
          I know the comment was made here, that the click of a finger on the computer can produce that, 
and she said, and I actually sent her that comment, and she said it cannot be done.  Not in the system 
that they're working with.  They can provide us with -- and I sent you the answer she gave me and the 
system, how they can provide this code to us. 
          They would like to get this cleared up and off their books, too, because they have been working 
on it a long time.  I think we got caught in some kind of a problem with the company.  And so we want 
-- we're pushing to get it out of there.  I don't know what else to tell you, Mrs. Ignatowski.  If you don't 
like it, that is the way it is.  I mean, seriously.  
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  I didn't say anything. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  You were smiling and laughing.  I think that the thing you have to 
understand is we're dealing with trying to get this material back from them. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  I was laughing just at a comment that Michael Slattery 
sent that all three of you are color-coordinated.  He just wrote that note. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  I'm not clear on one thing. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  I'm sorry.  We have a little humor up here everything 
once in a while. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Is okay to have it, but when we're trying to explaining why this 
company is not producing -- 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  I knew the answer already. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  So what is interesting, is the format they want to provide 
you with was more difficult to do than red-lining by most other publishing tests, so if they have a way of 
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providing the detail that they provided in the example, that is fine. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I tell you this, too.  One of the things I learned in this, is one of the 
employees is actually working from their home, not working -- so there is something going on, but I 
want to get our product. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  It is what happens when you use a Commodore 64. 
(Laughter.) 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  The number of department heads that have been involved with 
this information, and getting it to them, and then what is also required from the State level, the State has 
certain standards, so we have to -- as Counsel said, you know, we can adopt all of this, or pieces of it, 
similar to the Master Plan, you know, and so forth.  So I think -- we're going to need to -- the time to 
review this document and move forward. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  Adequate time to review before a public workshop to discuss. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  Or adopting it and relying on the professionals that we that we 
have, as well. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  So the format by my read is acceptable.  I guess the 
question I would have is assuming we would get the green light, that that format is acceptable, when 
would we see the full text of the updates for us to begin reviewing? 
          JERON ROGERS:  I believe we could probably anticipate having it within about two weeks.  If 
you were to go tonight, I would speak with them tomorrow and tell them we need it ASAP. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  How many copies are they willing to give us? 
          JERON ROGERS:  Initially was the comment one copy and on a disk we could make additional 
copies as a draft. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  I still want to get a clarification to make sure I understand that it 
-- last discussion we had, was revolving around the changes in laws and that we -- or code changes that 
we would automatically have to adopt because of the laws that are changing.  We would be able to 
distinguish which ones we would have to accept and which ones we would like to change that are local 
to the Town.  Will we be able to tell the difference? 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Can we? 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  We're not changing State Law, but we have to change and 
adopt what they have done. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Right. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  Will we be able to tell whether that is coming from the State or 
whether -- or submitted internally by our -- 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  Or will you even know what changes were made for the 
State? Will they call that out?  Is -- 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  Is that something we'll be able to know when they send us that 
amendment? 
          JERON ROGERS: We should be able to identify most what the State requires us to do. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Most of those -- in fact, most of them are in the Building Department.  
Most of those fall in the Building Department area. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  That is the key point, that is the reason I am asking, because I 
wanted to be able to understand which ones from that department were submitted by the Town, and 
which ones we are obliged to accept. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  And what was submitted by the Town is all written by Mr. Kress, 
because that was -- because that was submitted before we -- 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  We don't have a copy of that submission. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I'm sure -- yes, we do in the file. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  If you have a copy of that, that might be a real time-saver for us. 
That would help immensely. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  As far as copies that are going to be produced, in 
addition to the Board, I would imagine anybody that had input like Dick (Brongo), or the Building 
Department would also want to see a copy of that, as well. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  She will give us the disk so we can print as many as we want.  We're 
changing -- or they're changing the format and I think it’s for the best.  It will not be that book.  It will 
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be an 8 x 10.  So that it is -- 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  8 ½ by 11. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  8 ½ by 11. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  They will make it -- 
          RICHARD STOWE:  Three-ring binder. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  Back to the schedule, assuming we get the first draft two 
weeks from tonight, there is going to be some period of time required to produce the copies. 
          When might we see a copy in our mailbox? 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  We could do them within a day.  Once we get the disk, we can do 
them that day.  We'll just take over the copy machine and do it. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  I will be able to read the updated book while I'm having 
my turkey, basically. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Yes.  Unfortunately. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  Christmas turkey (Laughter.) 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  We heard a date.  By November 20th, I'm expecting to 
see a book.  Is that a fair expectation? 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I hope so. 
          JERON ROGERS:  Fair expectation. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  If it -- other than that, you will let us know. 
          JERON ROGERS:  I'll let you know. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  You will get an answer tomorrow, right? 
          JERON ROGERS:  Yes. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  One other point of clarification, because I probably didn't 
pick it up the way I should have, but I'm interpreting if there was a change made to the code book, as a 
consequence of a State Law change, that I will be able to tell that from the marked-up copy we're going 
to get that tells us what the changes are. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  That's correct. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  If what our current code book says – had what the new 
code book would say -- is changed because of a New York State law change, I will be able to tell that 
through the summary that I am going to get in two weeks. I don't have to go through the book and 
compare? 
          JERON ROGERS:  I will definitely request that.  We should be able to do that, but they will be 
making the changes, so I will ask for that information. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  The reason I am asking the question, if they can't do that, 
then through other venues we'll have to try to access a database that will tell us what New York State 
Laws have changed versus what we had, and that may be through the New York State website.  I'm 
not sure.  I'm hoping we don't have to do that, because it will be incredibly cumbersome if we do. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I have Mrs. Wilcox's question. 
          I answered regarding the appraisal. 
          The other thing would be the trees for James Widener.  That is not something we have discussed. 
 We don't have a policy on -- I understand someone else came to me about another issue.  It is 
something we need to look at if we're going to do that.  We need -- the -- one of the parks that needs 
trees definitely is Union. My suggestion is going to be if we do anything for Mr. Widener, we do it at the 
Union Station Park where we, you know -- where we're fulfilling a need as well as giving honor.  I think 
that would be a good -- that would be my proposal. 
          I don't think there has been, and correct me, prior to me, I have not found a policy on this kind of 
thing.  I don't think we have. Should we have one?  I think that’s something we need to look at.  It is 
something we'll discuss and come up with. 
          Mr. Carr, have you -- you have been here 12 years, so you go back probably before all four or 
five of us.  Is -- has there ever been?  I know certain people have passed away in office and different 
things have happened.  Do you know of any written policy? 
          JOSEPH CARR:  I'm certain that there is no written policy.  Only been discussion, and the 
discussion has been it certainly needs to be restricted.  It may sound harsh, but we need to have some 
restriction on it.  Whether it's, you know, former elected officials, or -- some kind of a guideline or not.  
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I have only recalled a couple of discussions about this.  Which included concerns about -- about limiting 
that type of thing. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I think it is something that the Board will have to look at in the policies 
type thing.  I think it is something we can discuss at another time.  I just think it is hard to discuss 
something like this in this venue. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  It might be interesting to know, just to insure some degree 
of continuity in our thinking, if other area towns in a similar vein to us have a policy, and you know, how 
they administer it and how has that gone.  So if we can learn from others, it might help us miss some of 
the bumps. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Good idea. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  Actually, I had some other things, as well.  Any interest 
in the vacancy article that -- 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Yes.  We have some -- today, we have got several applications 
started coming in, based on the article.  Chris is gone, but she did a good job on that article.  We have 
gotten some interest in, and the applications, and she will -- Dawn (Forte) will be copying them and 
putting the package in your mailbox.  We did both.  We did -- we did a new application online that was 
very simplistic.  Actually, name, address, education, what you're interested in, background, that type of 
thing. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  That's all they need. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  That is all we really needed.  And then we put it online.  We also made 
it available if they wanted it mailed to them.  We also have it at the front desk.  It's sitting out there.  You 
can pick up a copy of it if you wanted to see it.  It's very simplistic.  I thought she did -- as I said 
before, she did a -- covered it pretty well. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  And I know at the last Town Board meeting, have you 
been getting any information about what the other towns' opinions were about the Architectural Review 
Board? 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Yes.  But at this point in the game, I don't want to discuss it here. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  All right.  
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I will let you know. I will write it up. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  Also, Ethics Committee, as well. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Ethics Committee, we need to have the people volunteer and decide 
-- we already have an ethics -- Ethics Committee that I think all of the terms expired, is what happened 
to it.  And to you just need to reappoint.  You just need to reappoint.  Find a cross-reference of people, 
cross-section of people. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  All right. Then I don't know -- the last thing I had was 
the report that we received -- I didn't know if others had the same opinions about this -- that Jeron gave 
us. At the very end of the last meeting, about the Master Plan, we had requested information regarding 
all of the text that related to the parcel of land on Paul Road adjacent to Wegmans.  Um, I must say that 
there was lacking excerpts out of that.  And I'm curious as to why.  
           I have to -- excuse me.  I have to grab it out of my bag here.  I have my notes.  I don't know if 
anybody has this, as well.  There’s -- you're missing, on page 5 - 6 where it clearly states PNOD.  On 
page 5 - 20 where it states it, as well.  And I know that you are aware of it because I know an 
individual came in and told you about this. 
          So I am left to wonder why this is not a very complete report.  Because it is -- the Master Plan 
says PNOD very clearly in those areas, and the other excerpts that you have listed here, I think are 
more generic in nature and don't really support the decision that you have made here at the end. 
          Plus, I have a concern that anything that was supposed to be produced was supposed to be seen 
by an attorney before it was given out to anybody.  Did that occur? 
          I -- I have actually a lot of questions about this report, and I just was very upset that it seemed 
that a certain outcome was intended on this as opposed to giving us a complete report. You just went 
for one outcome, and I think a different outcome would have come out if those other additional portions 
of the Master Plan had been --  
          JERON ROGERS:  Okay.  Considering whether or not the attorney should have reviewed this 
before I turned it over, that wasn't done.  I apologize for that.  I did not do that. 
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          But what I did give you in this report was my opinion as to what I thought the future land use map 
or the map that was on the website -- whether or not it was correct or not.  That is what I was 
addressing.  From my opinion, looking at it, and summarizing what I -- my interpretation, the website 
map that was removed needed to be correct. 
          Now, looking at -- looking at the comprehensive update part of the problem, there are many 
versions of this update throughout Chili, throughout Monroe County.  That has caused a problem.  
Okay. 
          Looking at the -- the intent of the last amendment to this document, it was the changes that were 
made, talking to different people, what I have included, even though it may have been brief, and in my 
opinion, the summary, I thought that future land use map was an indication of what was intended from 
the update.  I thought that we should be looking at the last version as opposed to other versions that had 
come out prior to. 
          And when I went downtown to the County, they were looking -- the information that they're 
looking at is an old version.  It is still not the 2010 update.  That -- that is part of the problem. 
          I was -- I would think that there is going to be varying opinions as to my opinion. There is going 
to be opinions as to what is right and what is wrong, and eventually, it will have to be an interpretation.  
I guess Counsel will have to decide what is right, but my opinion, as an engineer looking at this, I stand 
by the map that was removed from the website. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  Well, I have to say I completely disagree with your 
opinion -- 
          JERON ROGERS:  Yes, ma'am. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  -- based on what is inside this Master Plan on the other 
pages that were not included in this, and what we requested -- I didn't ask for an opinion.  I asked for 
an identification of all of the conflicting areas inside this Master Plan, and that was not   included in this 
document.  This did not include the pages that clearly state it as PNOD.  It is just not -- this is not what 
I had asked for.  I had asked for you to clearly go through the entire Master Plan to look for those 
areas, to try -- so I wasn't spending more time on it, but guess what?  I ended up doing it again any 
ways. 
          This is just not comprehensive, and if you go through even in the meeting minutes, it -- there are 
meeting minutes from that -- from that Master Plan Committee that met, and they right out say in those 
meeting minutes this is supposed to be PNOD. 
          Where there is a little bit of confusion, they were talking about General Business and PNOD kind 
of all in the same sentence, like the overlay, but it was cleared up.  It is PNOD regardless.  There is 
PNOD in there on -- as I have mentioned.  It -- where -- have you in here -- unfortunately, the people 
sitting out there do not see this document I'm talking about, but the two, three areas you pull out, two of 
them are ambiguous and can be interpreted either way.  So you took an opinion to go one way or 
another. 
          But when you go through the other pages, it very much clears up that this is exactly supposed to 
be PNOD.  When one looks at the meeting minutes, it is supposed to be PNOD. 
          As far as the maps are concerned, colored maps that came out, with a memo attached in 2003, 
saying they were supposed to replace the black and white maps that are in here, the black and white 
maps are incorrect.  Cold Water Road, where they were originally thinking about changing it to GB, that 
is still indicated in the black and white and that never went forward.  Those black and whites are 
definitely incorrect. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  My issue here, if I can interrupt one minute, is this was done by a hired 
consultant who -- how did this ever get voted in?  I wasn't on the Board then, but we're being asked to 
clean up a mess that was left by a hired consultant, and we're being asked to clean it up now, and all 
these clarifications -- and they're asking people who were not, you know -- actually, you know -- I just 
don't understand how this was ever voted in, and -- you're saying it is   in.  Why was it ever voted in? 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  It was very clear when we were voting it in, if you voted based 
on the written text.  We did not have color maps of the version that were created by the GIS system 
when we voted for the plan update.  Those color maps were provided at a later date, and most of us 
put them in our books expecting or anticipating they – that they corresponded with what we voted on in 
the written text. 
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          It was discovered when this property came into discussion, by residents who had done some 
research, it was discovered that there may be an error.  And there was an error on the future land use 
map that was posted on the website because it was created under GIS. 
          So that is why, in our discussion, and you yourself agreed, we pulled that from the website. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I have no problem with the map part of it. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  I do not view this as clearing up a mess from a previous 
consultant. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  The verbiage is certainly a mess.  If she is saying the verbiage is 
conflicting all of the way through it, and you're saying you voted on the verbiage only -- you voted on -- 
the verbiage is in conflict with each other.  There is no question about it. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  Not necessarily. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Wait a minute.  You just got done telling me it was all conflicting. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  As far as his opinion is concerned.  Because you can 
take these different excerpts and just depending -- you can try to make it go one way or another 
without considering the other areas that are clearly stating it. 
          When he is saying this page 1 - 9, um, "The improvements to the intersections of Chili Avenue, 
Paul Road and Chili Center-Cold Water Road, together with the general affluence of the surrounding 
market area, are expected to motivate substantial expansion of commercial development in the Chili 
Center area.  The General Business and Restricted Business areas that are shown on the Plan Update 
Map,” which now would be this color one, as far as I'm concerned, “beyond the south end of Chili 
Center-Cold Water Road.” 
          You say that is the Wegmans area.  You can say GB is west of Wegmans and the Restricted 
Business is where that PNOD went.  It is also -- page five, before he says, "Significant expanse of 
commercial development within the core area." 
          Is he saying that supports the PNOD area being General Business?  I can say core area is the 
center of town.  You know.  Across from the plaza.  That does not to me clearly indicate that is PNOD. 
          Then when you go to 5 - 6 -- 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  But you're asking him as an engineer to clarify what someone wrote 
from a -- consultant wrote back in 2003.   
          What I want to know, because this discussion is going on, Mr. Rogers, you -- and I have the 
report on my desk, and I have read it back and forth. 
          You indicated these three areas -- is there a reason you just picked -- did you just pick out those 
three areas?  Did you just decide -- I mean was it -- were you asked to do every reference to every 
PNOD?  I mean, I am confused as to -- can you explain?  
          JERON ROGERS:  Let me attempt to explain.  The -- I was asked to do that reference.  I did 
not do that.  I wasn't aware to do that.  It was an oversight on my part. 
          But looking at the Master Plan Update, the 2010 update, talking to different people about this, 
the concern is whether or not this area should be rezoned.  And so what we're trying to do is identify -- 
what I was trying to do was identify the original intent of -- of the 2010 Master Plan Update by talking 
to people that were knowledgeable of the changes on how this map got on the website, how it got -- 
how it got there, how the changes were made.  The people that made those changes, their intentions 
were -- they were interpreting the map, and they thought that that was correct.  They thought that this 
area was -- would be General Business.  I got that information from people I talked to. 
          When I talked to the people downtown, at the County, they thought -- they suggested that the 
amendment to the Master Plan Update, the latest amendment to that update, should be the final version; 
end of discussion basically is what they were telling me.  That is what they suggested to me.  And I 
agreed with this interpretation, that this was the latest amendment to that document, the map should 
hold.  That is how I came to that conclusion. 
          Because like you -- and what it is, and what I have said, was my opinion.  What ultimately has to 
happen, what I see ultimately happening is it is going to have to be settled by -- probably in a court of 
law, because whatever I say, whatever the Board says, somebody else is going to challenge it.  
Somebody with the authority is going to have to say is it this way or the other way.  What you received 
from me was my opinion.  I can appreciate you not accepting that opinion.  I can appreciate you not 
liking the opinion. 
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          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  The fact remains you did not include in your report 5 - 
6. "Paul Road (east of Chili Avenue).  A PNOD District is recommended to replace the existing 
Restricted Business and single-family residential zones in this area." 
          How much more clear can you be on that? 
          Page 5 - 20.  "The area on the south side of Paul Road, between Archer Road and the wetland 
that parallels Chili Avenue, changing the zoning from Restricted Business and single-family residential to” 
PNOD, you know, “Planned Residential Development to correspond to the mixed residential." 
          The meeting minutes from the Update Committee.  I can go through a whole page here. Beverly 
Griebel came in and was saying – wait a second here.  “That paragraph, this area is recommended to be 
developed as a Planned Neighborhood Overlay District.  That isn’t what we had in our report." 
          Because they -- originally in the subcommittee was the General Business.  “That is a big change.  
So as to buffer adjacent single-family neighborhoods and compliment more intense commercial uses.”   
          She says her recommendations, and the committee's recommendation was to have it “designated 
General Business with the first 300 feet adjacent to Archer Road to be designated Neighborhood 
Business.”   
          That is how that online map looked. 
          But then Ron Brand -- or Bill Deans goes in and says, "I have a problem" -- wait a minute. Let 
me see here.  I need to go down.  I don't want to read through the whole minutes.  They go    
 
through a clarification on this. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  They wanted PNOD. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  "Ron Brand: The recommendation is to take everything 
from Archer Road west which is where the GB is now, and zone that all for General Business, without 
any kind of transitional zoning to protect the adjacent residential properties on the east side or on the 
north side of that area was felt not to be in the best interest of planning for that area.  It was causing too 
intense a development pattern that would have impact.  The Planned Neighborhood Overlay District 
approach that we had come up with as part of the ongoing planning here for the community better fit 
that need and better provided that buffer for that transition in there than just General Business, which is 
your most intense commercial district in the community.  It allows for a wide variety of uses." 
          So then Bill Deans is -- I -- I got to read through this.  He is explaining to her about this page, 5 - 
6.  You know, then when one looks at Paul Road, the PNOD district, “that PNOD District has a lot of 
technical data that establishes setbacks and criteria." 
          I'm trying to just paraphrase all of this. 
          So then -- so Bill Deans keeps on saying, "I think our intent was still the same,” that the PNOD is 
in that area. 
          So Beverly Griebel basically says, "Okay, Well, I will buy that.”  This is now going to be a 
PNOD. 
          What happens in these meeting minutes, without reading the whole thing, they're saying at the time 
when the Committee came forward with the recommendation for General Business, PNOD was not 
available.  There was a two-year lapse.  They got to put the whole thing on hold because of the 
Thruway exit.  They were waiting to see how that happened. 
          During that interim PNOD came forward. The consultant decided that this would be a good area 
for that particular usage.  That is where they decided that this would be the recommendation, to go with 
PNOD.  And it says it in here, that -- that to me, spells it right out. That was the intent.  That is how it 
moved forward. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Can I interrupt for just one second?  Ginny (Ignatowski), if I you don't 
like this report, okay.  It is that simple. You don't like his report.  This forum here is not going to change 
his report.  So if you just for the sake -- if you want to be on record to say all these things, you're now 
on record. 
          So can we move on, because I don't think you're accomplishing anything at this point.  He has 
made his report.  I just think that we're -- we're getting -- we're not going anywhere with this.  He made 
his report.  You don't like it.  We have said that.  That's it. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  I think we have another issue. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Okay. 
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          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  And I think the issue is, and I will quote from the October 
4th meeting minutes, that are not yet approved, but will be shortly.  Um, regarding the interpretation of 
what we asked Mr. Rogers to do, I believe what I was asking -- what I thought we were going to get 
was a break-out of what are the terms and phrases in the Master Plan that reference what should or 
should not happen to the property in question.  I thought we were going to get that clarified.  I was not 
asking for his interpretation.  I wanted to know what were all of the pertinent phraseologies in the 
Master Plan that could impact how we might decide what this means or doesn't mean. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Does it say that? How is it worded? 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  Again, I -- it is further back in, but the concern I have is, I 
made a comment that, “I would advise since the applicant” -- this is Mr. Pape – “has seen fit to seek 
legal counsel,” and brought that person with them to the last meeting, “that any information from this 
point forward summarizing a perspective of future land use should be reviewed and approved by the 
Town Attorney and not distributed or shared until such has occurred,” and Mr. -- Councilman Slattery 
supported that.  Mr. Rogers said he agreed with that. 
          So I left with the opinion that we would not have anything circulated or formulating an    
opinion that represents the Town unless it had had appropriate legal review, and that didn't happen. So I 
-- I do think we have a concern here, and I will indicate that since it wasn't done, I went off and did it, 
and I'm not sure I did it exactly right either, but -- and there were three excerpts referenced in the 
report. 
          When I went to the Master Plan, I found references in Section 1.3-2, 1.3-3, 1.9-2, 1.9-3. 1.9-4. 
1.12-2, 2.57-4, 4.21-7, 4.25-8, 5.6-3 and 9.9-8. 
          And when I summarized that information, and I am not a lawyer, but since we now have 
something FOILable on record, I feel it appropriate to make the comment that what confuses me is I 
can see where one would see the recommendation to rezone current RB and R-1-- GB with a PNOD 
Overlay, anybody spending any amount of time with the zoning book will recognize that if you have a 
GB property with a PNOD Overlay, do you know what you can build on that property? Exactly what is 
sitting in the PNOD Overlay. That's it. 
          So I think we have some significant confusion here in terms of how we would draw a conclusion 
that this is GB worthy. If we acknowledge it is GB worthy with a PNOD overlay, that is not GB.  So.  
It's future land use -- 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Please.  Let's have order. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  Now it is the future land use map.  It is not the current 
zoning.  It is future land use map.  If this Board deemed it appropriate for that property to have a 
different zoning, that is within our purview. 
          But what has been debated, week after week, and month after month is an interpretation of the 
future land use map, and by my definition, I agree with Mr. Rogers that should occur by an attorney, not 
by him, and not by me. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Amen. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  But I felt that part of the discussion we held at that meeting, 
regarding this topic, was to try to solve the problem that we had with our maps. 
          The following day after that meeting, I took a version of those maps that I held up in my hand that 
night, the color maps created on GIS. I provided them to the Town and had made copies for everyone 
who may not have had one, Supervisor, Council who hasn't been here. 
          As I walked into the Town Hall, Chris Levey had all of the books that had the history of all of the 
different maps and what they looked like.  As I was there that day, Chris (Levey) said he was taking 
them down to Jeron Rogers' office and Jeron (Rogers) was given the task to go through those to try to 
figure out what exactly was the correct map or to try to define what had happened and what led to the 
maps that we had at that point in time. 
          And so I don't really feel that this document provided that type of information for us to try to 
gauge how the changes occurred.  I didn't really get that, Jeron (Rogers).  I'm not trying to sound 
critical.  I know it is a difficult thing to do, but I had hoped by having all of those maps open and 
reviewing that whole thing, you could come and tell us, your interpretation in that regard, would be your 
opinion, but based on research, what exactly the process was and how the maps ended up this way and 
what the correct maps should be.  I don't really think I got that from the document. 



CHILI TOWN BOARD MEETING - November 1, 2006 
 
 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  If I can just ask one question.  Did you contact Ron Brand in 
regards to this? 
          JERON ROGERS:  I did speak to him. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  And his thought, in regards to whether that was supposed to be 
PNOD or not? 
          JERON ROGERS:  From my conversation with him, he indicated that he thought it was General 
Business.  Same conclusion that was on the website. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  And it doesn't match the conversation I had with him,  
but – 
          JERON ROGERS:  Let me tell you where I had my conversation.  It was at Saratoga, during the 
planning session.  I spoke with him concerning that map. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  Okay.  Thank you. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  We're down to a lawyers -- 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  I guess my thought at this point in time, is that this    
continues to be an unresolved -- and unresolved for probably good reason, based on the 
confoundedness of all of the information.  I would suggest that we take the question off line and try to 
figure out what strategy we use to take a position, to formalize a position through legal counsel and what 
this is and is not.  If that’s an acceptable approach. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I think that from what I am hearing, from everybody is that, it -- it boils 
down to a legal interpretation. Mr. Stowe, I know you're thinking.  The wheels are turning. 
          RICHARD STOWE:  I struggle with the Board's desire for the ability to share all of the 
information that everybody had spent time looking at.  I'm concerned with opinions and conclusions that 
get shared in this forum, the significance that they can have later when, with all due respect to everybody 
analyzing that document, I don't think the document intended to be scrutinized and utilized the way it has 
been scrutinized and utilized in the last year. 
          So that I think taking it off line is probably a good idea.  I'm not ready to sign up to be the final 
arbiter of this, but I will participate in the process. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  So if I am hearing you correctly, it is time to stop the open public 
discussions and get this taken care of. 
          RICHARD STOWE:  I agree it needs to be resolved.  I'm not sure this is the proper forum to do 
that. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Okay.  Thank you. Can we end this? 
 
 
 
CORRESPONDENCE: 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I have a copy of a letter I received on October 23rd from Pogel, 
Schumnal & Ferrara.  I don't know if it is the Board's wish at this point -- I would still like to not forget 
this is out there.  Whether it needs to be done right now or not, it is up to you, but I don't want us to 
forget this is there to do, because I know the Fire Department is wrapping up and has completed -- I 
have – think the analysis of the second property has been taken care of.  So if they're interested or not – 
or not interested, I guess I'm open to it being moved and seconded.  If not, we'll leave it under Old 
Business for now. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH: Possible to make a comment prior to a motion? 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Sure.  I know we're not supposed to, but... 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  Well, just having received the document tonight from Mr. 
Rogers, regard scope of appraisal and the process, that we asked for last month -- last meeting – thank 
you for having that.  I haven't had a chance to read it just receiving it tonight, so I would be more 
comfortable being able to speak more knowledgeably. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I had a chance to glance through it this afternoon.  I tell you there is a 
cover in there for the federal -- front cover you have to go get that information.  There are two 
documents.  When I went down to ask Jeron (Rogers) about this, he said there are two documents but 
they're both about this thick (indicating), and unless you wanted to have that much information on 
federal lands and alienation and all of that kind of stuff -- 
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______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
TOWN BOARD DISCUSSION RELATED TO THE FOLLOWING RESOLUTION: 
 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  Matter of grammar.  I'm assuming it is Mr. Curley that 
is going to the GVRPS.  It just says "be authorized." 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I see. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  Be authorized, well. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Mr. Curley is authorized.  Okay.  Yes.  It -- 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  Do we need to amend this at all? 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  No.  
 
 
RESOLUTION #275     RE: Authorization of Attendance to GVRPS 
 
OFFERED BY: Councilwoman Ignatowski SECONDED BY: Councilwoman Sperr 
 
BE IT RESOLVED that per the recommendation of Michael Curley, Director of Parks & Recreation, 
he be authorized to attend the GVRPS (Genesee Valley Recreation and Park Society, Inc.) Conference 
November 13, 2006, at the Hyatt in Rochester, NY at a cost of $65.00, plus mileage. 
 
 UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 

RESOLUTION #276     RE: Authorization of Attendance for 2006 Local  
Government Workshop                                                         

                    
OFFERED BY: Councilwoman Ignatowski SECONDED BY: Councilwoman Sperr 
 
BE IT RESOLVED that per the recommendation of Beverly Griebel, that two members of the Zoning 
Board are hereby authorized to attend the Fall 2006 Local Government Workshop Conference, 
November 17, 2006 in Mt. Morris, NY, at a cost not to exceed $40.00 per person plus mileage and 
tolls.  
 
 UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
TOWN BOARD DISCUSSION RELATED TO THE FOLLOWING RESOLUTION: 
 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  I'm assuming the Krenzers are related.  I'm hoping that 
they both don't go on vacation during the winter for a long time. 
          RICHARD STOWE:  This happens every year. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  It happens every year. 
          I did inquire. They don't know what the bids are from the other individual when they submit them. 
 A little bit of a family feud, I think.  To our benefit. 
 

RESOLUTION #277     RE: Bids for Sidewalk Plowing 
 
OFFERED BY: Councilman Slattery SECONDED BY: Councilwoman Ignatowski 
 
WHEREAS, on October 25, 2006, the Chili Town Clerk received written sealed proposals for the 
plowing of sidewalks for the 2006/2007 season.  The proposals identified a cost for the main general 
sidewalk areas, and for Sections 1-7 of the Park Place sidewalk district.  Two proposals were received 
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as follows: 
 

David Krenzer  
Bid Item #1 General Sidewalks  $490.47 
Bid Item #2 Park Place   $325.82 

 
JoAnn Krenzer 
Bid Item #1 General Sidewalks  $504.00 
Bid Item #2 Park Place   $335.00 

 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED to award the sidewalk plowing bid to the low bidder, 
David Krenzer at a cost of $490.47 per trip for general area sidewalks and $335.82 per trip for the 
Park Place Sidewalk District for a total cost of $826.29 per trip. 
 
 UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
RESOLUTION #278     RE: APPROVING EXTENSION CHILI CONSOLIDATED 
DRAINAGE DISTRICT TO SERVE THE METALICO LYELL ACQUISITION, INC. TAX 
MAP NO. 147.020-01-046.000 LOCATED AT 1511 SCOTTSVILLE ROAD, ROCHESTER, 
N.Y. 14623 AND TAX MAP NO. 147.040-01-001.000 LOCATED AT 1525 SCOTTSVILLE 
ROAD, ROCHESTER, N.Y. 14623 IN THE TOWN OF CHILI, COUNTY OF MONROE 
AND STATE OF NEW YORK 
 
OFFERED BY: Councilwoman Ignatowski     SECONDED BY: Councilman Schulmerich 
 
WHEREAS, a petition for the extension of the Chili Consolidated Drainage District to serve the 
property located at 1511 Scottsville Road, Rochester, N.Y. 14623 tax map no. 147.020-01-046.000, 
and located at 1525 Scottsville Road, Rochester, N.Y. 14623 tax map no. 147.040-01-001.000, 
more particularly described in Schedule A (Property Description) on file in the Town Clerk’s Office; 
and 
 
WHEREAS, an order was duly adopted by the Town Board on October 4, 2006 reciting the filing of 
said petition,  the boundaries of the proposed district,  the  proposed services to be provided, the fact 
that no drainage improvements are proposed to be constructed therein by the Chili Consolidated 
Drainage District at this time, the estimated costs of the Chili Consolidated Drainage District, as 
extended, to the typical property, or if different, to the typical one or two family home, within the Chili 
Consolidated Drainage District, as extended, and specifying November 1, 2006 at 7:00 P.M. as the 
time and the Town Hall in the said Town of Chili as the place where the said Town Board would meet 
to consider the petition and to hear all persons interested in the subject thereof, concerning the same; 
and 
 
WHEREAS, such order was duly posted and published as required by law; and  
 
WHEREAS,  a hearing on the matter was duly held by the Board on the 1st day of  November, 2006, 
commencing at 7:00 P.M. at the Town Hall in the said Town and discussion upon the matter having 
been had and all persons desiring to be heard having been duly heard; and 
 
WHEREAS, this Board has duly reviewed and considered the short Environmental Assessment Form 
submitted in this matter, as well as all other information obtained at the public hearing referred to above; 
and the Board has duly considered the impacts which may reasonably expected to result from the 
proposed action by using the process and criteria set forth in Article 8 of the State Environmental 
Quality Review Act and applicable regulations thereunder ("SEQRA"); 
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NOW, THEREFORE, upon the evidence obtained by the Town Board at said public hearing and 
upon all other information obtained and reviewed by the Board, it is 
 
RESOLVED AND DETERMINED, that the proposed extension of the Chili Consolidated Drainage 
District is not likely to result in the creation of potentially significant adverse environmental impacts and 
therefore, this Town Board does hereby make a Determination of NonSignificance, or a "Negative 
Declaration" (as the same is defined for purposes of SEQRA); and be it further 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
RESOLVED AND DETERMINED, that (a) the petition aforesaid is signed and acknowledged or 
proved as required by law, and it duly complies with the requirements of Section 191 of Town Law as 
to the sufficiency of signers and is otherwise sufficient; (b) all the property and property owners within 
the proposed district extension are benefited thereby; (c) all the property and property owners benefited 
are included within the limits of the of the proposed district extension; (d) it is in the public interest to 
extend the district only if the expenses of the district (except as otherwise provided herein) shall be 
assessed against the entire district, as extended; and (e) it is in the public interest to grant in whole the 
relief requested; and be it further, 
 
RESOLVED AND DETERMINED,  that the extension of the Chili Consolidated Drainage District 
as proposed in said petition be approved; that cost of the formation of the district extension shall be 
paid by the petitioners; and that such district shall be bounded and described as set forth in Schedule A, 
available in the Town Clerk’s Office; and be it further, 
 
RESOLVED AND DETERMINED, that all expenses of the Chili Consolidated Drainage District, 
including this extension and all other extensions heretofore and hereafter created, shall be a charge 
against the entire area of the district, as extended, except as otherwise provided above; and be it further 
 
RESOLVED, that the Town Clerk of this Town shall within ten (10) days after the adoption of this 
resolution file certified copies thereof in duplicate in the office of the State Department of Audit and 
Control at Albany, New York; and be it further 
 
RESOLVED, that the Town Clerk, within ten (10) days of the adoption of this resolution, shall cause 
to be published and posted, as required by law, a notice setting forth an abstract of this resolution, the 
date that it was adopted and a statement that it is subject to a permissive referendum. 
 
      Upon a call of the Roll of the Members of the Town Board of the Town of Chili: 
 

UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
TOWN BOARD DISCUSSION RELATED TO THE FOLLOWING RESOLUTION: 
 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I would just like to say -- 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  We just got this tonight. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Everybody got this new tonight.  One of the reasons you got it new 
tonight is -- Mr. Curley, would you like to answer this or I -- 
          MICHAEL CURLEY:  I'm comfortable answering.  I wasn't prepared to offer a resolution until 
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earlier today.  Yesterday afternoon I received the final aspect.  Playground Equipment currently has a 
special going on that lasts until November 15th.  By taking advantage of this, we can save $16,000 for a 
playground.  If we waited until next Town Board, it would be too late and we would miss that deal, so 
therefore, the resolution. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  That's new information you just learned that -- 
          MICHAEL CURLEY:  Yes.  I was waiting for the quotes to come in and they didn't until 
yesterday afternoon. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  This is the same company that is on the -- that year after year 
end-of-the-year sale? 
          MICHAEL CURLEY:  Yes. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  It is great to take advantage of it.  You will be surprised when you see 
this extension of equipment that we can do. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  I would just in the future request that we're notified a little bit 
more in advance by phone or something. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Actually, he e-mailed you today. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  But the web mail has been giving us fits. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  When you send an e-mail out the -- I wasn't at my desk.  I was 
at meetings from 1:30 on.  I wouldn't have been able to receive it. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Or cell phone. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  If he knew he had the bids out and working towards something 
they do all of the time, he could give us a heads-up.  I just ask for that.  Appreciate it.  That's all. 
 

RESOLUTION #279     RE: Purchase of ADA Playground from NYS Bid 
 
OFFERED BY: Councilman Slattery SECONDED BY: Councilman Schulmerich 
 
BE IT RESOLVED that per the recommendation of Michael Curley, Director of Parks and 
Recreation, that Supervisor Logel be authorized to purchase ADA Playground Equipment from the 
NYS Bid Contract #62098 from Game Time Playgrounds at a cost not to exceed $30,000.00, funding 
is from a Community Development Block Grant. 
 
 UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
TOWN BOARD DISCUSSION RELATED TO THE FOLLOWING RESOLUTION: 
 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  We had left over questions from the last Town Board from the 
abstract. We had to take items off.  Were you able to clear that up and -- 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  The first one especially, I was -- it was a rather new account, as we 
suspected and even now the revenue account is budgeted to have 9,000 in it.  It has 9,000 extra 
dollars, that's good.  It has extra money in it.  That's good.  It is not over budget.  It is revenue.  It was a 
revenue account.  So we held up the refunds to some people who wanted their money, and they have 
been very, very patient, but it was a revenue account.  So it wasn't probably -- you know, we needed 
to get the checks out.  We need to get them out now.  That was the one answer. 
          The unemployment, Dianne (O'Meara), the question on the unemployment account, we didn't 
hold that, though.  I think we passed that one. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  Passed. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  What was the other one we --  
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  General Code. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  We're still holding that. 
          DIANNE O'MEARA:  Not included. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  When is it appropriate to make that payment? 
          DIANNE O'MEARA:  I guess when the Board determines -- maybe with the draft procedure. 
That is my understanding is what held it up. 
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          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  And our lack of disbursing those funds will not prevent 
them from giving us the copy, will it? 
          RICHARD BRONGO:  It may. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I think they're trying to -- very hard to cooperate.  I really do.  In their 
defense. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  I understand that.  The only single reason I'm asking the 
question, I would hate there to be an issue with communication that we're expecting a copy, we have a 
date now, and because we haven't cut the check, their leverage to get the check is to not give us a 
copy.  I can see that happening, so I'm just asking the question, if for some reason it is necessary for us 
to cut the check to get the copy, we need to know that and deal with it somehow. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I don't have the answer. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  If that becomes a hurdle for us, we just need to be talking 
to each other to get it taken care of between now and next Town Board meeting. 
          Am I the only one that feels that way? 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  I agree. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  We could sign -- we could do a vote. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  That is fine. I just don't want to lose more time.  That is 
all. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  We're meeting on November 18th (sic). 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  Okay.  That's fine. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  You mean the 15th?  Otherwise we're coming on a Saturday. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  That is a special meeting we didn't tell you about. 
(Laughter.) 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  Some things never change, Denny (Schulmerich).                  
 

RESOLUTION #280     RE: November 1, 2006 Abstract 
 
OFFERED BY: Councilwoman Ignatowski     SECONDED BY: Councilman Schulmerich 
 
BE IT RESOLVED to pay vouchers 5608-5824 totaling $137,383.68 to be paid from the 
Distribution Account as presented to the Town Board by Richard Brongo, Town Clerk: 
 

General Fund    $  95,302.11 
Highway Fund   $  30,140.60 
H42 Annual 2005-6 Reassessment $       229.58 
Consolidated Drainage  $    1,317.29 
Special Light Districts  $  10,394.10 

TOTAL  $137,383.68 
 
 UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 PUBLIC HEARING 
 
A Public Hearing was held by the Chili Town Board on November 1, 2006 at the Chili Town Hall, 
3333 Chili Avenue, Rochester, New York 14624 at 7:04 p.m. to consider extension of the Chili 
Consolidated Drainage District to serve the Metalico Lyell Acquisition, Inc. property, tax      map no. 
147.020-01-046.000 1511 Scottsville Road property, tax map no. 147.040-01-001.000 1525 
Scottsville Road property. 
 
Attendance as previously noted in the 11/1/06 Chili Town Board meeting minutes. 
 
No one was present to represent Metalico. 
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COMMENTS OR QUESTIONS FROM THE AUDIENCE: None. 
 
The Public Hearing ended at 7:04 p.m. 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 PUBLIC HEARING 
 
A Public Hearing was held by the Chili Town Board on November 1, 2006 at the Chili Town Hall, 
3333 Chili Avenue, Rochester, New York 14624 at 7:05 p.m. to discuss the proposed 2007 Budget. 
 
Attendance as previously noted in the 11/1/06 Chili Town Board meeting minutes. 
 
COMMENTS OR QUESTIONS FROM THE AUDIENCE: 
  
DOROTHY BORGUS, 31 Stuart Road 
          MS. BORGUS:  I noticed that the Town Board salaries, although this is probably appropo to all 
of the salaries for the Town employees, is up 11.6 percent.  That brings each one of the Council 
members’ annual salary up to $14,466.50.  
          Back on December -- in the December meeting of 2005, there was a contract awarded by the 
Board under Resolution 321 to the Burke Group for $10,000.  The purpose of that study was so that 
they could look at Town jobs, Town job descriptions, see what jobs were worth, see which ones were 
overpaid, which ones were underpaid, even things out, see if a job really existed.  Well, so far, nothing 
has happened. 
          I have seen some preliminary results in the Town Clerk's Office which are poor at best. There -- 
the ones I saw were not the same like you would have one job, one style job description. The next job 
would have a different style job description.  I was, um -- it was a very amateurish job, to say the least. 
 I inquired about two months ago as to whether that was the way it was going to be, or is this a work-in 
progress, where does this stand, and I was told that it wasn't done.  This was just a first pass. I do not 
believe all of the job descriptions that were intended to be covered were there even. 
          Well, it's bad enough we don't get anything for our $10,000, but it is another thing when you go 
ahead and give out raises across the board.  We admit, I guess, that we don't know really who is worth 
what or we wouldn't be hiring this study done. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  Supervisor, if I may, she is giving a false impression that 
each of us is getting an 11 percent increase that's not accurate. 
          MS. BORGUS:  I beg to differ. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  Each Town Board member is getting 3 percent. 
          MS. BORGUS: I will clarify my point, Councilwoman.  My point is, I guess, there was a 3.3 
percent across-the-board raise.  
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Three even. 
          MS. BORGUS:  Three even.  I don't know why we continue to give raises when we don't have 
the results of the study that we paid for or arranged to pay for almost a year ago.  That was the purpose 
of this study.  And, you know, we just keep going down this path of giving out more and more, more 
raises without a basis, admitting by our own resolution that we are in the dark.  I resent that.  I think 
there are people in this Town that are being downgraded in their jobs and they don't know if they have a 
job.  Yet we continue to hand money out here across the board, and I don't know why the Town Board 
salaries are that much greater than the rest. 
          But nevertheless, I don't know why we continue to give out raises as though it was Christmas 
when we obviously don't know where we stand.  It is time to call a halt until we get that belated report, 
get something solid and know who gets a raise and who is overpaid now. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  Dorothy (Borgus), could I ask a question?  You just made 
a comment again that the Town Board salaries were so much greater than the rest.  You -- do you have 
numbers?  Because I'm confused.  The increase is 3 percent based on my calculations. 
          MS. BORGUS:  The record I had from the library said it was an increase of 11 point -- 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  The budget as amended from 2006 for all four Council 
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members is $56,180, and proposed budget for 2007 is $57,866. That is a 3 percent raise. 
          MS. BORGUS:  All I know -- I took the 11.6 right off the budget sheets in the library. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  You took it off the library's budget? 
          MS. BORGUS:  No, no, no.  It -- the copy that was in the library, yes. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  If I may, I think where the confusion is is that the 
stenographer is also included in that line item. That -- she just has the one line item.  It is included in with 
the Town Board, and the stenographer was increased because of the anticipated increase in meetings, 
and -- and additional work she is going to have to be doing. So that was not just Council members that 
are inside that line.  It is also the stenographer. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  We'll find out for you now. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  If I could, there is three different -- three different categories on 
that sheet.  Personal service, equipment and contractual.  So -- so -- so in total, for all three, is 11.71. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  You really can't lump in the contractuals. 
          MS. BORGUS:  I can appreciate that. However, I still stand by my point.  Even 3 percent is too 
much.  The whole point in almost a year ago in having this study done was so we weren't in the position 
we're in today and not knowing who is going to get what.  And making it fair. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  That is your opinion, and I respect your opinion, Dorothy 
(Borgus), but I don't think you will find the rest of the people that work for this Town sharing that 
opinion.  I didn't see anything in that resolution saying the reason we hired the Burke Group was 
because we were in the dark.  I want to make that perfectly clear to everyone, this was a company that 
was hired and recommended by their Director of Finance to assist us in analyzing our job structure, our 
salaries, our job descriptions and they seem to be doing a very fine job.  The latest document that we 
were given this past week is quite extensive and seems very thorough.  We're nearly complete. 
          If I can ask Dianne (O'Meara), or Tracy (Logel). 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  We're almost -- 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  We're nearly complete.  It is not something -- it is a process that 
can't be completed overnight.  I think you should know that from your past history. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  And some of that will be confidential that will -- personnel confidential 
information, too. 
          MS. BORGUS:  The comment was made, though when the resolution was past that -- or maybe 
at a later time when I inquired where this study was, that it was going to be ready at the end of June. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  The portion of that study.  That section. 
          MS. BORGUS:  It was pathetic the part I saw.  That was probably in September.  Maybe 
August. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Let's stick to the budget and not analyze -- 
          MS. BORGUS:  My point is how long are we just going to do across-the-board raises when 
people are losing their jobs?  People who have to pay this don't have a job to pay it with or they have a 
lesser job or a lesser salary and they're down-graded .  I just think there has to be a basis instead of just 
handing out money across the board.  That is no way to do things. It isn't the way you do a business.  
You earn a raise.  It is not automatic.  And you don't get inflation factor built into your pay. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Why are you assuming that no one has earned their raises? 
          MS. BORGUS:  Maybe there are some who haven't. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  But you are making an assumption, and I don't think you should go 
that route.  
           MS. BORGUS:  In any cross-section of any business, there is always the good, the bad and the 
so-sos, and that is what raises should be depended upon, not just here is a hand-out because it's time. 
          Now, let's talk about account 1420.4. Attorney contractual.  It went up 14.9 percent to almost 
$140,000.  My point is, that there -- there are either ten attorneys, advisors, some kind of a consultant 
that you lumped into that category, and I think when you get up to having as many specialists as that, 
ten, it's time we took a look at the actions of the Town Board and maybe we wouldn't need so many 
attorneys.  That seems just absolutely ridiculous that we have to have that many people on staff for legal 
and Union advisement.  It -- it's incredible to me. 
          With regard to account 1440, engineer, up to $76,000.  Now, I have advocated for years that 
we do away with outside engineers and do as much as possible in-house.  So I don't have a problem 
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with that going up to $76,000 for engineering.  But let's be sure that as the year goes by, we make sure 
that that is working out as intended, and that we aren't still going to Lu Engineers for people -- for work 
that should be done in-house. 
          The Examining Board of Plumbers, item -- I'm sorry, account 3610.  There is a budget there.  As 
I understand it, we don't even have a board.  And I believe it was printed in the paper, I believe a 
statement by the Supervisor that there really wasn't anything for that board to do.  So if somebody can 
tell me why we're maintaining a budget into the next year, I sure would like to hear it. 
          I see the real property tax revenue is up $361,000, and if those numbers hold true, I don't know 
why we're having any tax increase at all. 
          I also note that under snow removal, which is account 5142.4, on page 6, there is no actual 
number for expenses for 2005.  There is no actual for 2006.  And yet, we're increasing that account by 
21.1 percent and giving that account an increase of $27,000.  I wish somebody could explain why we 
don't have the figures from prior years, as a comparison.  
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Dianne (O'Meara), can you answer that, please?  For some reason, 
page 5142 is out of my budget book, or that account number.  I'm going from 5132 to 5182 for some 
reason. 
          Do you have it? 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  No. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I don't have it either. 
          MS. BORGUS:  5142.4. 
          DIANNE O'MEARA:  The sheet I have here -- yes.  That is in the highway.  Are you looking -- 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Let me go to highway.  I'm sorry.  Okay. 
          DIANNE O'MEARA:  The sheet I have here has breakdowns. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Here it is. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  It's a DA. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Now, what don't you have? 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  I have actual. 
          MS. BORGUS:  In the copy in the library that I looked at, there was no actual for 2005, and 
there was no actual for 2006. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  I have it. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  Actual 491,379.  491,000. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  What line item? 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Personnel services. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  Oh, personnel. 
          MS. BORGUS:  I don't have the actual sheets with me that I wrote on.  Let me just see if I can 
-- 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  Dorothy (Borgus), in the account you were referring to, at the 
top, under account name -- 
          MS. BORGUS:  Let me just find it. 
          5142.4.  If one looks across on that line, there is a budget as modified for 128,000 for 2006.  
There is an actual projected for 2006 of $40,000.  There is a preliminary budget for this year for 
$155,000, with a $27,000 increase, and I don't know what you compare it to.  What do you compare 
it to when you don't have an actual for the prior two years? 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  They are in the summary. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  Summary is not there, but the worksheet is. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Mr. Carr? 
          JOSEPH CARR:  To clarify, we're talking about DA 5142.499. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  Sounds like, because the last two numbers she mentioned 
match that. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  The question was 2005 actual. 
          JOSEPH CARR:  I don't know why that number is not on the sheet.  I can't answer that 
question. 
          DIANNE O'MEARA:  That particular -- that particular account was set up as a miscellaneous 
account to use for transfers as we needed into the road account, the 5110 account.  Um, basically 
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because 5110 you can transfer into, but you cannot transfer out of.  That 499 is not an account from 
which actual expenses are paid out of.  It simply is used as a transfer fund –  
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Okay. 
          DIANNE O'MEARA:  – to help offset the road work and the snow removal. 
          MS. BORGUS:  That may very well be.  Why isn't there a number there for what got taken out 
in the transfer?  You just can't operate with blanks when there are dollars that have been involved. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  So you're suggesting what the budget implies is there was 
no money spent in 2005? 
          MS. BORGUS:  Right. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  In that particular account. 
          MS. BORGUS:  And now we want to increase it by $27,000, and there is no way for me, as a 
taxpayer, or you people, as Council people, to ascertain whether that is a fair figure or not. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Ms. O'Meara, it reads, salt, sand and liquid, all of the things that we 
used -- we transferred money out of that account to pay for those, if I'm looking at the right account. 
          DIANNE O'MEARA:  It's the next line.  It is the next line down. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  499. 
          DIANNE O'MEARA:  That account, or that column, if you would notice, says "actual 2005." 
That's the actual expenditures made out of that account.  Expenditures were not made out of that 
particular line item. 
          MS. BORGUS:  But transfers were. 
          DIANNE O'MEARA:  Transfers were. 
          MS. BORGUS:  Transfers count as a number in accounting.  You move it out.  It doesn't matter 
what it was.  If it is a number and it is moved, there ought to be numbers there.  It doesn't matter why. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  Would that expense show up in a different account, 
because you transferred it into a different account, and that expense then shows up in that account? 
          DIANNE O'MEARA:  Correct. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  If you tried showing that expense in this plus where it 
was spent out of, you would have too much money spent out.  And you would double -- 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  In every account that we transfer out of, you would have that 
multiple. 
          MS. BORGUS:  There has got to be a better way to do this.  If we use an account and just 
forget we used – 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  I don't think any of us are complaining about how it is set up. 
          MS. BORGUS:  Well, this is a public hearing and I am. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  Okay. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  Other than some way of having some sort of 
documentation as to reflect how much was transferred out of that account.  It wouldn't be a budgetary 
item but a -- some sort of narrative indicating X number of dollars were transferred out of this fund on 
this year.  That is the only thing they could do.  It couldn't be inside the budget otherwise it would be 
double accounting for that purpose. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  Aren't we passing resolutions when we transfer?  Would this be 
part of a resolution?  So it is tracked that way. 
          MS. BORGUS:  You will plug that higher number into this account.  
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Because we have to allow for the -- for the increased cost of salt. 
          MS. BORGUS:  Why don't we get it in the proper account in the beginning? 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Because as Dianne (O'Meara) -- I will let Dianne (O'Meara) explain 
it, but it is because we can't transfer out of that account if we have too much in there at the end.  
Correct? 
          DIANNE O'MEARA:  Right. 
          MS. BORGUS:  So in other words, one wants to go low so you can -- 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  We're not going low. We're going high. 
          MS. BORGUS:  No.  Low in the salt account so -- and this is your safety valve. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  What happens if you have a winter you don't require as 
much salt? 
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          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  That is an incorrect statement. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  Dorothy (Borgus), when it comes to snow, I don't think Joe 
Carr, Superintendent of Highways has a crystal ball saying it is going to snow X amount of inches. You 
ask the poor people in Buffalo and Batavia that are dealing with a storm in October, and they get 22 
inches, and so far we have got, you know, a trace.  So when one looks at how much salt will we need 
for the year, nobody can answer that. 
          MS. BORGUS:  No. I realize that. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  That is why the account is important from the aspect that if we 
put money into it, and then we don't use it, we can't transfer it out of there. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  How does that help us? 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  What I hear Dorothy (Borgus) asking, and correct me if I 
am wrong, I think I understand what you're asking for.  You're looking for a better way of 
understanding how a transfer account is used throughout the year.  So that if there is money in there and 
it transferred throughout the year, you know -- you know the flow.  As opposed to -- am I close? 
          MS. BORGUS:  What I object to seeing is an account that had money put in, because we're 
going to put more in, the same account, and am I to assume that every time -- you put in 2005, and 
2006 was moved out and zeroed the account out? 
          DIANNE O'MEARA:  Correct. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  I think that is correct, right. 
          RICHARD STOWE:  Affirmative response. 
          DIANNE O'MEARA:  2005 it was. 
          MS. BORGUS:  And 2006, when we didn't have a snow to speak of -- 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  Are you showing zero amount in 2006? 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Mr. Carr, would you explain, please? 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  We're -- 
          JOSEPH CARR:  The reason that -- the 2005 column is blank is because in 2005, we did 
transfer all of the money out, which wound up here showing as a zero.  And as I recall, and I would 
have to check, it was $100,000.  We did a lot of transfers to pay for bills. 
          We have, and this Board would remember, we have been using this method for the 12 years that 
I have been here, as we have been increasing this as inflationary pressures have come out.  We use this 
for a couple of reasons.  Dianne (O'Meara) says, we have the flexibility to transfer into either snow or to 
the road.  And we specifically established labor accounts for road work a little bit lower and put more 
into this account. 
          And then we make some judgments as we go through it.  If we had huge expenses for snow, we 
have had to transfer from this account, and I can't transfer as much from the road account.  If we had a 
light winter, then I have that flexibility.  This gives us the flexibility.  We have always used this.  We want 
to increase it. Whether we're going to spend all of it or not, you cannot predict because it is basically 
affected by the snow.  But it is the safety valve. Contingency, what is really what it is called.  It is good 
practice to do it this way. 
          MS. BORGUS:  Where did the money go when we didn't have any snow if the account shows 
zero for 2006?  
          JOSEPH CARR:  I thought we were referring to 2005. 
          MS. BORGUS:  And 2006.  Zero shows up in 2006, as well. 
          JOSEPH CARR:  No.  Not on my sheet. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  Not on my sheet. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  We're showing 135,000 in 2006. 
          MS. BORGUS:  Well, maybe this is a different version than the one in the library. How could 
that be? 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  I have no idea. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  Well, okay. 
          MS. BORGUS:  I'm assuming the current one is the one in the library.  Maybe Mr. Brongo can 
clear that up. 
          RICHARD BRONGO:  The most up-to-date one I have. 
          MS. BORGUS:  I looked at it yesterday. 
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          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  It's on page 6. 
          MS. BORGUS:  Actual – well, we won't belabor, but maybe there is something we can look at.  
There has to be a better way to look at it.  
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  Dorothy (Borgus), if I could back up to one of your 
other questions on the Plumbing Board that you didn't really get an answer on, and I guess, Supervisor, 
I was going to be looking to maybe have an answer on that, as well.  I know I received phone calls 
from several Plumbing Board members who were upset saying they do do quite a bit. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  There are only two -- there are three.  We have one retiree.  We're 
running the ad.  We have an article in the paper for someone to join the Plumbing Board.  That is why 
the money is in there.  That is why her statement is incorrect. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  I just wanted clarification. 
          MS. BORGUS:  Has that changed since -- the statement was the Board didn't do anything and 
we didn't need it. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I made that statement.  I said it is "being looked into," quote/unquote, 
"being looked into" as -- as most towns -- no town except Chili has a Plumbing Board.  We need to 
look into whether we need one or not.  That is exactly what I said, and I have not changed that at all.  
That is verbatim what I said.  And we're the only town with one, and we need to look at whether we 
need to have one or not. 
          MS. BORGUS:  So you're budgeting for it under the assumption -- 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Because -- because it is about $1,000, if I recall. 
          MS. BORGUS:  It is not a big amount of money, but it was just a flap at the time. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Right.  Now we have two Board members.  The Board still exists here 
in Chili.  Okay.  We're looking for a third member. That doesn't mean we can't reevaluate whether or 
not whether we need it this year or next year. But meanwhile, we're looking for another member. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  Dorothy (Borgus), I did also receive some phone calls from a 
member of the Plumbing Board after the comments were made at that Town Board meeting as seen on 
TV.  One of the statements they made to us is we're in the process of redoing our code book, and they 
help us a great deal on some of the plumbing codes and things that are in that book.  So there is a need 
for a Plumbing Board based on the conversations I have had with some of the Plumbing Board 
members.  It is not a very large budget item. 
          MS. BORGUS:  No.  But it is the point. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  They do provide a great service for the Town.  And it also 
allows us to have exams for the plumbing license done here in Chili.  We're able to offer that here.  It is 
not done in a lot of locations.  So that does provide something for people on this side of Town. 
          MS. BORGUS:  Did the members of that Board resign? 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  No.  Not to my knowledge. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  One -- the only member that resigned resigned because of illness. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  Had health reasons. 
          MS. BORGUS:  Have you one left or two? 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Two. 
          MS. BORGUS:  Okay.  Now, the thing I would like to mention, I mentioned before, and that is 
the fact that the Fire Department never presents a back-up, at least for the public    
consumption of their budget.  And, for instance, the Chili Fire Department kind of sends a letter and 
says, "This is what we need."  There -- there is no back-up at all for any of these figures.  I am looking 
at labor, 282,945.  No explanation who is getting hired.  Um, there -- there are worksheets that go with 
the Town budget.  It breaks down how you came to the number that appears on the sheets that were 
handed out tonight.  For somebody who digs into this budget and does a thorough job, that really 
explains a lot. 
          But with the Fire Department we hand out this money, and we really don't have any -- any -- any 
reason, any rationale, and I had brought this up once before, and I thought at the time that Fire 
Department, in my conversations with one of the Chiefs after the meeting, was that they were going to 
consider providing some information before they asked for millions of dollars again, and I don't see it.  
Unless it has not been provided for this public hearing. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I have some Fire Chiefs in the audience if anyone would like to    
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comment. 
          BILL ARNOLD:  I believe last year the question was there was nothing other than the 
submission of a figure.  I believe we have gone -- that is the response. 
          MS. BORGUS:  Um, I see -- I see Chili Fire Department's sheet in here.  I don't see the one 
from the other fire departments. 
          Clifton.  Actually, I think those were in the -- in the copy -- I know that some of them were in the 
copy in the library. That is why I am wondering how many copies of this there are and how they vary. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  It's -- the only one -- I can't answer that question.  Mrs. O'Meara? 
          DIANNE O'MEARA:  It is included -- the information that the Fire Department provided, I 
believe it was last week, is included in the handouts that are there by -- 
          MS. BORGUS:  No.  I just picked one up. 
          There is no detail there as to how you come to, you know, a million -- well, almost a million three 
in income, and, you know, 506,000 in ambulance income, and -- you know.  This is not satisfactory.  
This is a big ticket item. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Excuse me, a second. Is that one in the page you have there, the cop 
-- because I don't have anything except Chili in mine.  I don't have the Gates. 
          DIANNE O'MEARA:  Gates (indicating). 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  On the front. 
          DIANNE O'MEARA:  No.  It is about halfway through. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I wonder if it didn't get copied. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  Gates came under separate cover, I believe.  Gates-Chili. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Yes, it did. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  And Clifton.  They come separate. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  They're separate. 
          MS. BORGUS:  Well, I think in view of the fact this is a public hearing, that material then, if it -- 
if there is more, should have been in this packet.  We're -- we're talking about -- we're talking about fire 
–  
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  What is after -- 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  Fire Department. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  One page, right. Ambulance and Chili Fire.  She is talking about 
Clifton and Gates. 
          MS. BORGUS:  And Scottsville. 
          We're talking about, you know, a million and a half dollars plus.  And here we have a public 
hearing, and there is no information available for the taxpayer as to what this covers. 
          CHRIS FISH:  Beg to clarify.  It does cover it in -- in detail. 
          MS. BORGUS:  Not when 700 and some thousand dollars is lumped together with no 
information.  That is not detail. 
          CHRIS FISH:  We have a line item breakdown as to what our expenses are. 
          MS. BORGUS:  The way the Town does it, as you all know, there is a sheet that is attached that 
explains how you arrived at the total, what is included.  This is nothing but just here are the numbers.  
And I think it is time that stopped.  I thought that had been decided that --    
you know, we were going to ask for a little more detail before we handed over a million and a half 
dollars of the taxpayers' money.  And I think another year it should be there.  If you let it go this time, 
you got to bear in mind that you're not conforming with Freedom of Information Law, and it's got to 
stop. 
          Another time they have to -- they have to say who they're paying.  That is a lot of money for 
labor when you don't even know who they're paying.  Three-quarters of a million dollars for labor and 
you don't know to who. 
          And the other thing I would like to address is the machinery purchases for the Highway 
Department and, I believe, the Recreation Department.  Again, that is over a half million dollars.  And I 
understand that there is some need for replacement.  I mean that is a given.  In any business, in any firm, 
whatever, you have to allow for that. 
          But year in and year out, you think one more year of this and we're going to have enough stuff to 
run the Town and to keep the roads repaired and keep the snow plowed, and every year    
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it is another laundry list of, you know, 515, $520,000 again. 
          I think it is time this Board looked at maybe making some of this stuff do a little bit when we have 
so many taxpayers out of work and taking lesser pay and struggling to make ends meet.  We don't have 
to have the newest and the best and the shiniest.  If we can get by with what we have, put a few repairs 
into it, I think a little rust on a machine will not affect its operation. 
          And I don't think that you can continue to spend money like this year in and year out without any 
kind of a break.  Thank you. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  Dorothy (Borgus), one comment.  You had mentioned 
whether there was a different budget in the library versus what I have.  I believe I have the same one 
you do.  I was looking at the line item issue from my book.  So I think we're in agreement. 
          MS. BORGUS:  Okay.  Thank you. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  In answer to that last comment about equipment, we have a 
replacement policy, you have a plan, Joe (Carr), that is all laid out, and each year the cost is spread out. 
 Would you like to make further comment on that? 
          JOSEPH CARR:  Well, I do.  As I have shared with the Board a few times, my long-range 
projection for that equipment -- we own, you know, over 50 pieces of equipment, the trucks, 
construction vehicles.  We have a replacement plan.  Some of them are on like a seven-year cycle.  
Some are on a 12-year cycle.  It depends on the type of vehicle. 
          We talked here in this room about last year we sold a piece that was 18 years old and one was 
22 years old.  Every one is different.  I would only caution the Board, though, not letting our fleet get 
too old to the point where its cost to maintain gets, in my opinion, too high.  It is difficult to obtain parts. 
 Or to put ourselves in a position where we delay and delay and one year we have to, you know, 
borrow a ton of money to catch up. 
          We have taken this specific issue very seriously.  We have looked at our -- we have done our 
planning to spread these replacement costs out at a reasonable -- at a reasonable fashion.  I think it is 
something that we have worked hard at, and we have been careful with, and we set out a plan that 
doesn't upset the balance of the budget. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I just don't think we're given to throwing out equipment that is good 
equipment that we can still use.  It is not our policy to get rid of it.  When it is 18 and 22 years old, I 
think that you're justified in replacing it and it definitely needs to be replaced at that point because getting 
parts are difficult. 
          MS. BORGUS:  Supervisor, if I could just add to my comments, I don't think we're looking at 
the same kind of a vehicle that most people in this audience would be accustomed to thinking about.  
This isn't a three-year, four-year-throw-away car.  This is expensive, heavy duty highway equipment 
that by its very manufacture and design is meant to last many, many, many years. 
          And yes, nobody wants their equipment to be old and unreliable, but how can we continue   to 
spend this every year?  That's my point.  It isn't that we have -- we need to replace this year and next 
year we'll get a little breather.  The next year we're back with another half a million. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I think the point here is that he just stated that he has spread it out over 
the years so that it is a continuous equal amount of money. 
          MS. BORGUS:  So you're saying we're going to be stuck with a half million every year for this?  
That would be a horrible thought. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  If I can put a different spin on this, or shed a different light on 
this, I thought that the Town was being very prudent in their spending in this, because we pay for it.  We 
don't bond for it.  We don't borrow for it.  We pay for it.  And we buy these pieces of equipment on the 
State bid, often much, much cheaper than you or I could go to a car dealer for and buy a car that we 
only plan to keep for three to five years.  Me, I run mine until it won't run any more. 
          I think Joe (Carr) has done a combination of both.  He uses this equipment until    
they just can't fix it any more.  I think a testament to that is the equipment that we traded in last year that 
was well over 20 years.  We're exactly doing what you said.  But by having a proper replacement plan 
that -- that he seems to be managing quite well and keeps us very well informed by that plan, it sounds 
like we're being judicious in our spending for capital for the Town. 
          MS. BORGUS:  I challenge you to go to any other town then and look at the equipment. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  I'm not worried about their towns and their equipment.  I worry 
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about Chili and how we do it here. 
          MS. BORGUS:  Our trucks are the newest, the shiniest -- 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  No, they're not. And I -- I just want to say that last year I heard 
the same comment. 
          MS. BORGUS:  That is right.  You will hear it again next year. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Let's not get into -- 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  I don't want to argue with you, Dorothy (Borgus).  I don't intend 
to go -- we take a lot of pride in the equipment that the Highway Department uses, and much offense 
was taken to the comment that a little rust was okay, because the first thing that would happen if we let 
our equipment go like that, would be we wouldn't be able to keep it for 20 years.  So I don't feel that -- 
that they keep the equipment rusty.  I think they take good care of it. 
          MS. BORGUS:  The think the 20 and 22 year figures bandied about was an exception.  I don't 
think that is the rule. 
  
BERNICE WILCOX, Stuart Road 
          MRS. WILCOX:  I agree with Dorothy (Borgus).  I'm going to sit here if I may. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  That's okay.  Thank you. 
          MRS. WILCOX:  I don't believe that the Town Council is deserving of a raise.  I think they 
should get a deduction, from what I am hearing, and my hot line is still working, by the way.  Um, I -- I 
just think that things are way out of hand up here.  And I would like to qualify my statement. 
          I believe Mr. Slattery had a five-year Recreation and Parks Master Plan, and I haven't seen 
much come of that, and now we're into another five-year plan. 
          And I also had a call about paintings in the library display case that were for sale.  Are we 
allowing residents to sell their wares in the library? 
          And as for Mrs. Ignatowski, we have been languishing with the Open Space Index Update for 
several years now, and I haven't heard much about it at all, whether it's even being worked on. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  It is.  The Conservation Board needs additional 
assistance, and I believe they also have something in the budget to try to help them with that.  You 
haven't been to the Conservation Board meetings or to Town Board meetings as of late to get updates. 
          MRS. WILCOX:  How much longer does everyone think it is going to take? 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  That I can't tell you.  I'm liaison.  I'm not the 
Conservation Board.  You would have to ask that of the Conservation Board. 
          MRS. WILCOX:  And you are also on -- the Drainage liaison. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  Uh-huh. 
          MRS. WILCOX:  And are you aware that improvements are being made in the backyards of 
private property? 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  This is a public forum on the budget. 
          MRS. WILCOX:  I'm trying to qualify my statement as to why I do not think any of you deserve 
a raise. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  If I may then, I spend at least four hours a day, if not 
more, on Town stuff.  You decide how much that is per hour then out of the year.  There's days it's a 
full-time job.  Yes, there may be jobs it is only an hour, but I can tell you this is a tremendous amount of 
work.  Never having done this job, you wouldn't know. 
          MRS. WILCOX:  There are a number of people in this Town that spend a lot of time, Mrs. 
Ignatowski, that do not get paid at all. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Okay.  We're bordering on being off the budget here. 
          MRS. WILCOX:  Now, also, Mrs. Sperr, I understand, has not been attending Traffic Safety 
meetings.  She had missed four consecutive meetings, and I don't think she has made -- 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  I think I was in the hospital for the first one, at a funeral for 
another one, out of town at a conference.  But my role as liaison is to bring back the information from 
the Traffic Safety Board to make sure that the rest of the Town Board is aware of what is happening.  I 
have people on that Board that are very well informed, and I am in constant touch with them. 
          Joe Carr attends all of those meetings. Fred Trott is the Chair, and I think I have done a very 
good job bringing that information back to the Board.  That is my role  I don't run those meetings. 
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          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I don't -- 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  That is not what we're here for.  This is not what we're here for. 
This is getting way off, Mrs. Wilcox.  Could you please --  
          MRS. WILCOX:  I'm trying to qualify why I don't think -- 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  It sounds like an attack to me, Bea (Wilcox). 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Yes.  It's personal here.  Let's go back to the budget. 
          MRS. WILCOX:  All right. 
          By the way, I think Mr. Brongo did a service and probably deserves his raise, because he 
updated that zoning map.  That's a good help to the residents. 
          RICHARD BRONGO:  Thank you. 
          MRS. WILCOX:  Somebody that did something. 
          I would like to know on the unexpended balance for the end of the year, do you have any idea 
what percentage that is of the total budget? 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Mrs. O'Meara? 
          MRS. WILCOX:  Anybody know that? 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  We haven't gotten to the end of the year yet. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  We have -- 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  We have too much yet.  
          DIANNE O'MEARA:  About 10 percent. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  About 10 percent. 
          MRS. WILCOX:  10 percent? 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Uh-huh. 
          MRS. WILCOX:  All right.  Thank you. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  I had an opportunity to meet with Dianne (O'Meara) to go over 
some of my questions with her today, and I got -- this is the reply from my questions -- 
          DIANNE O'MEARA:  Yes. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  -- that I received tonight. 
          There is some confusion, I guess, in regards to some of the figures that were in here. Looking at 
the budget, one thing I actually -- I want to ask, and I want to make it clear, for next year's budget, I 
would like to see the actuals for 2005 and -- and 2006 this year, we -- there has been some -- there is 
a change in the cost of living and the merit increase, that formula, which I think contributed to some of 
the confusion that I had reviewing the budget, because our formula has changed. 
          What I would like to see in the budget is actuals, what -- what we proposed in the beginning of 
the year, and then what -- if it changed, I would like to see that amended figure in the budget, because 
going through here, there are a number of occasions where the information didn't match when you do 
the math.  And by working with Dianne (O'Meara), we have clarified some of that. 
          I have some questions, I guess in regards to -- the first one would be, as mentioned earlier, under 
the Town Board account, with the stenographer.  The -- the number of meetings, I guess -- what I was 
looking for, what is the proposed number of meetings that you're going to request for next year, 
Supervisor?  I mean, because looking at these figures, it's hard to figure out what salary that is going to 
be paid. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Right.  Dianne (O'Meara) and I -- all we did was look at if we 
increase -- if we decide, as a Board, to go back to the two meetings a month, when we -- what we 
looked at was the months that -- the year before, when we did two meetings most of the months, but 
some of the months we didn't, we took exactly the same number of meetings we had in 2005 -- or four 
-- yes, five.  And we figured it on that. That is basically what we did. 
          Same number of meetings that we had before.  I think that we used to meet once in February, 
once in April, twice in May, twice in June, once in July -- it was exactly whatever -- whatever -- 
whatever the schedule was prior to this year.  And just projected based on that. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  Okay. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  Can -- you following up on that stenographer, still -- 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  Yes.  The sheet that we originally received had 16 meetings.  
On the revised sheet that we received didn't have any meetings.  And there was over a $5,000 increase 
on that line, so it is just trying to figure out -- doing the math on what we're spending.  It wasn't clear. 
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          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Okay.  Did Dianne (O'Meara) give you the math on that? 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  No.  Because she wasn't quite sure how many meetings. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  We have to schedule the number of meetings for the year.  I based it 
simply on the year before.  To return to that schedule.  That is all I based it on. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  Michael (Slattery), I -- I asked this question as well in 
an e-mail.  I sent all my questions via e-mail. Dianne (O'Meara) answered that back.  Did you have an 
opportunity to read what the response was back to that? 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  I met with her today.  The Supervisor -- it's the Supervisor's 
budget.  I'm asking the Supervisor how many meetings. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I intend to return to exactly what we had before, which was the policy 
prior to -- is what I would like to ask to do. You -- you know you have to vote on whether one wants 
to do that. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  At the organizational -- 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Right.  That is what I proposed it on, based on 16 meetings we had 
the year before and before that.  2004/2005.  This was an experiment.  
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  Can I ask a follow-up question to that?  And take this a little 
further.  The stenographer's pay rate for the Planning Board, the Zoning Board and the Town Board are 
each different, and it doesn't seem to make a whole lot of sense to me if my numbers are correct.  I 
might be -- correct me if I am wrong, that the Town Board is the least of those -- of those meetings, 
and since we have asked and passed a resolution to have the meeting fully transcribed, moving forward 
here, it doesn't make sense to me that the rates for the stenographer vary across those meetings.  
Wouldn't it be a simpler accounting method if you're talking a dollar between the Planning and Zoning to 
make them the same?  Is my math incorrect? 
          DIANNE O'MEARA:  We can do that. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  We can do that. 
          DIANNE O'MEARA:  We can do that. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  The way she has it set up in the computer is her system, her budgeting 
system in the computer, and -- so I don't know how she -- how that can be done. 
          DIANNE O'MEARA:  We can revise it to do it that way. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  I had a question, while he is looking through his stuff. 
          One thing I didn't have included in my e-mail questions was further clarification on the $35,000 
for the engineer plan review, and I was wondering if I could maybe have a better understanding as to 
what, Jeron (Rogers), you're looking at doing with that.  Is that your plan review?  Or -- I know you're 
saying you're looking to charge for it, so it is going to be an overall zero impact on the budget, but this is 
not something we have done in the past. 
          How much is this going to be additional to people coming into the Town, and how are you 
capturing this? 
          JERON ROGERS:  We're looking at charging for the plan review, okay, passing this along to the 
developers.  There would be a fee for looking at certain plans. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  Is this your reviewing the plans? 
          JERON ROGERS:  I would be looking at some, and some would be with consultants,    
depending on the scope of the project. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  Do you have any detail as to what that charge is going 
to be? Is that a flat charge?  Or is it based per hour? 
          JERON ROGERS:  It's just an hourly rate.  The figure is not a definite figure.  I don't have a 
definite figure in mind right now, but -- but it would be an hourly rate to review the plans. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  And would this additional fee have to be passed by the 
Town Board by some sort of resolution, how we did with the building fees, or would there be 
discussion surrounding that? 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  It would have to be if we're going to charge anything like that.  It's 
going to have to be. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  I guess we'll wait on the discussion first that comes 
forward. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  Follow up on that, however. 
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          My understanding, based on reviewing the budget is that ends up being a net neutral $35,000 
shown as both revenue and expense.  So it has no impact as an expense. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  I guess in regards to the sheet that I -- I met with Dianne 
(O'Meara) today, as I mentioned, and one of the comments was some of the salaries.  Looking at that 
sheet, Dianne (O'Meara) responded with a -- some answers today.  I would go to the court, and the 
salaries on this sheet that you just presented to me are lower than the budget as amended for 2006. 
          DIANNE O'MEARA:  The actual. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  For 2006, they're lower than 2006.  Not 2007.  If they're lower 
than what you -- what you gave us on the sheet, budgeted as amended, 2006. 
          DIANNE O'MEARA:  The actual salaries are lower than what was planned for the budget for 
2006. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  I guess that is where my concern is, and that is why I asked last 
year for actuals for 2005, and this way, now when it comes time to review -- granted we used the new 
formula, but I still would have been able to figure that out.  With the information that was provided to 
me, the information is not accurate here.  And that is why I -- that is why I am cautious. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I agree.  I have -- I am not doing -- I am not doing the budget.  
Dianne (O'Meara) is doing it on her computer.  That is where the program is.  She will have to answer 
that question for you.  I can't answer that question. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  It's not so much a program.  Basically it's -- you're talking a 
number, salary, getting a 3 percent increase. That is simple math. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  But what -- but what is the problem with the way it is showing up.  If it 
is not showing up correctly, I'm sorry. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  That is right.  It is not showing up correctly. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  When I look at the computer screen, I will see just exactly this, the 
way it is.  I have to ask the Finance Director how and why -- what I am asking to change –  can we 
change it so we can see actuals?  I mean -- I don't know the program, the budget program that we got. 
 Maybe we need a different software package. 
          DIANNE O'MEARA:  In some instances it would be possible to show actual, but there are 
going to be several instances where the time involved, it is just going to be almost impossible. 
          For instance, if you're looking at the Highway area, or if you're looking at -- there are some areas 
where the substitutes are involved and there is a number of substitutes that are involved.  The reception 
area, for instance -- it would be a very time-consuming, um -- um, particular job.  I -- I would think it 
would be -- maybe just as beneficial on your part and maybe a little bit easier if I provided you a chart 
of what each employee was actually -- the actual salaries that were set, for instance, for 2006/2007, 
and then that would give you a cross-reference that way. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  Well, Dianne (O'Meara), you actually are providing us with 
information and you, Supervisor, your budget, that you are giving us has figures for 2006.  You're giving 
us proposed figures for 2007.  And then you give me a third sheet today, and these figures that you give 
me today don't even match what is on this -- what is on the proposed budget sheet.  So I guess I'm 
concerned. 
          DIANNE O'MEARA:  No, no, no.  That's -- no.  What I gave you today, I showed you what 
was actually paid in 2006, and that the proposed 2007 budget would correlate with the appropriate 
increase based on the Union contract or based on the planned increases. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  And that is what I asked for last year for this year, what was 
actually paid. 
          DIANNE O'MEARA:  Right. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  I don't -- I did not receive that, and now for me to come up to 
-- to understand it as well as you do, to get to that point, I didn't have those figures to make that 
comparison. 
          Do you follow? 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I know exactly what you're saying.  That is why I am asking the 
question, if we had a different software package or if there was an additional package that would   be 
put on that would allow us to pull it up the way you're talking about.  I -- 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  An example – 
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          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I didn't buy the finance package.  I think that is the package we have 
had for a while. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  An example would be there is a secretarial position that is -- 
there is a rate on the sheet, and then for 2006, the proposed for 2007 is, you know, about $3,000 less. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I need to know what account you're looking at. You're looking at 
page? 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  I'm using this as an example. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Which one is it? 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  Account number 1220. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Okay. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  So looking at the budget as amended for 2006, and trying to 
figure out what was the increase for 2007. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I see what you're talking about.  I know that -- I know why that -- 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  I understand why it is there.  We -- we -- that is why I think 
they need to have the clarification on what was -- what was approved and then if it was amended, the 
amended amount.  Which we did amend.  Because personnel changed. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Right. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  So the salaries -- 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  But that shows -- I know what you're saying.  Okay.  You would 
almost have to discuss that in Executive Session, but yes. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  Well -- 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Anything else? 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  That was the example. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  No.  I agree with you 100 percent. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  Mine was an example, and you wanted to look at specifics. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I have to run and ask -- I have asked the same question on this current 
package, the way of presenting the budget.  We all have to ask the same questions. That is why I keep 
asking, is there a way -- it is very difficult, because that was what was in the budget, and she is right, 
Dianne (O'Meara) is right that was the amount put in the budget for 2006.  Then a change happened 
during the year.  So your 2007 shows your change. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  Where did the change come from? 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  In that case you know where the change came from. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  Yes.  But the figures, now you have to go back and look for 
Town Board resolution, what we hired at. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  You have to go back to the 1st of the year, the organizational. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  Not necessarily. Because if they're hired after that – 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  By the resolution the -- 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  That is why I am asking for the information on the sheets, you 
know. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  I actually referred to the Burke Group information that we have 
got to help.  When one looks at the salaries, I think my basic underlying question, as I looked through 
this all, and it is explained very nicely in the information Dianne (O'Meara) gave us today, the formula 
used for the salaries.  The contract for the Union.  So there is a pattern for that. 
          I want to know if anyone is given more than the 5 percent Union contract raise.  If anyone is 
proposed more than the 5 percent and the 3 percent.  That is my basic question to start from.  Did 
everyone get that 3 percent raise proposed, and did you propose anyone to have their salary increased 
higher than what is -- than what is assumed? 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  No. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  So that is why -- that is what we're double checking when we 
look through.  That is one of things I look for. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I'm not sneaking any extra money into anybody's payroll.  Believe me. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  We're not saying you, we're not saying Dianne (O'Meara) is. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  This has nothing to do with sneaking.  This has nothing to do 
with sneaking. 
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          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  But mistakes can be made. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  We're trying to check it.  If someone is proposed to have higher 
than that, I would be in the same camp as Dorothy (Borgus) would be in and I would want to know 
why is that employee being proposed at a higher rate. It has happened.  It happened last year.  Rather 
than having to feel like we have to check every individual salary, which you know we are doing, we 
would like to know in -- 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  What format could we do that in, Dianne (O'Meara) that would show 
that?  Would you have to take every single person and make a complete separate program for them, 
this is what they're being paid?  Would you have to do that?  Because if one wanted to do it by people, 
you would have to do it by person.  Not under this budgeting set-up that we have got. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  Based on the information sheets you have provided, as back-up, 
to your line items that you proposed on your budget, it seems very simple to me.  We have payroll 
people that know exactly what everyone makes.  So we know what the actual is.  It's easier to tell what 
you're proposing and based on those formulas what you plan. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  We can add the actual to the summary sheets.  That would be the only 
time you could do that.  We would have to show what raises -- but then again, it is not going to be 100 
percent, because if you have someone whose -- 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  Anniversary. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  -- anniversary date is November or December, it would come up 
different. 
          Joe (Carr), you're shaking your head. 
          JOSEPH CARR:  I'm agreeing with you. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  It is never going to be a -- you will not have dime and dime 
comparisons. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  No.  But when you have somebody who is at the top of the 
bracket and basically they will get the 3 percent -- 
          JOSEPH CARR:  Could I make a comment?  
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  You certainly can, Joe (Carr). 
          JOSEPH CARR:  I think the worksheet that you're looking at is not the place to put that kind of 
detailed information. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  Right. 
          JOSEPH CARR:  I think -- I understand your question, and I think that has to be on a different 
piece of paper.  In a chart, or a graph, or formula or just written down.  Because anniversary dates fall 
throughout the year.  In order to identify those changes you're looking for, it has to be on a separate 
worksheet.  Then we take the estimated expense for the calendar year.  That is what goes on this -- this 
budget worksheet.  They're two different things that need to be on two different pieces of paper. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  I will give you another example where there was over a 14 
percent increase in a salary because the -- they were hired at a certain amount, but it wasn't on our 
worksheet.  It wasn't on our sheet.  We knew because of Town Board resolution, but the general public 
looking at this would see that and be very concerned, as I was, when I first saw it.  And then doing a 
little research, I found all of the information.  So just looking for this to be accurate, to help -- to help 
me when I go through this. 
          I guess I -- one more -- another question I have.  Are -- are there any proposed new titles or 
jobs in the 2007 budget that you -- that you're anticipating? 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  That -- 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  Hires.  Any hires? 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  That are not in the budget? 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  Yes.  Are we looking to do -- 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  The money is in there for -- 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  Okay.  If anybody else has a question, go ahead.  Some of my 
questions were answered earlier. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  As indicated, I did most of my questions with Dianne 
(O'Meara) in a separate e-mail.  
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  Yes.  Couple comments.  Um, with this being my first 
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budget cycle, compared to other budgets I have reviewed, I understand the approach that -- at least I 
believe I understand the approach used in my conversations with Dianne (O'Meara), and the budget as 
prepared and presented is clear to me based on the explanations she gave. 
          I would say, however, that when you start trying to look at this budget in the way it is prepared 
from the perspective of what happens when there is an amendment during the year, what happens when 
you're considering transfers, um, understanding the year-on-year charge versus the anticipated spend, 
and then the movement of people, whether they be new hires or positions eliminated, it -- it just is very 
difficult to try to track the dollars and figure individual percentages.  We have -- we have the luxury of 
having the line items and being able to ask individual questions. 
          In every case when I went to ask Dianne (O'Meara), I got responses and the responses made 
sense.  But I have to confess, that, you know, the format is difficult to interpret line by line, and I don't 
know -- I guess I'm agreeing with what Joe (Carr) said.  It is difficult to look at individual salaries and 
understand based on the numbers without having the additional dialogue. 
          With that said, I did have one question on account 1010, that was personal services, salary 
related that was taken care of. 
          I had two questions on 1110, contractual.  They were dealt with. 
          I had two questions on 1220, one personal services, salary and one contractual that was dealt 
with. 
          I had one question on A1330 personal services, salary dealt with. 
          I had one question on 1355 personal services, salary that was dealt with. 
          One question on A1420 contractual services that was dealt with. 
          I had three questions on 1440, two personal services, one contractual services that were dealt 
with. 
          Two questions on A1620.  One was dealt with, contractual services, and one which I would like 
a little more discussion on.  Cleaning and maintenance, personal service, A1620.  And from 2005 
through 2008, I see expenses going from 33 to 40 to $48,000, and I'm just trying to understand what 
would motivate cleaning and maintenance to increase by that much.  I don't know if it is the age of the 
building, or more facilities or what the thinking is. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Mr. Carr, can you answer the cleaning? 
          JOSEPH CARR:  In reviewing that effort, over the last couple of years -- I think you know what 
that effort is.  The efforts in all of the buildings, I have not been allotting enough dollars for all of the 
things that we have been doing.  So yes, it is a significant change if one looks at percentage, but it is 
really catching up, making it more realistic.  That's why it is being changed.  So really that is -- that 
matches more closely that specific effort that we're doing. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  Okay.  Thank you. 
          And I had a question on 18 -- 3410 personal services, salary which was dealt with. 
          I had a question on A5010 personal services, salary dealt with. 
          And I had question, A8989 contract services, and I will ask that here.  We have removed the 
Educable franchise fee of $11,200, and from what I understand, we believe we do not need to pay that. 
 I just want to confirm that is the case. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  I hadn't heard a follow-up.  He -- 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Everything we have found out so far from the FCC and State of New 
York, no, we do not have to.  That is paid for by Time-Warner cable.  So the contract came in the mail 
today, and I am looking into that, but as I understand it, Time-Warner cable is already under obligation 
and is paying that contribution to public access, and according to every -- all of the research that Chris 
(Levey) has done, and I had him research this extensively, that -- the FCC and State of New York are 
saying no.  So we need to -- you know.  
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR: So are we entitled to a refund? 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I would love -- I would love to have a refund, but hay.  You know. 
You signed your contract.  I didn't.  But there was a contract signed three years ago.  So I don't think 
you will get it back when you signed a contract. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  Okay.  Three questions on A9950 contractual services, 
and those were resolved. 
          And then I had one general question that -- I'm trying to understand, and just because of the 
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complexity of the line items in the budget, we believe that we were going to accrue some savings in 
conjunction with hiring an engineer that would enable us to reduce some of the fees that we pay to 
contracted engineering.  What is -- what is our expected savings and -- in 2007 as a consequence of 
having a hired position? 
          JERON ROGERS:  It is my understanding that with Lu Engineers, we'll be reducing their 
contract work roughly about 50 percent. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  Roughly 50 percent. 
          JERON ROGERS:  Correct. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  Okay.  Thank you.  I -- I appreciate that. 
          That's all I have. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  Okay.  I did have a couple of questions. 
          At one of our previous Town Board meetings, um, Councilman Slattery had mentioned in a 
discussion with Recreation that he would like to see, and I agree with his position, to see -- so I will 
direct this mostly to Mr. Curley -- he would like to see more programs geared towards the older youth, 
and it seems like we have a -- many programs for the younger kids, but as they get a little older, we 
don't have that money.  I don't know if it is warranted.  It's not my area of expertise, but should we be 
able to provide those additional programs, is there any money in your budget to be able to accomplish 
that? 
          MR. CURLEY:  There is.  We have miscellaneous programs that might come out of -- if I could 
back up and answer partially why we have double on the programs.  The way we have been able to 
market our recreation programs is how -- we distribute flyers through the elementary.  The middle 
schools and highway schools won't -- we can distribute the flyers there, but they put them in the office 
and make an announcement and they never get directed.  So obviously we have a problem of marketing 
to the teens. 
          In this budget, we have direct mailing brochures.  If that goes through, then we can now start to 
have the teen programming which we'll be able to reach that target audience. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  Okay.  That leads me to another question. 
          You mentioned it, the direct mailer.  In the past, we -- we had a Town newsletter, and we were 
able to put information from the library, information from the seniors, information from -- about other 
Town activities that were happening in the Town.  And wouldn't it be an economy of scale if you plan to 
do a mailer and the Senior Center is producing information like that, wouldn't it make more sense to go 
back to a newsletter format and include everything?  
           SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  And pay the postage. If you're paying the postage for one piece, you 
will pay the postage for the whole piece, you might as well.  It would make sense. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  If we were to do that, is there any money in your budget to 
accomplish that? 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  The only money in my budget right now is exactly what he asked for 
for his mailing, for the programs.  That is it. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  My understanding it was in conjunction with the Senior 
Center and the Recreation, so they pulled part of it out of Mike (Curley)'s budget and the other part 
was out of the Senior Center budget. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Those are the two things that they need to mail out anyway.  What I 
was trying to get away from is the criticism that -- a few years ago about it being a 
show-and-tell-picture-taking quote, "brochure," and more to -- if it is going to be a program type of 
brochure, where it is strictly marketing our programs to the seniors and our programs for the kids, that is 
the way to go.  And -- I don't have a problem with that. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  Would there be some benefit though including things 
like the trash pickup, leaf pickup information, hazardous waste? 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Joe (Carr) and I have talked about going to a separate mailing for that, 
and we -- right now we're just talking about it, because we tried this year to get out the word that we 
wanted people to get back to starting to doing some bagging of leaves and then sending it through trash 
haulers in addition to bringing it here and dumping it off and getting into composting. 
          And we have got to figure out a way to get that into the homes -- like for instance, I wrote article 
after article, "Do not take your leaves and put them on the pavement." 
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          Yet right on my own street, they're on the lawn or the gutter.  They're in the middle of the road.  
People actually -- people who came and cleaned up the lawn, put them on the pavement directly there.  
The gutter is free.  The lawn is free.  The highway is blocked.  We have tried, and   we have not been 
successful in getting that message out.  So we're just talking about a separate mailing for that kind of 
issue. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  I guess then I -- I question if we have all these separate 
mailings, would it be better to have a combined effort so you're not paying additional postage? 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  We can try it in there, but you don't want it so cluttered up that 
nobody pays attention.  Know what I'm talking about?  In there is so much information in the item that 
they don't -- you have two separate audiences. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  I had heard from residents that were disappointed 
when the newsletter disappeared because they relied on that for information.  No offense to Chris, 
because not everybody gets the Gates-Chili Post or reads them.  But when they get something directly 
in their house, they are more apt to take that and read it. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I heard so much criticism about the way the newsletter was used 
before for things, so let's get a new modified format, and I think that is what we're looking for here. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  It sounds like you still have individual mailings.  I think. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  All we have is the mailing, that will there be a joint one between those 
two.  We can add -- 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  What we're suggesting, if I am inputting what Councilwoman 
Ignatowski is also suggesting is that we combine these things.  I can understand separate marketing 
vehicles for your programs, but that we combine that and getting back to the information that is nice to 
share with the residents of the Town of different activities that are coming up, or how things can be an 
handled through a Building Department.  It gives them a vehicle to put information about those 
departments and allows a sense greater understanding how things work.  It is helpful, I think, so the 
residents  -- as they move into Town, in a friendly way to disseminate information. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Have all of the information going back in?  We have all of the    
information, except adding the Highway to it.  So I don't see what the problem is.  I don't see the issue. 
 If we're going back to putting out the Recreation and the Seniors, we add the piece from the Highway, 
and pick up a few bucks from Joe (Carr) to help offset the cost of this – 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  What I was referring to is the information that department heads 
who run their departments were able to put back out there. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I don't think there was too much of that kind of thing.  But we'll look at 
it again.  But the money in -- in answer to your question, the exact amount of money in there is what is 
budgeted right now. 
          COUNCILWOMAN IGNATOWSKI:  Another thought.  Even like the Building Department.  I 
had a conversation with Mary (Sperr) about, is -- it's time for pool season.  Some residents don't realize 
they need to come in for a permit for that.  At the beginning you would be able to have a blurb, 
"Thinking about a pool?  You have to come in for a permit." 
          Just some way of getting more information out to the public. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  So much of the public is online now and so much of the public is 
checking what is online.  That is another thing that is going on.  So  it is a cost saving. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  Well, actually -- 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Sorry.  Mary (Sperr) had another one or not? 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  I had another one. I lost my -- 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  I do have one question if I could ask it while you're 
looking. Parks and Recreation related.  Do we have -- this gets very line item specific, but I have an 
interest.  Do we have money in the budget next year to seal the walkway, the paved walkway at Davis 
Park?  The -- the degradation is to the point it has never been sealed, and if we don't seal it, we'll lose 
it.  It will be far more expensive to replace than seal it. 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  Are we talking about the blacktop walkway?. 
          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  Yes. 
          JOSEPH CARR:  The answer is yes.  There is a specific line item to make some improvements in 
Davis Park, and that is included in that. 
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          COUNCILMAN SCHULMERICH:  That would be included.  Thank you.  Appreciate that. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  One question.  I will refer to Mr. Curley.  Um, it is a line item. 
Recess activities.  I noticed there wasn't anything proposed on that line.  Little background. 
          MICHAEL CURLEY:  We had stopped recess activities about a – years ago.  Numbers kept 
dwindling.  What we're finding is when school is out, there is a need for full-daytime activities. Our 
activities were basically half hour -- half-day activities and it wasn't fitting the needs of the parents who 
needed full-day programs.  So the numbers were just dwindling down.  Obviously short on staff, we 
cannot accommodate a full-day trip, so the decision was made to cut those programs. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  Those were field trips, as I remember.  Are there other activities 
that we can do that aren't field-trip related? You know, programs maybe possibly at the Community 
Center? 
          MICHAEL CURLEY:  We definitely have -- we have thought about doing those programs, but 
again, it goes back to staffing.  Many of our summer staff, our staff who run the programs, that would be 
that type of activity, they're -- they are teaching or they're back at college, so it comes back to a lack of 
staffing. 
          COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  I thought of my comment.  Um, I did -- in the past years, you 
know, this has always been so contentious when we discuss our library budget, and I wanted to extend 
a personal thank you for the Library Board and our librarian for a great package this year. 
          And in seconding that, to all of the department heads that do take the time.  And it takes a lot of 
work on their part to submit these budgets to us.  The amount of questions that we had this year was a 
lot less than in previous years, so I do want to extend a thank you to everyone.  It was a lot of work 
and a good job. Thank you. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  As the liaison to the Library --  

           COUNCILWOMAN SPERR:  I stole it from him. 
           COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  I know the Library has a Committee, Budget Committee that 
did work very hard.  I did talk to them, and I know that they were very proud and pleased of the job 
that they did, and I was, as well, after reviewing the budget.  I know there are some here tonight, Jim and 
Jennifer (Ries-Taggart), that I just want to say thank you for the job that you do do. 
          I know there -- the nights that I am there, whether with my kids or at a meeting there, there -- the 
library is very popular.  A lot of families enjoy it.  And I just want to say thank you for the job that you 
do. 
          MS. RIES-TAGGART:  Thank you for your support. 
          COUNCILMAN SLATTERY:  Actually Tracy (Logel), I want to extend it to Mr. Curley from 
our Recreation Department, as well.  So -- 
          SUPERVISOR LOGEL:  I wanted to thank our Chili Fire Department officials, who are here, for 
coming to and being available to us, and I also want to say a thank you to them, because I mentioned it 
-- I think it was the last meeting, the increase of work that is being put before us for the NIMS and for 
the PODs, and I explained those -- we're getting acronym laden here.  I mentioned it two weeks ago.  
The National Incident Management Systems training that comes because of the Homeland Security and 
the extra work that is being put on all of the towns, and Chili has stepped up to the plate. 
          And the PODs, which is your Point of Distribution for the pandemic flu or for any kind of attack 
that would be a terrorist type of situation, they -- the Government has asked that the towns across the 
nation all be prepared to be able to step up to the plate. 
          An example that happened in New Orleans and the inability to meet the needs in such a large scale 
that happened with that storm, they felt that everybody needs to be on board. 
          I have to say our Fire Department -- I know I have sat through many, many meetings with Mr. 
Fish, and David Sauer, and I know -- know Mr. Arnold is going to be joining some of us.  And I 
understand Mr. Quinn.  Because we have to bring more people in.  And I just want to say thank you 
guys, because we -- we know if there were an incident, everybody there is going to be prepared to be 
able to handle it and that is the most important thing.  So thank you.  Thank you for coming. 
          I would like to take if I could -- declare the public hearing closed on the budget.   
 
The Public Hearing ended at 8:25 p.m. 

   



CHILI TOWN BOARD MEETING - November 1, 2006 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
The next meeting of the Chili Town Board is November 15, 2006 at 7:00 p.m.  The meeting will be held 
in the Chili Town Hall Main meeting room. 
 
The meeting ended at 9:53 p.m. 
 
          
                                      


