STATE  PROPERTIES  REVIEW  BOARD

Minutes of Meeting Held On August 9, 2007

State Office Building, Hartford, Connecticut
The State Properties Review Board held its regularly scheduled meeting on August 9, 2007 in the State Office Building.


Members Present:
Pasquale A. Pepe, Chairman
Lisa A. Musumeci, Vice Chairman





Edwin S. Greenberg, Secretary




Paul F. Cramer, Jr.




Bruce Josephy





Bennett Millstein
Staff Present:

David L. Labossiere, Temporary Worker Retiree




(on behalf of Mary E. Goodhouse, Real Estate Examiner)

Anna L. Candelario, Executive Secretary
Staff Absent:

Stanley T. Babiarz, Executive Director
Chairman Pepe called the meeting to order.
Mr. Greenberg moved and Mr. Cramer seconded a motion to enter into Open Session.  The motion passed unanimously.
OPEN SESSION  

ACCEPTANCE OF MINUTES OF AUGUST 2, 2007.  Mr. Greenberg moved and Mr. Millstein seconded a motion to accept the minutes of August 2, 2007.  The motion passed unanimously.
COMMUNICATIONS
Reimbursement of Expenses.  Mr. Millstein moved and Mr. Greenberg seconded a motion to approve reimbursement of meeting and mileage fees to Mr. Pepe for his inspection of property in Waterbury on August 8, 2007 (PRB File #07-220).  The motion passed unanimously.

Report of Property Acquisitions.  Mr. Labossiere reported that the Board has been provided with a copy of a memorandum from Richard C. Allen, Rights-of-Way Administrator, dated August 2, 2007, which provides a list of land payment vouchers, not in excess of $5,000.00, which were processed during the month of July 2007 (See Attachment A).  

New Non-Discrimination Provisions.  Mr. Labossiere reported that the Board has been provided with a copy of a memorandum from Assistant Attorney General Susan Cobb regarding new non-discrimination provisions (See Attachment B).  This memorandum has been given to the Board for informational purposes only.
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Special Act No. 07-11 (Substitute House Bill No. 7386) – An Act Concerning The Conveyance Of Certain Parcels Of State Land (Section 5).  Mr. Labossiere stated that Section 5 of the Special Act authorizes the Commissioner of the Department of Agriculture (DOA) to convey to the Geckle Conservation Foundation a parcel of land (1.0+/- acre owned by the Department of Public Works (DPW)), a portion of the Fairfield Hills Hospital property located along the easterly side of Queen Street in Newtown, improved with a historic barn in disrepair (owned by DOA) for agricultural purposes.  The conveyance is reportedly being made with the objective of preserving the barn, for which neither DOA nor DPW has funds.  He said that in anticipation of receiving this transaction, the Town of Newtown was contacted to determine whether or not it had any interest in this property.
Mr. Labossiere stated that on August 7, 2007, the Board received a letter from Herbert C. Rosenthal, First Selectman, Town of Newtown, indicating that the Town of Newtown does not have any interest in acquiring the above-mentioned property (See Attachment C).

REAL ESTATE - UNFINISHED BUSINESS
REAL ESTATE - NEW BUSINESS
PRB #
07
-
219
Transaction/Contract Type:
RE / Assignment of Easement
Origin/Client:
DOT / DOT
Project Number:
143-160-1A
Grantee:
City of Torrington

Property:
W/S Oak Avenue, (Palmer Bridge Street Bridge), 



TORRINGTON  CT  06790

Project Purpose:
DOT, Assignment of Easements (for highway purposes), Torrington

Item Purpose:
Assignment of two easements, totaling 78+/- linear feet, to the City of


Torrington for the installation of metal beam rail and construct end 

anchorage.  A town road release file designation, as agreed upon 

between the State and City under Agreement dated October 5, 1998.

Mr. Labossiere reported the subject proposal is to assign two (2) easements, totaling 78 linear feet, for the installation of metal beam rail and construct end anchorage in connection with the rehabilitation of the Palmer Bridge Street Bridge in Torrington.  These easements were acquired by the Department of Transportation together with certain other rights which were required for this local bridge construction project.  There is no monetary consideration for this conveyance.
Based upon his review, Mr. Labossiere recommended Board approval of PRB File #07-219.
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PRB #
07
-
220
Transaction/Contract Type:
RE / Grant of Easement
Origin/Client:
DOT / DOT
Project Number:
(151)182-003-10F
Grantee:
Waterbury Family Limited Partnership

Property:
S/S Reidville Drive, WATERBURY  CT  06720

Project Purpose:
DOT, Grant of Easement, Waterbury
Item Purpose:
To grant an easement(s) totaling 6,735+/- sq. ft. to allow access to a 


property which abuts a parcel of State property.

Mr. Pepe reported that he traveled to Waterbury to inspect property, consisting of an area of 6,735+/- sq. ft. located on the south side of Reidville Drive.  He said that Reidville Drive is located in an extensive commercial area and runs parallel to Route 8.  He said that the Department of Transportation (DOT) proposes to grant a permanent easement to allow access to property which abuts State property.
Mr. Labossiere reported that Fee Appraiser Robert J. Nocera utilized the Sales Comparison Approach as a basis upon which to establish the enhancement value of the subject easement(s).  The subject abutting property and proposed easement(s) are located in an area which has a mix of Commercial (CA) and Industrial (IG) zones.  After making adjustments to the comparable sales for differences in characteristics, the appraiser came to the following conclusions:


Before Value


$247,000 per acre


After (Enhanced) Value

$255,000 per acre


Value of Easement(s)

$ 79,000 (rounded)
Calculations:

After:    4.93 acres (abutting property + easement area x $255,000/acre
=
$1,257,150

Before:  4.77 acres (abutting property only)

    x $247,000/acre
=
  1,178,190






      Value of Easement(s)
=
$     79,000 (rd.)
Mr. Labossiere stated that the appraiser claims that two significant benefits will accrue to the subject property as a result of the easement.  First, the additional 0.1546 acres will expand the usable area of the property.  While the land area encumbered by the easement will not be owned by the present owner of the subject property, the full utility of the easement will almost exclusively benefit that property owner and so the easement provides the effect of increasing the land area.  He said the second benefit is the right of access to the site resulting from the easement which effectively allows full development of the property as proposed by the existing plan, resulting in a more effective utilization of land.  Those two benefits, the additional usable land area, and the right of access, are considered the appraiser’s value after the easement is in place.  Mr. Labossiere stated that these benefits are reflected in the 
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increment in unit value of the land in the “after” (commonly referred to as plottage), and therefore, the value of the easement to be conveyed.  He said that the proposed sale price of $80,000 includes a $1,000 administrative fee.  The abutter has agreed to pay the full asking price of $80,000 for the grant of easement.  

Mr. Labossiere stated that although he has no problems with the valuation, he is recommending that the Board return the subject proposal to DOT for the following reasons:
1. The conveyance document and easement map are in conflict.  The map refers to the rights being conveyed as “access easements”.  The deed states that the rights being conveyed are “easement(s) for highway purposes”.  The latter infers that the easement granted is a public easement.  The primary essentials of a public easement are the right of common enjoyment on the one hand and the duty of public maintenance on the other.  Clearly the intent of the subject grant is to establish a private easement.

2. It is not clear from either the map or deed whether one (1) or two (2) easements are being granted.  The deed itself refers to both “easement” and “easements”.

3. The copy of the easement map submitted to the Board was neither signed nor dated by the surveyor.

ARCHITECT-ENGINEER – UNFINISHED BUSINESS
ARCHITECT-ENGINEER – NEW BUSINESS
OTHER BUSINESS, REAL ESTATE/ARCHITECT-ENGINEER
The Board took the following votes in Open Session:

PRB FILE #07-219 – Mr. Greenberg moved and Mr. Millstein seconded a motion to approve PRB File #07-219.  The motion passed unanimously.
PRB FILE #07-220 – Ms. Musumeci  moved and Mr. Pepe seconded a motion to return PRB File #07-220 as recommended by Mr. Labossiere.  The motion passed unanimously.
The meeting adjourned.

ALC
