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Jenny Francese 

From: Paul Kallmeyer [pak.pels@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, July 12,2010 11:42 AM 

To: Jenny Francese 
Subject: Fwd: Jog Hill Sewer Cost &Assessment Sheet 

The email below is the one that I referred to at the meeting on July 7th, and aslced to be made part of the 
Minutes of the meeting. You will likely rccall that I asked if I should read it into the record, or has 
everyone read it; I also offered copies. By general acknowledgment, and specifically the words of our 
chairperson, it was agreed that that they had read it, and they accepted that it be part of the minutes. 
Thank you for your help by including it as an attachment to the minutes. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Paul Kallmeyer <pak.peIs@g~aj~km> 
Date: Tue, Jul6,2010 at 4:43 PM 
Subject: Re: Jog Hill Sewer Cost & Assessment Sheet 
To: "C. & B. Verna" <c~agd~~~r.n.g@yahoo.coin> 
Cc: Jeanine Maietta Lynch - WPCA Chairperson <jra~qolf@earthlinl<.net>, "Laura M. Pulie" 
<lgu.die.@charter.net>, Maria Pires - Trurnbull Director of Finance <m~ires@trumbull-ct.gov>, Stephen 
Savarese - WPCA Administrator <ssay~@~~@in~~bll:.c_t,gov>, Tim ~ e r b k t  - Trumbull First Selectman 
~therbst@tru~nbull ,~~gov~, Dan Nelson - Trumbull Chief of Staff <dnelson@trunbull-cLgov>, E~mio 
De Vita <e.devita@-ep, "Timothy P. Hampford" <ih&m~,~yd@hmpfordresearchLc~o~>, Karen Egri - 
.:ka~.cnc;ri usI~c~lobal .nci~,  Jiick C;oncnl\,~.s ~j-jack~oncal~~cs((~'sbc~10bii1~1~e1:~. Joe Sole~nene 
~isolcmc~~c'~tr~~mbulI-ct.l:o\ ", John \larsilio ~:jm;i~~silio~~,i~~unbull-ct.go\.~ 

Bob poses important questions. The WPCA needs the details, and should not vote on the assessments 
until this basic math is known. 

Bob also posed a question the other day that I feel is critical to the assessment relief that we are 
contemplating: he basically asked if the purpose of the 59 account was defined. I feel very strongly that 
it has been defined in many ways over all of the years of its existence, without being perhaps as formally 
defined as some people think it needs to be today. 
Historically there are basically 3 income parts to the fund: (1) The monies directly related to the 
assessments; (2) the sinlcing knd  comprised of each $500 unit assessment; (3) the excess monies from 
interest on cash balanceslre-financingllump sum up-front pay~nentsletc 
Past Sewer Com~nissions (now WPCAs) amassed the sinking fund when the system was new; they 
anticipated future capital expenses; they knew that without a sinking fund, the only source of income 
would be the User Fee or a supplemental assessment. They also knew that the Town budget would not 
be a source for money as the law requires separation of "town" v. "users" money. This is why the are 
the 20 and 59 accounts . . . for the b~nefit of the sanitary sewer sy* 
In conclusion, the account IS defined (and operated) by public accounting principals. 

This is an account accumulated by the "users", to be used for their overall benefit, within the narrow 
context of sanitary sewer system improvements. 

Interestingly, the 25% town supplement to the assessments has also not been officially defined. B3-2 
has been througbout its history as 'the benefit the entire town gains as each of its parts is sewered'. In its 






