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Members of the Public

Chairman Kamenstein called the January 13, 2005 Town of North Salem Zoning Board of Appeals meeting to order.  He announced that Gerald Reilly and Bruce Thompson had been delayed due to the severe weather.  (They arrived at approximately 9 p.m.)

The Chairman set the next meeting for February 10, 2005.  

The minutes of the December 9, 2004 meeting were unanimously accepted. 

HEARINGS CONTINUED:

BA04-33 Amus, Nora and Todd (27 June Road) – Appeal – To overturn a decision by the Building Inspector (per Article XVII Section 250-108-A) dated May 3, 2004 determining that the proposed renovation of the applicants’ existing residence qualifies as construction of a new house, thus requiring construction of a new septic system.

Chairman Kamenstein noted receipt of a letter from Geraldine Tortorelli, attorney for the Amuses, requesting adjournment until the February hearing.  The Board agreed to hold the matter over until them.

BA04-54 DePaoli, Barbara (14 Front Street, Alfred Hoffman, Proprietor) – Area Variance – To decrease the minimum required side yard setbacks per Article V Section 250-15 in order to install a free-standing walk-in refrigerator in the southwest corner of the subject lot.  A variance of 20 ft. single and 49 ft. combined is requested (20 ft. single and 50 ft. combined/ required; 0.18 and 1.18 ft. combined/proposed). 

The secretary told the Chairman that Mr. Hoffman asked to have his application carried over for another month, and the Board agreed.

PUBLIC HEARINGS:

BA05-01 Schlosstein, Ralph and Hartley, Jane (15 Turkey Hill Road) – Special Permit –  For the use of an existing accessory apartment (caretaker’s cottage) per Article XIII Section 250-68.  Additionally, applicants request that a bedroom constructed within the existing footprint of the building (in the former 1-car garage) be allowed to remain as built.

The Chairman called on Matt Matthews, former owner of the property at 15 Turkey Hill Road, who was present on behalf of Mr. Schlosstein and Ms. Hartley.  He explained that when he owned the property, his caretaker had had a child, so Mr. Matthews partitioned the garage in the caretaker’s cottage in order to construct a bedroom.  He told the Board that Mr. Schlosstein had asked him to be responsible for the legalization of this bedroom.  Mr. Matthews stated that he had already added smoke detectors and made application to the Department of Health for approval of the additional bedroom.  He said he believed the existing septic system was adequate and would not require enlargement.

Chairman Kamenstein noted there were no questions or comments.  As Gerald Reilly, attorney for the ZBA, was not yet present, the Chairman stated that the Resolution would contain all the usual requirements regarding building permits, NYS building code, etc.  He then closed the public hearing.

Motion by:

Ronald Stewart

Seconded by:
William Monti

Mr. Schembri:
Aye

Ms. McGovern:
Aye

Mr. Monti:

Aye

Mr. Stewart:

Aye

Special Permit granted, as requested.

BA05-02 Corbin, Sarah (12 Lakeside Drive) – Area Variance – To reduce the minimum required side yard setback in an R-1 zoning district per Article V Section 250-15 in order to permit an as-built shed to remain. The non-conforming lot is subject to R-1/4 bulk requirements per Article XIV Section 250-79(A).  A variance of 14 ft. is requested (15 ft. required; 1.65 ft. existing).

Jim King, Mrs. Corbin’s contractor, was present, and he explained that the shed had been on the property when the Corbins bought it.  He explained that it was not until Mrs. Corbin applied for a Building Permit in order to have a new roof put on the shed that she found out a Variance would be needed.  Mr. King added that he thought the shed had been on the property for approximately 20 years.

Ronald Stewart asked if the shed is to be re-sided with the same siding that is on the house, and Mr. King replied that it is.

The Chairman commented that the work Mr. King had done on the Corbins’ house looks very nice.  He instructed the secretary to inform Mr. Reilly that the Resolution should include a condition that the shed siding is to match that on the Corbins’ house.

William Monti asked if the Corbins will need approval from the co-op (Bloomerside).  Mr. King replied that they have already received a letter of approval.

There were no further questions, and the Chairman closed the public hearing.

Motion by:

Ronald Stewart

Seconded by:
William Monti

Mr. Schembri:
Aye

Ms. McGovern:
Aye

Mr. Monti:

Aye

Mr. Stewart:

Aye

Chairman:

Aye

Area Variance granted, as requested.

BA05-03 Reeve, Mary Elizabeth (203 Hardscrabble Road) – Area Variance – To increase the maximum permitted height of a fence in a front yard per Article VI Section 250-22 in order to construct a 6 ft.-high fence on top of a 3 ft.-high berm.  A variance of 5 ft. is requested (4 ft. permitted; 9 ft. proposed).

Mary Elizabeth Reeve was called on, and she explained that her property fronts on Hardscrabble Road and is bordered on one side by McMorrow Lane.  She said there is a lot of traffic on Hardscrabble Road.  Describing the way her property drops down 2 f t. from street level, Ms. Reeve said she had had 3 ft. of fill put in on the Hardscrabble Road side, raising the land to approximately 1 ft. above street level.  She stated that she wanted a 6 ft.-fence to match that of her neighbors, the Cecils, to reduce the noise from traffic and as a visual barrier, even though her house is set back from the road.

Chairman Kamenstein said the Board was in receipt of a letter from Maria and Andrew Hlushko of 244 Hardscrabble Road, in which they explained reasons for objecting to Ms. Reeve’s Variance application.  The Hlushkos mentioned the fence’s effect on the line of sight and the danger to animals.

 Ms. Reeve said that with regard to sight lines, she was aware that the fence would have to be set well back from the road on the McMorrow Lane side so that people turning out onto Hardscrabble Road would be able to see.  She said she is very concerned about animals also.  Ms. Reeve stated that there would plenty of room along the fence for animals, and there is also a swale built to control run-off from Hardscrabble Road. 

Deidre McGovern asked why Ms. Reeve wouldn’t plant trees instead, and she replied that there are a few reasons why not.  Ms. Reeve said that as trees grow, the area underneath them becomes more open; and, as they spread, the sight line would worsen.

Ms. McGovern commented that the Town will trim back trees where they effect the sight line, and she added that trees would look nicer.

Ms. Reeve said that to reduce noise, and because people have been parking on her property, she felt she would rather have a fence.

Mr. Stewart stated that the ZBA had listened to the Cecils’ Variance request for their fence because their house is so close to the road, and because of their swimming pool’s visibility from the road.  He said he felt the Board had had some qualms about their fence but now, if Ms. Reeve’s application were also granted, there would be over 700 ft. of high fencing.  He added that he thought that was the kind of spread the Town Ordinance is against.  Mr. Stewart said that Ms. Reeve’s house is situated very differently than the Cecils’, so he did not see her desire for a fence as quite as necessary.

Ms. Reeve said she was open to suggestions to improve the appearance of the fence, adding that she had thought constructing one to match the Cecil’s fence was a good idea.  

Mr. Monti suggested that densely planted trees closer to the house to block lights and noise would provide privacy.  He added that a solid fence would actually exaggerate traffic noise.  He said he didn’t see how people could have parked on Ms. Reeve’s property because of the way it dipped downward before the berm was put in.

Ms. Reeve said there was a flat area.  

Mr. Monti asked  if she had met fill requirements, and Ms. Reeve responded that she had checked into it and worked with Arborscape to do the job right.  She pointed out that no fill permit was necessary, and the Building Inspector had looked at the berm.

Mr. Monti said he was concerned about drainage in the area.  Ms. Reeve said there is a culvert under that part of Hardscrabble that empties onto her property.

The Chairman stated his opinion that that section of Ms. Reeve’s property must be either a controlled area or a wetlands buffer zone.

Ms. Reeve said she had looked into it and the map she checked indicated no wetlands on her property.

Anthony Schembri said he did not get a strong sense of hardship requiring a fence.  He said he could describe types of vegetation that would remain dense, and he added that plants would be cheaper than a fence.

Ms. Reeve said Arborscape’s contractor had said a fence would be better.

Chairman Kamenstein said he was very sensitive to property owners’ rights and people’s privacy, but he would not want to see all the houses in Town that are along roads fenced.  He commented that Ms. Reeve’s house is well set back, and her backyard entertaining area is far from Hardscrabble Road, so hers is not the same problem as that experienced by the Cecils.  He said he would rather see trees used as a screen. 

 The Chairman said that if people park on her property, Ms. Reeve could put large rocks in the area to prevent it.  He also suggested Ms. Reeve see the Town Board about getting a No Parking sign.  Chairman Kamenstein said he would not like to see such a long stretch of Hardscrabble Road fenced, and he added that stockade-type fences change the character of a neighborhood.  He said he would prefer to see landscaping used, and he said he thought the land is controlled.  He explained that planting trees would make for fewer problems with the DEC and DEP than trying to construct a fence in a controlled area.

Ms. Reeve said she would not even have gone so far as to put in the berm if she had known that there were wetlands there, and she had tried to verify that there were not.  

The Chairman said she had probably not seen the most current map, adding that he had had to have his property re-flagged recently.  He said there were cheaper and nicer ways to solve Ms. Reeve’s problem that would also be sensitive to the character of the Town.  

Ms. Reeve asked about placing large rocks to prevent people from parking on her property, and the Chairman said they may not be put directly on the road.  He recommended that Ms. Reeve speak to the Superintendent of Highways.  

Ms. Reeve said Jim Johnson of the County had told her she could not use rocks.  Chairman Kamenstein said they have to be placed back a way from the road and may be used as part of a landscape plan.    

Ms. Reeve stated that she has put stakes in the area where people were parking and asked if that was all right.  The Chairman said the ZBA couldn’t say, but he suggested she leave the stakes in place as long as no one from the Town or the County says they have to be removed and they are not dangerous.

Ms. Reeve said she felt the stakes were less dangerous than large rocks would be.

Using a copy of her survey, Mr. Monti showed Ms. Reeve where he thought it would be beneficial to plant trees, but she said she did not want to block her view of the front lawn.  

The Chairman pointed out that there is a large area from which to choose a section for the planting of trees.  He added that, even if there are wetlands or a wetlands buffer area, he didn’t foresee DEC or DEP objections to plantings, whereas they were likely to object to an impervious structure like a fence.  The Chairman told Ms. Reeve that there are plants and trees that will thrive in such an environment.  

Ms. Reeve said that when Jim Johnson had looked at the culvert under the road, he had suggested building a swale across the front area to disseminate the water that is currently pooling there and kills trees.  

Chairman Kamenstein said it was a good idea and would prevent mosquitoes, and he suggested that Ms. Reeve get a letter from Mr. Johnson describing the proposed swale that she could then show to the Building Inspector.  He then suggested that she withdraw her Variance application, and the other Board members agreed.

Ms. Reeve withdrew her application.

BA05-04 Cecil, Charles and Janis (201 Hardscrabble Road) – Area Variance – To increase the maximum permitted height of a fence in a front yard per Article VI Section 250-22 in order to allow a gate to remain as built.  A Variance of 2 ft. is requested (4 ft. permitted; 6 ft. existing/proposed).  Area Variance BA04-40 was granted to allow construction of a 6 ft.-high fence in the front yard, but no gate was included in the plans submitted and upon which the Resolution was based.    

Charles Cecil explained to the Board that he had thought he had included a gate in the plans submitted with the previous Variance application.  He said people had been parking in his driveway and looking at his pool.  Mr. Cecil added that the gate will only be closed in the summer when the pool is in use, and it is not an electric gate.

Chairman Kamenstein stated that the Board had permitted the Cecils to construct a fence along Hardscrabble Road for privacy, and he could see how the driveway would facilitate gawking.  He said he had no objection to the gate, but he wanted it to remain non-electric so it will usually be open and the fence won’t look so long.

Janis Cecil said leaving the gate open is convenient and accommodates deliveries.

The Chairman said the condition that the gate be non-electric will apply to future owners of the property also, in hopes that it will usually be left open.

Mrs. Cecil said the gate is very simple in appearance and matches the fence.

Mr. Schembri said the spirit of the original application had been the juxtaposition of the house and pool, so he thought the gate was appropriate.

Mr. Monti said Mr. Schembri had mentioned that the pool could still be seen from the road, although the Cecils said they had planted some ornamentals to help conceal it.  He asked why the Cecils had not stated at the time that a gate was to be part of the plan.

Mr. Cecil said he had planted some lilacs and cherry trees, but he had not thought the gate required separate mention because, to him, fence and gate were all the same.  He stated that he thought the height Variance for the fence covered the gate also.

Mr. Stewart commented that the gate is logical to shield the pool in summer.  He said that while Mr. Cecil might have forgotten to include the gate in his submitted drawings, it made sense to allow it.

Chairman Kamenstein suggested the Cecils consider planting Virginia creeper or ivy along the fence to soften its appearance, and they said they would be happy to do so.  

The Chairman began to close the public hearing, but Mr. Monti had a question.

Referring to the Building Inspector’s rejection of the Building Permit application for the gate, Mr. Monti asked what the extra fence sections described were.  Mr. Thompson explained that the gate is recessed and the fence angles inward to meet it. 

Chairman Kamenstein told the Cecils that the Building Inspector must approve the location of the fencing.  

Mr. Thompson said it was important to maximize the sight line at the eastern end of the fence.

Mr. Cecil said Mr. Hlushko had objected to the location of 2 panels of the old fence; so, when the new fence was built, he had the 2 existing panels moved back approximately 2 ft.  Mr. Cecil said that when the fence was finished, he had asked Mr. Hlushko if he was satisfied with the sight line, and Mr. Hlushko had said he was not because more than 2 panels were causing the problem.  Mr. Cecil said he had offered to give up the section of his property so Mr. Hlushko could pay to move the offending fence panels, because he did not want to incur the expense of moving it himself.

The Chairman said he recalled that the Resolution stated that whatever the Building Inspector felt was necessary to create an adequate sight line was to be done.  When Mrs. Cecil said she did not see that there was still a problem with the sight line, the Chairman said the Cecils would need to deal with the Building Inspector.  The ZBA was only dealing with the gate at present.

There were no further questions, and the Chairman closed the public hearing.

Motion by:

Ronald Stewart

Seconded by:
Deidre McGovern

Mr. Schembri:
Aye

Ms. McGovern:
Aye

Mr. Monti

Abstained

Mr. Stewart:

Aye

Chairman:

Aye

Area Variance granted, as requested.

The Chairman cautioned the Cecils that the matter would not be considered closed until the Building Inspector is satisfied with the placement of the fence.

Mr. Reilly had arrived, and he asked if the planting of Virginia creeper was to be included in the Resolution.

The Chairman said the Variance was only for the gate, but he thought the Cecils should consider planting something in front of the fence.

BA05-05 Yawand-Wossen, Yared (563 Grant Road) – Area Variance – To decrease the minimum required side and rear yard setbacks in an R-4 zoning district per Article V Section 250-15 in order to permit construction of an addition to an existing non-conforming single-family residence. The non-conforming lot is subject to R-2 bulk requirements per Article XIV Section 250-79 (A).  While the house will not be any closer to the property’s eastern side line than it currently is, the addition will increase the house’s non-conforming bulk, necessitating application for a side yard setback variance of 20 ft. (30 ft. required; 10.5 ft. existing/ proposed), and a rear yard setback variance of 40 ft. (50 ft. required; 21 ft. existing; 10.3 ft. proposed). 

Tasos Kokoris, Mr. Yawand-Wossen’s architect, rose to address the Board.  He explained that his client had purchased the house from the original owner who was a builder.  He told the Members that the house had been built in 1986.  Mr. Kokoris said his client wants to link the existing house and garage and improve the parking area, and he plans to accomplish that by creating a courtyard and constructing an addition at the rear of the courtyard.  He stated that the existing house consists of 3225 sq. ft., and the proposed link will add another 1000 sq. ft.

Chairman Kamenstein commented that the addition won’t impact any of the neighbors.  

Mr. Stewart asked if anyone had spoken to the Lubiks who live at 567 Grant Road (south and east of the Yawand-Wossen property).

Mr. Kokoris stated that his client was in negotiation to purchase part of the Lubik property, which would eliminate the need for the variances, but he did not know how the business was progressing.

Mr. Stewart asked if the Yawand-Wossen drive leads anywhere other than to the house, and Mr. Kokoris said it goes to the house behind his client’s also.

Mr. Schembri commented that Mr. Kokoris’ plans were a great solution to a difficult problem, but he asked why a 4-car garage was necessary.

Mr. Kokoris said he now planned a 1-story link between the house and garage instead of the 2-stories originally considered, and his client needs a 3 car garage.  The only way to get the desired garage space would be to build it so that it will be 2 cars wide and 2 cars deep.  He said he was looking at bringing the drive behind the garage, but it depends on whether or not the purchase of part of the Lubic property goes through.  

The Chairman said he thought it would be nicer for the owners and increase the value of the neighbor’s property  if the drive went behind the garage.

Mr. Schembri said that if the garage entrance were on the east side, it could have 4 doors, but Mr. Kokoris said that at 39 ft. it would be too narrow.   Mr. Schembri said he would be more comfortable knowing the final route of the drive, because the only questionable aspect of the encroachment is the garage.   He said the mudroom is very manageable and circulation is important to the architecture and makes the link addition work.  

Mr. Kokoris pointed out that the addition projects as far into the rear setback as the garage projects into the side setback, but Mr. Schembri said he felt the addition was more justifiable.  He suggested that if the garage were approached from the east, there would be room for 3 cars.  

Mr. Kokoris said that because he did not know if it were possible or not, he felt he had to present the application as submitted.

Mr. Monti asked if Mr. Kokoris had said there would be no second floor on the link addition, and Mr. Kokoris said that was correct.  He added that the bulk will be reduced, although the addition will still have a tower for the stairs.

Mr. Stewart commented that he had never known the house was tucked away where it is, and he thought it looked very nice. 

Noting there were no further questions, the Chairman closed the public hearing.

Motion by:

William Monti

Seconded by:
Deidre McGovern

Mr. Schembri:
Nay

Ms. McGovern:
Aye

Mr. Monti:

Aye

Mr. Stewart:

Aye

Chairman:

Aye

Area Variances granted, as requested.

Mr. Schembri said his objection was to the garage, adding that if the approach direction is settled, the garage could be changed.

BA05-06 Manes, John and Leslie (6 Keeler Road) – Area Variance – To decrease the minimum required side yard setback in an R-4 zoning district per Article V Section 250-15 in order to permit construction of 2 additions to an existing 1-story single-family residence.  The non-conforming lot is subject to R-1 bulk requirements per Article XIV Section 250-79(A).  A southern side yard setback variance of 8 ft. (20 ft. required; 53.75 ft. existing; 12.70 ft. proposed) is requested.

Chairman Kamenstein announced that the Board was in receipt of 2 letters regarding the Manes application from Linda Gracie of 8 Keeler Lane and from Sharon Brownridge of 4 Keeler Lane.  Ms. Gracie’s letter was one of support, and Ms. Brownridge’s raised some concerns.

Tasos Kokoris, architect for the project, described the existing house as small and close to the road.  He explained that the proposed additions, to be set back farther than the existing house, would provide a garage and study on one side, and a master suite on the other side.

Mr. Stewart observed that the existing house is lovely and well suited to a 1-acre lot.  He said he was surprised that anyone would want to change and enlarge it, possibly compromising its aesthetics.

Mr. Kokoris said more space is needed, and he had tried to design the additions within the architectural context of the house.

Mr. Stewart asked if the house could be extended out the back instead of out the sides, but Mr. Kokoris said the Maneses’ view of the valley would be cut and the shape of the house would become telescoped.  Mr. Stewart said he was concerned about aesthetics.

The Chairman said the ZBA is not the Architectural Review Board, but they are concerned with neighborhood character.  He said Ms. Brownridge’s letter, while supportive overall, raised a few concerns.  Ms. Brownridge stated that an existing fence/tree line between her property and the Maneses’ provides privacy, and one of the proposed additions will be closer to that line.  Chairman Kamenstein said he wanted to see the fence/tree line preserved.  Additionally, there are auxiliary buildings at the end of the fence/tree line.  Ms. Brownridge asked that, if the buildings are removed, the fence/tree line be extended to that point but no further, in order to preserve the view.  Finally, Ms. Brownridge asked that no exterior lights be installed on the addition and no lights anywhere on the house be directed in the direction of her property.

Chairman Kamenstein said he took the lighting issue seriously, especially in view of what had recently transpired on another property in Town.  He explained that the ZBA had prohibited certain kinds of lighting for a new indoor riding ring.  Now that it is nearly completed, its fenestration and palladium windows contribute to making the ring very conspicuous.  He said he would not like to see something similar happen again.

Mr. Kokoris said he agreed with the Chairman.  He pointed out that as the addition requiring a variance is a bedroom, there is more of a privacy issue at stake for the Maneses, adding that they might want to make part of the fence higher.

The Chairman stated that, possibly, someone would have to return to the ZBA for a height variance for the fence, and he reiterated that he wanted the fence to be maintained.  Mr. Kokoris agreed.

Chairman Kamenstein said he would not want lights on the deck off the proposed master bedroom, and Mr. Kokoris said lights would only be wanted for safety.  He suggested that lights could be mounted along the property line and aimed at the deck.  The Chairman said he would not want that either, adding that he would prefer to see downward-pointing lights on the structure, rather than have the house lit up.  He commented that the neighborhood is quiet and peaceful, and the potential effect of lighting is important to the ZBA.  Chairman Kamenstein added that Mr. Thompson is good at garnering a sense of what the ZBA wants.

Mr. Kokoris stated that he would seek the Building Inspector’s approval of any lighting.

Mr. Schembri stated that the door from the master bedroom to the deck will require a light, and the Chairman asked what sort of lighting could be used.  Mr. Schembri said reasonable illumination and a switch at the door would be necessary. 

Mr. Kokoris said there are no stairs from the deck to the yard, and asked if lighting would still be required.  Mr. Thompson said he was not sure.  

The Chairman said the Board would prefer that there be no lighting if possible; otherwise, they would want the least egregious illumination possible.

Mr. Kokoris pointed out that the face of the eastward-pointing gable and the deck will not be visible from the neighboring property.  He suggested that a pair of sconces on either side of the door would not be seen.

The Chairman said he wanted to raise another issue; namely, that there had been a similar ZBA application last year.  The applicants sought to build a large structure on a 2-acre lot in an R-4 zoning district.  Chairman Kamenstein explained that any future expansion would have to meet R-4 requirements, and he said he would impose the same restrictions on the Maneses.  He added that the restriction would run with the land, as would the other caveats discussed earlier.

Mr. Reilly said the limitation would be a condition of the Resolution granting the Variance. 

Mr. Kokoris asked if it meant that any future Variance applications for the property would be based on R-4 requirements, and the Chairman said that was correct.

Mr. Stewart asked for the square footage of the existing house and that of the additions.

Reading from the application, Mr. Monti said the existing house is 1666 sq. ft. and the additions total 1905 sq. ft.

Mr. Kokoris pointed out that some of the new square footage will be under the existing deck and not add bulk to the house.  

Mr. Schembri asked what is currently on the second floor of the house, and Mr. Kokoris said there are 3 bedrooms and a small bath.  

Mr. Schembri said he thought the design was a good solution to the desire for more space, but he was concerned about a 2-story structure with cupola and substantial eave within 12 ft. of the property line.  He made a suggestion to reduce the planned 17-ft. connector between the existing house and the garage/studio addition somewhat.

Mr. Kokoris said part of the connector is existing, and the area is the only place to hook in the stairs without destroying the side of the house.  When Mr. Schembri asked if he meant there would be no demolition, Mr. Kokoris said he did not want to disturb the existing foundation, and he will still need to construct a retaining wall.

Mr. Schembri asked for the ceiling height in the studio, and Mr. Kokoris replied that it will be 12 ft. at the center of the peak and otherwise 8 ft. (at the top plate of the exterior walls).

Mr. Monti asked if the septic system wouldn’t need to be expanded to accommodate the addition of another bedroom.  Mr. Kokoris said he thought the existing system would be sufficient, but he would double-check.

Mr. Thompson pointed out that any bedroom addition requires Department of Health approval, and if there is no record of the existing system, a new septic system will be required.

Mr. Kokoris said an existing bedroom is to be converted into a dining room, so no bedrooms will actually be added.

Mr. Schembri asked if the eaves of the additions will match those on the existing house, and Mr. Kokoris said they will

The Chairman asked if everything about the additions will be done to match the existing house, and Mr. Kokoris said yes.  He added that he planned to restore the window in the existing gable.

There were no further questions or comments, and the Chairman closed the public hearing.

Motion by:

William Monti

Seconded by:
Deidre McGovern

Mr. Schembri:
Aye

Ms. McGovern:
Aye

Mr. Monti:

Aye

Mr. Stewart:

Aye

Chairman:

Aye

Area Variance granted, as requested, with specific conditions per discussion and agreement.

Chairman Kamenstein closed the meeting.

Respectfully submitted,

______________________________

   Janice Will, Recording Secretary
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