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Members of the Public

Chairman Kamenstein called the February 12, 2009 Town of North Salem Zoning Board of Appeals meeting to order.

The minutes of the January 8, 2009 meeting were unanimously accepted.
Chairman Kamenstein set the next meeting for Thursday, March 12, 2009.  

The Chairman announced that as only 4 Board members were present, any parties who would rather have their applications heard by a full Board would have the right to postpone their appearance until the next Board meeting at no additional cost to them.

HEARING CONTINUED

BA09-03 Jean LeBris (721 Titicus Road) – Appeal – To overturn a determination by the Building Inspector that amplified music may not be employed at outdoor events hosted at a restaurant that is a non-conforming use in an R-4 zoning district, per Article XVII Section 250-108 (A) and Resolution BA02-12.

The secretary informed the Chairman that Mr. LeBris withdrew his application.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

BA09-05 Raymond Gershon (18 Bogtown Road) – Area Variance – To increase the maximum height of a fence in a front and side yard from 4 ft. permitted in the front yard and 5 ft. permitted in the side yard to 7 ft. existing/proposed per Article VI Section 250-22 (C).

Raymond Gershon addressed the Board, stating that he was applying for an area variance to increase the maximum permitted height of a fence.  He explained that the previous owners of his property used to feed deer, and the property became infested with them.  He said he was worried about his grandchildren being exposed to Lyme disease when they play in the yard, and a 5 ft.-high fence had done nothing to keep the deer out.  Mr. Gershon stated that his 7 ft.-high fence seems to work.

Patrick Browne said he empathized with Mr. Gershon.

Chairman Kamenstein commented that part of the fence on the western portion of Mr. Gershon’s property is chain link mixed with other fencing.  He said there are a lot of deer in Town, and when a property-owner fences in his property, it drives the deer onto the property of others.
Mr. Gershon stated that only about 3 of his 7 acres are fenced.

The Chairman said the fence is mostly in the woods, but it is an unsightly fence.  He went on to say that he received an anonymous call from a neighbor who stated that she had no particular comment about Mr. Gershon’s fence.

Mr. Gershon said he received letters from some of his neighbors stating that they do not mind the fence, and the Chairman said Mr. Gershon should have brought the letters to the meeting to support his application.

Mr. Browne asked if the fence is black plastic.  

The Chairman replied that it is, and such fencing is not encouraged.

Mr. Gershon offered to change the chain-link fencing to black plastic, but the Chairman told him that chain-link fencing is not permitted at all.  He described the only type of deer-fencing accepted by the Town as consisting of horizontal wires strung at least 6 inches apart, for a total height of no more than 6 ft.  
Mr. Browne pointed out that if Mr. Gershon’s fence were outside the required setbacks, he could have any kind/size of fence he wants.  He further stated that he empathized with Mr. Gershon because he has grandchildren also, and his plants have been ravaged by deer.  Just the same, if everyone in Town fenced their entire property, the deer would be driven onto the streets.
Chairman Kamenstein said the fence won’t prevent ticks or keep out mice.

William Monti noted that the gate opens outward, and he said a truck would have to back out onto the road for it to open.

Mr. Gershon said there is a distance of 27 ft. from the road to the gate which is opened with an automatic key pad.  He said there is enough room for the gate to open in front of a truck stopped at the key pad.

The Chairman called on Martin Remnitz of 16 Bogtown Road.  Mr. Remnitz said he shares a common boundary with Mr. Gershon, and he submitted photographs he took of various sections of the fence.  The Chairman stated that the photos would become part of the record.
Mr. Remnitz said the fence is not 7 ft. high but at least 8 ft. high on the common property line, and it is mounted on 10 ft.-high black steel poles and runs for hundreds of feet.  Mr. Remnitz commented that the fence is incredibly ugly and not in keeping with the flavor of the Town.   He asked the Board not to grant the variance and to require that the fence be removed.
Mr. Gershon said he can trim the poles, and the fence is only 7 ft. high.

Chairman Kamenstein said he agreed with Mr. Remnitz that the fence is ugly, commenting that Mr. Gershon had given no thought to its affect on the neighbors.

Mr. Gershon said he had a 5 ft. fence that didn’t work.  He reiterated his offer to replace the chain-link section with black fiber fencing.

Mr. Monti asked what the black fiber is, and Mr. Gershon answered that it is a plastic netting.

The Chairman asked how close the fence is to the line between the Remnitz and Gershon property, and Mr. Gershon said it is nearly on the property line on that side.
Chairman Kamenstein commented that the fence on the western side of Mr. Gershon’s property is very obvious, whereas the eastern fence line is less obvious from the road.  He asked if it is in the woods and how much space exists between the fence on the eastern line and the developed part of the property/how large a wooded area separates the property line and the driveway, etc.  
Mr. Gershon replied that there is 70 ft. or more to the left of the driveway. 
The Chairman asked how Mr. Gershon had decided to install the fence where it is, and Mr. Gershon replied that he merely chose to start the fence at the gate.

The Chairman asked what determined the north/south line of the fence on Mr. Gershon’s eastern border, and he asked why it wasn’t installed closer to the house.

Mr. Gershon explained that Mr. Remnitz’s property is right behind his (Mr. Gershon’s) garage.  There was already a split-rail fence present, so he ran the deer fence to that fence.  
Chairman Kamenstein said he is not a fan of deer fencing except to protect special garden areas, and the Gershon fence causes deer to impact other properties.  He said he wants to see if Mr. Gershon can accomplish what he wants with approved deer-fencing.  If Mr. Gershon can keep deer away from the children’s play area/cultivated part of the property and not visually impact the neighbors, that would be better.  
Mr. Gershon suggested that he could connect the fence to either end of his garage.

Mr. Remnitz said the fence starts at Bogtown Road at the gate and runs right up the common property line, cutting across the Gershon property to meet the fence on the other side and enclosing a portion of the property like a corral.
The Chairman said he would like to go out to Mr. Gershon’s property before the next meeting to walk the fence line and discuss its placement and alternative solutions. 
Mr. Gershon noted that his garage is 31 ft. from the eastern side yard line, at which distance he would be free to have whatever kind of fence he wants. (R-2 side yard setback = 30 ft./75 ft. combined.)
Chairman Kamenstein said it will still be necessary to consider the whole fence.  He stated that no chain-link fencing is permitted, and no 7 ft.-high fence is permitted within any of the setbacks.  He said that if the entire fence is moved out of the setbacks, Mr. Gershon may do whatever he wishes; but if he wants it near to where it is now, he must have either a 6 ft.-high deer fence or pursue the variance for the existing fence.  In the event that Mr. Gershon decides to keep the fence as is, the Chairman said he wants to walk the fence line with him and offer suggestions.
Mr. Gershon said he thought it would be easier to just move the fence inward/out of the setbacks.

Mr. Browne pointed out that 3 sides of the fence would have to be moved inward.

Mr. Reilly said Mr. Gershon should be sure he understands the setback indicator-line on his survey.

The Chairman said that if Mr. Gershon moves the fence and just seeks a variance for his gate, the Board would probably find that easier to agree to.  
Mr. Gershon stated that he will wait until the Board looks at the fence and will return for the March meeting.

The Chairman asked the secretary to let Mr. Gershon know when the site inspection is scheduled.  

Mr. Monti commented that the existing fence is terrible-looking with its irregular posts, some chain-line sections and some mesh-sections, and it is not in keeping with the quality of the surrounding area.  He added that it has been a tough year/he has lost 50 shrubs to deer this year. 
Chairman Kamenstein said the public hearing will remain open, and the Board will see Mr. Gershon on the site inspection.

BA09-06 Patricia and Donald Russell (12 Hardscrabble Road) – Appeal – Of Order to Remedy Violation No V08-20 (issued December 1, 2008 by the Building Inspector), stating that use of the subject property was not consistent with a Planning Board resolution dated December 5, 2007, per Article XVII Section 250-109.  

P. Daniel Hollis, III of Shamberg Marwell Davis & Hollis, Attorneys, was at the meeting to represent the Russells.  Mr. Hollis stated that it was important to note that his client was not looking for a variance but was appealing a determination of the Building Inspector which was based on a visit brought about (Mr. Russell believes) by a complaint that his client is not in compliance with a Resolution of Approval granted by the Planning Board on December 5, 2007.  
Mr. Hollis displayed a site plan of the Russell property on Hardscrabble Road, saying his client obtained a Westchester County permit to make the driveway cut indicated on the plan.  Mr. Hollis stated that the Resolution grants approval for use of an 8500 sq. ft. area.  He added that his client prepared a site plan even though site plan approval was waived by the Planning Board and had an as-built survey done indicating the parameters of the parking area at the back.  Mr. Hollis pointed out the way the property drops off to the rear, saying that even in winter, it is hard to see the rear of the property except from Fields Lane.  He described the property as 3.7 acres in an RO zoning district, and he stated that the Planning Board resolution of approval is for, “an office providing construction management services for equipment associated with the office”.  The resolution further states that the parking area will also be used for equipment and vehicles associated with the office.  

Mr. Hollis said that Mr. Thompson quotes Section 250-47 of the Zoning Ordinance (pertaining to site development approval and/or waiver of same by the Planning Board) in the Violation issued to the Russells.   Mr. Hollis went over the four conditions for waiver of site development plan approval, adding that his client met those conditions.  He said review of the application to expand the parking area was extensive, and he stated that the Russells also live on the subject property.  
Mr. Hollis stated that no specific violation of the Ordinance was cited by the Building Inspector in the Notice of Violation and in fact the business is in keeping with the neighborhood condition.  He read the lists of uses permitted in the RO Zoning District.  Mr. Hollis said neighboring properties include Hardscrabble Farm, a NYSEG property, and some residential lots, and he added that Mr. Russell’s use of his property is identical to that of lots on Fields Lane.  He handed out photos of the subject property and neighboring properties on Hardscrabble Road and Fields Lane.  Mr. Hollis displayed blown-up copies of the distributed photos and described each.  (A set of 8 ½” x 11” photos is part of the application file.)
At one point in the review of the photographs, the Chairman asked how far 55 Fields Lane is from the subject property.  

Mr. Hollis pointed out the two properties on a map, and added that 55 Fields Lane is outside the area of notification.
Mr. Hollis stated that in the case of any ambiguities in the resolution or the Ordinance, they must be construed against the municipality and in favor of the property owner and the same applies to definitions or a lack thereof.  He said the Planning Board found no positive SEQRA declaration warranting site plan approval, so they waived site plan approval.  Reiterating the conditions for this waiver, Mr. Hollis said the rear area of the property is screened by a 13 ft.-high berm with 15 ft.-high trees along it.  He said the area cannot be seen from Hardscrabble Road, and he asked the Board to reverse or annul the Violation.
Chairman Kamenstein asked what the property was used for when it first received site plan approval.  
Mr. Hollis said he did not know when that was/it was a very long time ago.  

Mr. Russell said he has used the property for an office for 15 years.

Mr. Hollis asked if Mr. Russell obtained site plan approval for the office.  

Mr. Russell said he did not, adding that he has owned the property since 1994 or 1995.  He further stated that the property was formerly an orchard with a rental house owned by someone named Haight.

Mr. Browne asked what Mr. Hollis thought the Planning Board resolution meant by “equipment associated with the office”.  

Mr. Hollis said his client’s business is construction management, so any equipment associated with construction management would be appropriate.  

Mr. Browne said he was specifically referring to the word “equipment”, and Mr. Hollis responded that the equipment is attendant to the business.  
Mr. Browne asked if Mr. Hollis meant equipment as opposed to construction materials. 
Mr. Hollis said that is a slippery slope down which his client is not obligated to go.  He said the point is that equipment associated with a construction management office is whatever it is/there is no limitation on it.
The Chairman commented that this was taking a rather broad view.
Mr. Browne said that to him equipment is a machine or vehicle.  
Mr. Hollis said that equipment for a law office or dental office would be very different from equipment for a construction management office.  He added that what he would envision as equipment for a construction management office is what is there; i.e., trucks to be driven to clients and materiel for those clients.  

Chairman Kamenstein questioned the way Mr. Hollis was equating materiel with construction equipment.
Mr. Hollis stated that there is no precise definition in the Town Ordinance that limits what “equipment” can be, its broadness favors Mr. Russell, and he was not obligated to justify the broadness of the Ordinance.

Mr. Monti said Mr. Hollis was playing with words.  He explained that a truck is a piece of equipment, whereas a pipe is not equipment but a consumable to be used in building something.  He commented that there is a general understanding of the meaning of words.

Mr. Hollis stated that it was not his job to defend the Zoning Ordinance.  He said the construction management business was broadly approved, and he was present to protect his client’s property rights.

The Chairman stated that the Board respects property rights, adding that it seemed to him as though everything in the waiver resolution pointed to equipment associated with the business.
Mr. Hollis read the Planning Board resolution waiving site plan approval for expansion of a parking area.

Mr. Browne said it seemed that what was granted was permission for a parking area for equipment and vehicles.  He said he thought the Building Inspector had a problem with the storage of material that he observed, adding that the waiver would seem not to include storage of construction material.   

Mr. Hollis said he thought the Planning Board knew what they were doing and found the storage of materiel on the site compatible with neighboring property uses.  He went on to say that he has seen very specific approvals, but the Planning Board waiver resolution is not one.  
Chairman Kamenstein asked where the ambiguity is in the word equipment.

Mr. Hollis replied that there is none, but there is also no incompatibility, and there is no anomaly between his client’s property and others in the neighborhood.
Brian Ivanhoe stated that he read the resolution, and he was surprised at some of the things he saw being stored on the Russell property, like fuel.

Mr. Hollis said fuel is a reasonable accessory to the vehicles and equipment and compatible with neighborhood uses.

Mr. Ivanhoe asked about bluestone on the property, and Mr. Hollis responded that the same thinking applies.

Mr. Ivanhoe said the material being stored on the subject property is not in keeping with the spirit of the resolution.  
Mr. Hollis countered that the spirit of the waiver of site plan approval and Condition #2 need to be considered.  Mr. Hollis reiterated that all 4 conditions for waiver of site plan approval were met by his client, and the application was approved.  It seems someone did not like this one use and complained to the Building Inspector.

John Derderian of 44 Bonnieview Street addressed the Board, stated that he works in construction, and material and equipment are customarily stored together.  He asked if the Chairman has ever been on a construction site.  

The Chairman replied that he has, but he said there is a difference between a construction site and a construction depot.

Mr. Derderian said the same places where trucks are kept all have material on site, and the material on the Russell property is consistent with the business.

Marvin Stamm of 130 Titicus Road was called on next.  He stated that he travels on Hardscrabble Road, and found none of the photographs presented by Mr. Hollis to be in keeping with the character of the Town except for the Russell property.  He asked if the places in the photos are in an industrial zone or otherwise have permission to store all the things in the pictures.  Mr. Stamm said he knows the Russells, and the items stored on their property seem like a small issue compared to what is seen in the other photographs.

The Chairman replied that the matter was brought to the ZBA by the applicant/they did not pursue Mr. Russell.

Mr. Stamm asked how the Building Inspector can let the other properties in the photographs continue what they are doing, but not the Russells.

Chairman Kamenstein said the material storage on the Russell property was brought to Mr. Thompson’s attention by an anonymous complaint.

Mr. Stamm objected to such anonymity, saying the complainant should come forward.

The Chairman said the complainant does not have to come forward, and he added that if the Building Inspector has his eyes opened to other potential violations regarding property use, he may investigate those also.

Mr. Hollis said he FOILed the complaint log, and no complaint about his client was in it, so it would seem that the Building Inspector made a spontaneous inspection.

The Chairman said he did not know what prompted the inspection.

Mr. Russell asked to speak.  He said he had spent a lot of money to do the right thing.  He went to the County and the Highway Superintendent to obtain the proper permits, built a road and made a yard for his business.  He said now he has had to hire an attorney to get an answer for him, because there was no response to 3 FOIL requests to the Town Attorney and the Building Inspector in an attempt to identify the person who lodged the complaint.  Mr. Russell said there was no response to the FOILs because there was no complaint.  He said he had a problem with the way the situation was being handled, and he thinks people will figure out who is behind the trouble he has been caused.  
Chairman Kamenstein said the meeting was an open forum where all may speak.  He reiterated that he did not know what prompted the Building Inspector to investigate Mr. Russell’s property, and no one has come forward.  The Chairman stated that he felt the biggest problem was that the Planning Board resolution was somewhat ambiguous.  Identifying Robert Tompkins, Planning Board member, in the audience, the Chairman asked him to tell about the hearing of Mr. Russell’s application.

Mr. Tompkins said the issues at the time were protecting Hardscrabble Road and ensuring that Mr. Russell’s operation would not be visible, and Mr. Russell put in a new road and berms.  He added that he thought the Planning Board had voted unanimously in favor of the application once there was a SEQRA negative declaration.

Chairman Kamenstein asked if, at the time the site plan review was waived, the Russell property was being used in the same way as it is now.  

Mr. Tompkins said he knew there was equipment on the property then, but he could not say whether or not materials were being stored there also.  He added that the resolution was written broadly, but it seemed to explain what the applicant wanted to do.

John Varachi of 207 Vail Lane stated that if a site has a construction management office and construction-related equipment on it, it seems logical there would be material to go with the equipment also, unless such material is specifically prohibited.

Mr. Browne stated that he wished to summarize his thinking.  He said it seemed that because Mr. Russell did the right thing in terms of obtaining permit and making application to the Planning Board, the waiver was crafted in a way not so specific that it would exclude something that maybe customarily goes along with business on the property.

Mr. Browne said it is the Building Inspector’s job to make sure that what is written in a document is actually what’s present on a lot.  Once he came across the situation, he was obligated to do something about it.  Mr. Browne said now the Board was obligated to look at the issue that has been raised and see if there is some way to rectify it.  He suggested that maybe the waiver needed to be adjusted so that what makes sense to be on the property is permitted to be there, properly screened, etc.  

Chairman Kamenstein said he thought the Board should either take a broader view of the use of the property than the Building Inspector did and say that they interpret the waiver to include permission for storage of materiel, or ask the Planning Board to amend the resolution.  

Mr. Browne expressed concern about seeming to change the essence of what the Planning Board intended.

The Chairman answered that the ZBA could simply take a broader view of what the Planning Board meant; they could interpret the waiver resolution to mean that the storage of material in conjunction with the storage of equipment is allowed.
Mr. Browne commented that when the ZBA grants a variance, a resolution is written describing what they approve.  In this case, he thought the Board would need to be specific, and asked if the resolution could be written to adjust what the Planning Board wrote.  He asked Mr. Reilly what the Board should do.
Mr. Reilly stated that the Board should ask Mr. Hollis why he was before them instead of asking the Planning Board for an amendment.

Mr. Hollis said he was there because he was ordered to appear or to appear in court.  He said he was appealing a decision that his client was in violation of the Planning Board resolution, and he was there to say that his client was not in violation.

Mr. Reilly told Mr. Browne that the ZBA had only to decide whether or not the Building Inspector was correct in issuing the violation.

Mr. Browne said he just wanted to be sure the Board handled the application in such a way that the issue won’t come up again in the future.

Chairman Kamenstein asked the Building Inspector if the neighboring properties in Mr. Hollis’s photos have site plan approval or arrangements similar to Mr. Russell’s.

Mr. Thompson responded that he would need to examine the records of the neighboring properties before he could answer, and he added that he would not address the issue at the time.

Mr. Browne said that if Mr. Thompson sees something plainly written in those records, and what is present on the properties does not conform, he would have reason to issue violations.

Mr. Thompson said he would have to look at the history of each individual property and at the current Zoning Ordinance.  If everything is accounted for in terms of the use of the property, there is no comment to be made.  If something is missing, it needs to be addressed.

Mr. Browne commented that granting this appeal doesn’t address the other issues.

Mr. Hollis said he only offered those properties as examples of the conformity of his client’s use of his property.

Mr. Russell stated that his is the only property of the group that has a site plan.

Mr. Monti asked if there was a way for the Board to refer the issue back to the Planning Board.
Mr. Reilly said the ZBA could only decide whether the Building Inspector was right to issue the violation or not, based on the Planning Board waiver and the information presented by Mr. Hollis.

Mr. Monti said that would seem to mean that the Board of Appeals was being asked to interpret the Planning Board resolution, and Mr. Reilly said that was correct, indirectly.

Mr. Browne stated that he was not prepared to say Mr. Thompson was wrong in issuing the violation.  He said it appeared to him that what is written in the resolution doesn’t conform to what it makes sense to do in Mr. Russell’s situation, so Mr. Thompson brought it into a forum where he thought it could be aired and rectified.  In this case, however, Mr. Reilly said all the Board can do is uphold Mr. Thompson’s decision or not.

Chairman Kamenstein said the Board was in the difficult position of trying to second-guess what the Planning Board might have intended had their resolution been more specific.  He added that Mr. Tompkins gave them a sense of how the Planning Board felt at the time.

Mr. Tompkins said the issue of specificity never came up, because the overall application was not for significant changes or additions.  Mr. Tompkins said he assumed that all requests to the Planning Board go through the Building Department also.

The Chairman asked Mr. Russell if, at the time when site plan approval waiver was granted, his property was being used in the same way that it is now.  

Mr. Russell said that at that time he had equipment in a wetlands area, but he moved it.

Chairman Kamenstein said he just wanted to know whether there was construction material stored on the property at the time, and Mr. Russell said there was.

Based on this statement by Mr. Russell, the Board members all said they would vote to approve the appeal.

Mr. Browne said he would like to add his commendation to the Building Inspector, Mr. Thompson, for noticing the discrepancy.

The Chairman closed the public hearing.

Mr. Reilly read a draft resolution, including a statement that the Board of Appeals accepted the testimony of Mr. Russell that construction material was stored on-site at the time of the Planning Board’s granting a waiver of site plan approval, for which reason the Building Inspector’s determination was null and void.


Motion by:

William Monti

Second by:

Patrick Browne

Mr. Ivanhoe:

Aye

Mr. Monti:

Aye

Mr. Browne:

Aye

Chairman:

Aye
Appeal granted, as requested.

BA09-07 Jennifer Lewis (148 Finch Road) – Special Permit – For the keeping of up to 2 horses for personal use and installation of a run-in shed per Article XIII Section 250-72. 

Jennifer Lewis explained to the Board that she needed a Special Permit even though she only wishes to keep 2 horses, because she does not have an appropriate site for the run-shed that is 150 ft. from the side yard line, and the Board can relax the setback requirement to the minimum residential setback of 75 ft. as part of granting a special permit.
The Chairman asked Ms. Lewis where she intends to have the shed installed, and she said it will be placed near an existing small shed at the rear of the property.
Chairman Kamenstein commented that the nearest neighbors, the Knowltons, will not be able to see the run-in she from their property.  He said Ms. Lewis is entitled by right to keep 2 horses; she merely needs the setback relaxed, and there are no neighbors near the area designated for the run-in shed.

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

Mr. Reilly read a draft resolution.

Motion:

William Monti

Second:

Brian Ivanhoe

Mr. Ivanhoe:

Aye
Mr. Monti:

Aye

Mr. Browne:

Aye

Chairman:

Aye

Special permit granted, as requested.

BA09-08 Pamela Averack (37 Sunset Drive) – Area Variance – To decrease the minimum rear yard setback in an R-1/2 zoning district from 35 ft. required to 5 ft. existing/proposed for an as-built deck extension with hot tub per Article V Section 250-15.

Ms. Averack addressed the Board, explaining that she thought her ex-husband had obtained the necessary permits for the deck extension and hot tub.  She said that the property has been for sale for 2 years, and she now has a buyer.  Ms. Averack stated that she met with the Building Inspector and discovered then that there was no Certificate of Occupancy for the deck extension/hot tub.  

The Chairman asked how long ago the deck extension/hot tub were finished, and Mrs. Averack responded that the work was finished in 2003.    She further stated that she wrote a letter to the neighbors about the variance application, and no one objected.

Mr. Browne noted that part of a stockade fence in the yard is on the neighbor’s property, and he asked if this had presented any sort of problem.

Ms. Averack said it came to light when she had an as-built survey done to include the deck extension/hot tub.  She added that the neighbor doesn’t mind the fence; he helped build it.  She said the buyers of the house are also aware that part of the fence is on the other lot.

Mr. Browne commented that the fence may have to be moved in the future, and Ms. Averack said she understood.

The Chairman said the fence situation wouldn’t detract from the value of the house.  Noting there were no further questions or comments, he closed the public hearing.

Mr. Reilly read a draft resolution, including a statement that the variance was granted for the deck extension and hot tub based on the information in the submitted survey, dated January 3, 2009 and stamped by E. Link.
Motion by:

William Monti

Second:

Brian Ivanhoe

Mr. Ivanhoe:

Aye

Mr. Monti:

Aye

Mr. Browne:

Aye

Chairman:

Aye
There being no further business to discuss, the Chairman closed the meeting.

Respectfully submitted,

___________________________

Janice Will, Recording Secretary
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