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PERRYSBURG TOWNSHIP ZONING COMMISSION
26609 Lime City Road

Perrysburg, OH 43551

ZONING COMMISSION MEETING
February 12, 2007

The Perrysburg Township Zoning Commission held a meeting on February 12, 2007, at
6:00 p.m. Robert S. Black, Chairman, called the meeting to order. A roll call was
taken. The meeting was tape-recorded. Grant W. Garn, Zoning Inspector, was also
present.

MEMBERS PRESENT: Robert S. Black, Jeff Schaller, Carol Warnimont, John J.
Benavides, Arthur Rometo, and Ronald M. Hanna.

MEMBERS ABSENT: None.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA: Mr. Black asked if there was a motion to approve the agenda
for this evening. Mr. Schaller moved with a second by Ms. Warnimont to approve the
agenda. A roll call vote was taken. Yes votes by Mr. Schaller, Ms. Warnimont, Mr.
Rometo, Mr. Benavides, and Mr. Black. Motion carried 5-0-0.

APPROVAL OF 1/8/07 ORGANIZATIONAL MINUTES: Mr. Black asked if there was a
motion to approve the minutes of the organizational meeting. Ms. Warnimont moved
with a second by Mr. Benavides to approve the minutes. A roll call vote was taken. Yes
votes by Ms. Warnimont, Mr. Benavides, Mr. Schaller, and Mr. Black. Mr. Rometo
abstained. Motion carried 4-0-1.

APPROVAL OF 1/8/07 MEETING MINUTES: Regarding the regular meeting minutes, Mr.
Black informed Mr. Garn that he just had that one correction on page 11. He asked if
anyone else had any corrections, and there were none. He asked if there was a motion
to approve the minutes of the regular meeting with the noted correction. Ms.
Warnimont moved with a second by Mr. Benavides to approve the minutes with the
noted correction. A roll call vote was taken. Yes votes by Ms. Warnimont, Mr.
Benavides, Mr. Schaller, and Mr. Black. Mr. Rometo abstained. Motion carried 4-0-1.

Mr. Black asked if there were any comments from the audience on any non-agenda
item to the commission, and there were none.

SITE PLAN REVIEW FOR BEXFIELD BUILDING, SPR 2006-10. Brian L. Romp
would like to build a commercial structure at 7212 Avenue Road. The storm water
issue and fire hydrant and waterline are still being reviewed by our engineer, Dave
Kuhn. They should also show that the house is to be torn down. A final letter should
be arriving on Monday.
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Brian L. Romp addressed the commission regarding this site plan review. He told the
commission that they have made the changes requested from the last meeting,
primarily three areas. One was the revision to change the drive to 26 feet in lieu of 25
to reflect the request of the fire department for emergency vehicle access. The second
was the addition of a second fire hydrant in the corner area of the L, if you will, inner
corner, which was notated on the drawings. And the third issues were more detail on
the swale on the northeast side of the property. In addition to those items, they put a
notation that the residence and garage will be removed per the agreement of the last
meeting. With the removal of those houses, that’s going to also give them much more
of a detention area than the previous submittal. So he thinks with that, with the couple
of meetings he’s had with Feller Finch and laying it out, he thinks he is pretty
comfortable, and they should have the appropriate drainage for storm water. He
believes those were the only outstanding items on his letter. He indicated he wanted to
see a matting on the swale, if you will, and they have talked about in the past pretty
much everything is going to be grass covered, cutable, or manacurable, if you will, so
there is not going to be a problem with that. That would be basically on the steep sides
of the swale towards the back side of the house, if you will.

Mr. Black said to Mr. Romp that he did notice on the sketch that it still shows 25 feet
width. Mr. Romp said they didn’t want to infringe. That’s going to the edge of the
parking line for the 10 foot line, so they are giving them 26 on the approach. They will
still have it here, but they wanted to maintain the 10 foot. Otherwise they would have
shipped everything this way. Mr. Black said so he is saying it is 26 feet from here, and
Mr. Romp said correct. If he will notice the first parking space to the south, they will all
be 26. And then essentially he believes they have a parking spot, and 18 foot typical.
Mr. Black asked Mr. Garn if that was true, and Mr. Garn said yes. Mr. Romp said they
did not want to infringe on that, so they assumed the one foot on that area without
having to shift the whole building to the right and then getting the condition on the
variance. Mr. Black asked if it was possible to put 26 feet down here so that there is a
notation there that they have 26 feet, and Mr. Romp said yes. Mr. Black said so there
is no confusion that this ought to be 25 feet. Mr. Romp said sure, sure.

Mr. Black asked if there were any other comments. Mr. Schaller asked what was their
status of ODOT approving this, and Mr. Romp said one drive, one curb cut, which will
be as shown on the drawing with the house being removed. Right now the driveway’s
on the southeast more approaching the garage. So that’s going to be abandoned.
Obviously the house is going to be gone. So he guesses the short answer of what he is
asking is they would approve the one curb cut, approved where it’s noted. There is no
problem. But they would not approve a median cut which they were not pursuing. So
they are going to have single direction traffic in and out, approach from the east,
depart to the west. Mr. Schaller asked did they have to get site plan approval before
they would consider it or finalize it. Mr. Romp said they actually got everything down
there. It’s on the desk to be approved. There are apparently no problems with it, just
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the formality of getting the letter out. He did get the EPA permit for the NOI, so the
only thing he does not have back is the formal ODOT sign-off.

Mr. Black asked Mr. Garn if he had any comments. Mr. Garn said no. He thinks Mr.
Kuhn’s letter from today is sort of inclusive of satisfying the requirements. Mr. Black
asked Mr. Garn if he had a full sized drawing on file, and Mr. Garn said yes, he brought
that up.

Mr. Black said to Mr. Romp that there are two changes he would like him to make. One
would be to denote the 26 feet from this point south, and Mr. Romp said okay. Mr.
Black said and also the date that they agreed to for the removal to be included to be
removed by, and he believes that was January 8 of ’08, and Mr. Romp agreed. Mr.
Black said if he would include those in there. Mr. Romp said do some intermediaries,
26 here, and keep this as is. Mr. Black said this can stay fine. From wherever they said
they wanted to start, it will be 26 feet there. Show where they want to start it, and
then indicate it going all the way south. And then put that January 8, 2008 on there,
on that large one they have. Because that’s the one they will have to sign, and Mr.
Garn will have to sign, and he will have to sign, so then they have got their record.
Many times this is all people look at, and they don’t go back to the minutes to find out
what things need to be. Mr. Romp said fair enough. Mr. Black said if that’s all right
with them, and Mr. Romp said yes.

Mr. Black deferred to Mr. Garn. Mr. Garn asked if their drawings will be done, or did he
just want to have it on the copy here that they have. Mr. Black said pardon me. Mr.
Garn said did he want it just noted. He brought over one copy. Mr. Black said that’s
fine. They can note it here with the initials. Mr. Garn and Mr. Romp said that would be
fine. They said that was agreeable. Mr. Garn said he would take the copy down. Mr.
Black said that would be fine. He asked them if they could stick around this evening so
they can get that taken care of. Mr. Romp said sure.

Mr. Black asked if there were any other comments, and there were none. He asked if
there was a motion to approve the site plan with the comments, the changes they just
made, the date for the removal of the buildings as well as the 26 feet designation. Ms.
Warnimont moved with a second by Mr. Rometo to approve the site plan with those
changes. Mr. Black asked if there was any further discussion, and there was none. A
roll call vote was taken. Yes votes by Ms. Warnimont, Mr. Rometo, Mr. Benavides, Mr.
Schaller, and Mr. Black. Motion carried 5-0-0.

SITE PLAN REVIEW OF PERRYSBURG MARKET CENTER, SPR 2006-11.
Warren Terrace of First Commercial and Efrem Tennenbaum of DuBose & Associates
would like to discuss lot splits for the Perrysburg Market Center shopping plaza. They
may still be dealing with the City of Perrysburg on this new lot split issue. They are
now asking for a lot split on lot #1. They would like to split it into three lots. A rough
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drawing is included. This splitting of the buildings causes a problem for us with the side
yard setbacks.

Efrem Tennenbaum addressed the commission regarding this site plan review. He said
First Commercial would like to request an additional lot split for the main site that they
currently have submitted a site plan for. The original intent was 3 lots, lot 2, lot 3, and
lot 1. And for tax purposes, and running the project, and splitting the bills among the
different tenants, they would like to request that lot number 1 be split into three
entities. Lot number 1 which would be this entity, lot number 4 which would be this
entity here, and lot number 5 would be the last. They started coordinating this with the
WCPC Director Steiner. Originally the intent was to have the frontage apply to
Thompson Road, but because the truck access was a restricted access per the City of
Perrysburg, and not to allow any traffic going with the truck docks, this could not be
considered as the frontage. So they suggested to widen and get the strip per the
township guidelines, to get a frontage on Center Drive over here. The issue that’s still
discussed is how to go about the zero setback lines through the buildings. And First
Commercial would like to request a variance on that, if possible, at the next BZA
meeting in March. That’s about it. If the WCPC stand is that if the township is good
with it and the city is good with it, they will run everything administratively through Mr.
Steiner, and the WC engineer’s office will do the actual detailed review of the
documents submitted by the surveyor. And then shifting over, the issue that’s
concerning him is the zero lot lines.

Mr. Black asked Mr. Garn if he had any comments. Mr. Garn said a couple of problems
with this one. How to get and better handle this PUD a long time ago, the zero lot
lines, something like that. It’s a major problem now with side yard setbacks. And they
are causing no problem. That’s sort of a problem with BZA. They are bringing it on
themselves.

Mr. Black said he agrees with that. He struggled with this request. They have worked
so hard to get to where they are at. They have all their ducks in a row, and now they
want to scramble them up and start over again basically. They have worked with them
hard to get them to where they got. They had special committees set up just for them
to make sure that they could keep the city on point and get them to their August
deadline, and then they come before the commission and ask them to redraw the lines
which creates other issues. Mr. Tennenbaum said he was aware of that. Mr. Black said
he was not in favor of it. He thinks to some degree they have attacked the integrity of
what they put together for them to get this project put together. So he sees several
problems, and he is just one person of five here. He struggled with them wanting to
get this program put together, and then more or less in the eleventh hour they are still
working on an August opening, and he assumes they are. He assumed Mr. Terrace’s
representation to them that he had a financial deadline of August whatever it is still is in
place. Mr. Tennenbaum said still under that time. Mr. Black said but again, he is just
one of five people. He asked him if there was anything that he would like to share with
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them why this has come. He is sure this is not. One of the things that he and Mr.
Terrace both represented to them as a commission was they have done this a lot
before. He just can’t believe that a tax issue allocating taxes, that this is the first time
this has ever been an issue. So he is not in favor of it, but he is just one commission
member, and he would like to hear what the other members feel if they have any
thoughts on this.

Mr. Schaller said he is consistent with the thoughts there. For whatever reason if it
were granted, if the PUD is the right approach, it’s a very time consuming process for
them to start that at this stage of the game. Mr. Tennenbaum said no, it’s too late he
thinks for rezoning the property at this point. That’s why this is the approach of the
WCPC. Because the original intent was 3 lots, and the WCPC would be happy to go
with that solution because that was on the table all the time. It’s just that Mr. Terrace
approached him a couple of weeks ago and said to check with the township and the city
and the county, even though it’s a last minute thing, and that they will be able to do
that. It’s just the managing wise is consistent. They are aware that the PUD would
have solved everything, but he thinks at this point they all know it’s beyond that point.
They won’t be able to rezone the property. The city is already finishing pre-
construction approvals. Mr. Kuhn has already finished his review and should be
submitting a final construction letter hopefully tomorrow. So he does not like it, but his
client requested it, and he had to bring it in front of the township.

Mr. Black said Mr. Garn brings up a good point, it’s a self-inflicted wound which they are
requesting the BZA to soothe for them. It creates its own issues. Mr. Black said he
would make a motion to the BZA. Mr. Garn said to Mr. Black you don’t think this stops
them from having an appeal, going to the BZA. Mr. Black said well, no, it does not, but
it certainly has an impact with the ZC. Mr. Garn said right. He thought it was best to
discuss it with the ZC first to see what the outcome of the thoughts were. Sort of like a
non-binding issue. Mr. Black said right. He said he would make a motion to
recommend that it not be approved by the BZA. He asked if there was a second, and
Mr. Schaller was the second. Mr. Black asked if there was any other discussion, and
there was none. A roll call vote was taken. Yes votes by Mr. Black, Mr. Schaller, Mr.
Rometo, Mr. Benavides, and Ms. Warnimont. Motion carried 5-0-0.

SITE PLAN REVIEW OF TECH DYNAMICS, INC., SPR 2007-01. Matt Kowalski
and Greg Feller of Feller, Finch & Associates would like to discuss the addition to the
building that houses the tenant Tech Dynamics of Section C of 361 D Street which is
located in the Ampoint Industrial Park. Jeffrey L. Waldron of Mannick & Smith is
reviewing the plans. A final letter should be arriving on Monday.

Matt Kowalski addressed the commission regarding this site plan review. He said they
have submitted this to Mannick and Smith and have received back their changes and
requests. In the letter dated February 5, 2007, from Mannick and Smith, they have
those requests that they had. He thinks there are 19 of them. They did do the
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revisions to the plans, which they have resubmitted he thinks this last Thursday or
Friday, so they should have the resubmitted one in their hands. They took care of most
of those issues except for a couple of things which he would like to discuss. A couple of
them are minor. A couple more of them have a little more significance, he guesses. He
would like to go in order. If they have that letter in front of them from the 5th of
February, number 2, the site plan needs to include size and type of existing proposed
trees to satisfy Section D 2 c. Now, if they look at their zoning, the reason why they
didn’t do that is because he guesses the zoning only calls out and only asks to illustrate
existing trees, it does not say anything about calling out type and size. So they do
show existing trees on there and the proper location. He will continue unless they have
any comments along the way. The other issues he guesses would be number 10 on
that list, the loading and unloading areas should be labeled. This is just an expansion
of the building, so there are no new loading or unloading areas to denote and label on
the plan. And then finally there is number 14, include a table described in Section D 2
w. They are basically just moving. There is an existing parking lot. They are just
basically moving it over with this expansion. He does not believe that there is any other
or any more employees that are to be taken on because of this expansion. It is just
merely expanding the footprint of the building, the square footage of the building to
have more space.

A couple of issues now that are probably a little more significant. Number 1 on the list,
and that refers to a landscaping plan. It says it needs to be included in D 2 m. He
guesses that refers to interior parking lots. They did not feel that the landscaping plan
in this instance was necessary for a couple of reasons. Number one, he guesses the
parking lot that they are putting in is 5,670 square feet approximately, and their zoning
code requires, and he believes he thinks it says landscaping should be if a parking area
is containing more than 6,000 square feet of area or 15 or more parking spaces. Now,
they do have he believes it’s 18 spaces, but they are less than 6,000 square feet.
Another reason is he guesses it’s the proximity to those existing trees that he
mentioned earlier. He was hoping that that would help satisfy that requirement. And
also basically the nature of the existing site. Even though it is in the code for landscape
plans, that this project is in a manufacturing industrial area. It is located in the back
site, back part of the building, the back of the site, and he has an aerial here, and this
is a little clearer. The only person really that would be able to see it is the engineers
driving by on the trains that backs up to the site. He presented that to the commission
to get an idea. This is the railroad here. This red box is the building expansion. This is
the railroad. This is another parking lot where the semis back up to adhere to the site.

Mr. Black asked him when did he submit this original site plan. His response was he
believes the original site plan, he thinks it was maybe just a week ago. Mr. Garn said
originally it was about 3 weeks ago. Mr. Kowalski said 3 weeks ago, and said he was
sorry. Mr. Garn said he thinks this is the final day. Mr. Kowalski said right. Mr. Garn
said of the deadline. Mr. Kowalski said yeah, it was the final day of the deadline. Mr.
Black said to him that he is representing that all but a few of these items from Mannick
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and Smith, that all but a few they have complied with, and his response was correct.
Mr. Black said and if you haven’t, you have just stated their reasons why they didn’t.
Mr. Kowalski said yes, he has.

And he has one more. One more item, but yes. And he guesses the final item is item
number 3 on that list, and he read that. He said that is true, they are increasing, but
it’s only by a matter of one-third of an acre at most. Basically what they are doing with
this project is they are building an expansion, but they are building it over an existing
parking area and then moving that existing parking area to the east. So all they are
really accruing is one-third of an acre increase in the pervious surface. What they are
doing there is then with the drainage is sheet drain that across the parking lot and the
grass areas to a swale, and then taking that swale to an existing drainage ditch that
exists on the south side of the property. And those grades, they are pretty minimal.
He thinks they are only draining across the grass at 1 percent or less to the swale, so
they will have some infiltration that will happen with that. And also they calculated it
out that for the one-third acre increase in the pervious surface really only adds up to
about 1 CFS, one cubic foot per second of run-off. And if they were to detain that
much and release at that amount, they are only talking about 4 inches, and that’s
pretty problematic when it comes to litter and other things that would be clogged up
most of the time. So those are the reasons why they are hoping for a waiver on any
detention facility.

Mr. Black asked him to help him understand the time frame here. They filed the
original site plan 3 weeks ago, and then Mannick and Smith sent them a letter on
February 5th, and then this he assumes is a revised site plan. Mr. Kowalski said yes to
all of those. Mr. Black said this is now in compliance except for what he has told them
with everything in this letter, and Mr. Kowalski said correct. Mr. Black said it was
received on February the 9th. Now, the date here on the drawing says January 22nd.
Mr. Kowalski said okay. Mr. Black said that’s why he was a little confused. Mr.
Kowalski said he guesses that would be an error on their part not putting a revision
date on that. Mr. Black asked him if he understood his concern, and he responded yes.
Absolutely. Mr. Schaller said the drawings should have had a revision date on it, he
takes it, and Mr. Kowalski said correct. Mr. Black said but Mannick and Smith has not
reviewed these revised drawings, have they. If they only received them on the 9th. Mr.
Kowalski said yeah, they resubmitted it to them like last Thursday, and he does not
think they have had a chance to look at it. Mr. Garn said he has not received anything
from them other than their 19 items. He has not received a revised list stating what’s
really left, and what they think about it. Mr. Black said their concern is their engineers
have a duty. It may comply, but they have no letter saying that they do.

Mr. Black asked him to just go through and sort of show and very quickly tell him again
which ones they would like not to comply with or whatever, because he was a little
confused. Mr. Kowalski said okay. Mr. Black said he will assume the ones he does not
mention are the ones that he says do comply. Mr. Kowalski said correct. He said the
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ones that they have issue with were number 1, number 2, number 3, number 10, and
number 14. Mr. Black said and you’re representing this evening that other than those
he just mentioned, they are in total compliance on this, and Mr. Kowalski said correct.

Mr. Black asked if anyone had any comments. A comment was made by Mr. Schaller,
well, the landscape plan, he can understand the situation with a development that they
are in. It seems inappropriate. From the storm water standpoint, the addition that
they are adding on, they said it’s impervious now to the asphalt parking lot, a stone
parking lot. Mr. Kowalski said it’s kind of a combination a little bit. They are adding an
asphalt parking lot, and he thinks there is a stone drive that they will just be moving
really. Just move so they can get around those existing trees. The stone drive goes to
the north.

It was asked if the new roof goes to the new building areas. Mr. Kowalski responded
their new building area, this is existing. The new building area is just 9,500 square
feet, which is just this portion here. It was asked how does that work for water
drainage. Mr. Kowalski said he thinks that’s draining on to the surface. It was
commented that it was a question subject to interpretation whether that’s appropriate
or not.

Mr. Black said and the loading or unloading issue is what, number 10. Mr. Kowalski
said the fact that there is really no loading or unloading areas on this plan. Mr. Black
said does he mean they have no loading or unloading areas. It was commented there
is no loading and unloading on the outside of the building. It’s all done inside with an
overhead crane within the confines of the footprint of the new structure. Mr. Black
asked if he was with Tech Dynamics, and he said he is John Zimmerman.

Mr. Black asked if there were any other comments, and there were none. He asked Mr.
Schaller if he had an issue with number 3. Mr. Schaller said he thinks they need to
refer back to Feller and Finch on how much of an issue that is. Or actually Mannick and
Smith. Mr. Black is correct. Mr. Black told them that they are going to need a letter
from Mannick and Smith before they approve this. He sees they want to start on March
1st, and their response was yes, that’s their intent. Mr. Black said he does not have a
problem approving it subject to Mannick and Smith’s approval of these issues, and they
will have to go to Mannick and Smith and explain why they don’t want that. Mr.
Kowalski said okay. Mr. Black said and certainly this date needs to be revisited. They
are not just changing that date. There needs to be a revision so, in fact, they know
that these changes were made, and they are not just putting that new date there.

Mr. Black said so with that he would make a motion to approve the site plan subject to
the commission receiving a letter from Mannick and Smith that they are agreeing to all
the non-issue items and feel comfortable with the issues that they have brought up.
And that’s items 1, 2, 3, 10, and 14; correct, and Mr. Kowalski said correct. Mr. Black
said he made a motion and wanted to know if there was a second. Mr. Rometo was
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the second on the motion. Mr. Black asked if there was any other discussion, and there
was none. A roll call vote was taken. Yes votes by Mr. Black, Mr. Rometo, Mr.
Benavides, Ms. Warnimont, and Mr. Schaller. Motion carried 5-0-0.

Mr. Black said please remember not to start the project until they receive full approval.
They want to work with them. They understand they have a time line, but they need to
work with them, too.

Mr. Black said other items on the agenda, he asked Mr. Garn if he might want to share
with them what their standards are now as far as time lines. He knows they have
talked about it, actually instituting it, but they seem to get back to their old problem.
Mr. Garn said the thing that he is going to propose is that from now on that if he does
not have a clean letter, a clean bill of health for anything by Wednesday before the
meeting date, which is normally the day he gets the agenda ready and put it together,
that it be put off for another month. Now, he can go as late as Thursday, but
Wednesday gives him time to get it done and put it in the mail so they can get it by
Saturday. It puts everyone else on a time line, but they have to have it either done and
everything properly their first time. It does not give them much time after the review
to straighten things out. Mr. Black asked if that made sense for all the members.

Mr. Schaller asked Mr. Garn how much time does he need prior to that Wednesday. If
a person is going through this process, how much time does it take them to do that by
the time they submit their information and they get a review. Mr. Garn said usually the
review letter normally comes back approximately the Friday before or around the
weekend time. He is trying to think for sure. Mr. Black said basically 10 days before
their meeting their final information has to be in, and that gives until Wednesday for
them to get the letter back normally from Feller and Finch. Mr. Garn said that gives
them, say if they get the information on a Friday, they would have everything to Feller
Finch on Monday, Tuesday, and he has to be able to review it and get a letter or a fax
over here by Wednesday. And he has really bent over backwards trying to help on one
of these. Mr. Black said well, that’s what happened. They got up against this, and then
they created these rules, and they slowly worked back. And he thinks it’s just a little
tough to get this done.

Mr. Schaller said he thinks it’s a little bit of a jump if they go through that process, they
are going to end up having letters like this, and then it’s going to be subject to their
interpretation as opposed to the engineer’s. Mr. Garn said right, they pay the
professional to take care of that and write the letters. Mr. Schaller said is he saying he
is not going to present it to them unless it’s clean? The chances of that happening are
absolutely none on the first go-around. Mr. Garn said right, by the second, and he is
going to say that the second go-around then everything has to be in his hands by that
Wednesday before. It was asked is he saying the response. Mr. Garn said the
response. The member said the response back, and Mr. Garn said to their engineer.
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And their engineer’s response to him to get it on the agenda. The 3 weeks is their
biggest problem. It’s sort of difficult.

Mr. Black said does he mean getting the original, and Mr. Garn said getting the original
3 weeks before the meeting. If it were 4 weeks, the longer the better. The problem
with 4 weeks, that’s normally when they are coming in to do an informal review with
them, and they would be turning it in at the same time. Normally the informal review is
to come to the hearing and have a little discussion, and if the commission sees
something they don’t like, then they can change their plans. Mr. Black said why don’t
they try that and see how that works. It’s better than what they have right. Mr. Garn
said it would be nicer if they would get them in ahead of time than have to change their
zoning resolution to go to 4 weeks instead of three. 3 weeks is part of the resolution.
Mr. Black said to Mr. Garn that he thinks if he could make this as clear as possible when
they come in, and then they won’t be surprised if he defers it for another month.
That’s ultimately the only answer they have. They did not get it out tonight, but
normally he thinks that is the answer. Otherwise you never get anybody’s attention.
Mr. Garn said right. His understanding is the city, if you have deficiencies, they just
give it back to them. Mr. Black said he does not consider that a good model. Mr. Garn
said it’s not user friendly. Mr. Black said either what they have in writing or what they
do. He does not want to be like that. But on the other hand tonight was almost
morbid. Mr. Black asked if that was okay with everyone, and all the members agreed.

Mr. Black asked if there was anything else they would like to discuss this evening, and
there was nothing. Mr. Rometo moved to adjourn. Mr. Black asked if there was a
second, and Ms. Warnimont was the second. All members were in favor. None were
opposed. The meeting was adjourned at 6:45 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Grant W. Garn,
Recording Secretary


