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Village of Cazenovia Planning Board 

Meeting Minutes 

January 13, 2014 

 

 5 

Present:  Richard Huftalen, Chair; Adam Walburger; Anne McDowell; Diane Webb; and Jennifer 

Gavilondo. 

 

Others Present:  James Stokes, Village Attorney;  Don Ferlow; William Carroll; Robin Curtis; Todd 

Lipschutz; Wayne Westervelt; Susan Berger; Chris Heberle; Jo Anne Gagliano; Steve Breitzka; 10 

Steve Fisher; Carlos Gavilondo; Robert Cowherd; and Janet Cowherd. 

 

* * * * * 

 

R. Huftalen called the meeting to order at 7:32 p.m. and introduced the Board.  R. Huftalen asked for 15 

any changes to the November 11, 2013, minutes.  D. Webb made a motion to approve the minutes as 

amended.  A. McDowell seconded the motion.  The motion carried 5 in favor, 0 opposed.  The 

change was on Line 97 for National Grid:  “All plantings will be done as soon as the ground thaws 

in spring 2014.  A. Walburger seconded the motion.  The motion carried.” 

 20 

R. Huftalen asked for any changes to the December 9, 2013, minutes.  D. Webb requested a change 

on Page 2, Line 85-90.  She proposed that the words “on the church building” be added so the 

sentence would read:  The application is for a cornerstone, hand carved, mahogany sign 12 inches 

high by 24 inches wide with the words: “Summit Church, Sunday 11:15 a.m.,” to be placed on the 

church building at the corner of Lincklaen and Seminary Streets. 25 

 

R. Huftalen requested that the word “objection” be removed from Line 56. 

 

R. Huftalen made the motion to approve the minutes as amended.  A. McDowell seconded.  The 

motion carried 5 in favor, 0 opposed. 30 

 

* * * * * 

 

Northborough Ridge Development (Greenleaf Station), Burton St., Pillar Sign Request. 

Todd Lipschutz came forward.  R. Huftalen explained that the Planning Board’s purpose tonight is 35 

to make a recommendation on the proposal to the Village Board so they can amend the Planned Unit 

Development (PUD) to reflect the applied-for sign.  Under the Code, there is no provision for this 

type of sign.  It is a sign for naming a community and is not described in Village sign regulations.  

The sign was discussed as part of the PUD, but not directly referenced or approved.  It is the Village 

Attorney’s opinion that the Village Board could approve the sign by amending the PUD.  The 40 

Planning Board will make a recommendation to the Village Board. 

 

D. Webb inquired about the naming of the development.  Mr. Lipschutz answered that there is a 

community in Chittenango with a similar name.  In order to avoid confusion for marketing, the name 

will be changed.  The maps being filed will say Northborough Ridge, but it will be marked and 45 

named Greenleaf Station. 

 

D. Webb commented that Greenleaf is part of Cazenovia’s history. 
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A. Walburger asked and Mr. Lipschutz confirmed that Greenleaf Station will be on the sign. 50 

 

J. Gavilondo inquired if the sign would be on the north side of the road or if there were going to be 

multiple signs.  Mr. Lipschutz verified that there would be just one sign and it would be on the front 

side (north side) of the road facing Burton Street. 

 55 

D. Webb asked if the pillar would be 5 feet tall total from ground level to the top of the sign.  

Mr. Lipschutz answered yes. 

 

R. Huftalen inquired about the size of the name plate on the pillar.  Mr. Lipschutz answered that he 

would like to have it 15-18 inches wide and square. 60 

 

J. Gavilondo wondered if it is written anywhere that there is preference against naming a 

development. 

 

R. Huftalen noticed that the site drawing shows the centerline of the right-of-way and recalled that 65 

the Code Enforcement Officer (CEO) wants the placement of the sign and right-of-way specified on 

the drawing.  R. Huftalen indicated that the sign should be 38 feet minimum from the centerline of 

the right-of-way. 

 

D. Webb questioned the plaque materials.  Mr. Lipschutz answered that the 15-inch by 15-inch 70 

plaque will be made of a wood-based board material, black with gold carved lettering that says 

Greenleaf Station. 

 

D. Webb questioned if the Village Board should come up with another sign definition.  Mr. Stokes 

believes the Village Board will amend the PUD to include this sign.  D. Webb asked if the same 75 

thing would be done in the future.  Mr. Stokes responded that it should be addressed in the original 

PUD. 

 

R. Huftalen made the motion to make a recommendation to the Village Board subject to the 

following stipulations:  A 15-inch by 15-inch community name plaque made of a wood-based 80 

composite material, black with gold carved lettering that says Greenleaf Station mounted on a 

cultured stone pillar 5 feet high from ground level.  Colors shall be as depicted in the submittals.  

The plaque will be on the west face of the30-inch by 30-inch wide pillar that is a minimum of 

38-feet from the centerline of the right-of-way on Burton Street.  A. McDowell seconded.  The 

motion carried 5 in favor, 0 opposed. 85 

 

* * * * * 

 

Cazenovia College, Site Plan Review, Perimeter Fence at Athletic Facilities. 

Jennifer Gavilondo recused herself and left the front table.  Susan Berger came forward to act as 90 

representative for Cazenovia College. 

 

Ms. Berger:  First off, this is a resubmittal.  There was talk about a landscape buffer.  Our submittal 

is for a site plan—a landscape site plan.  Within that site plan, we are well within the zoning, we 

believe, according to the description of the landscape buffer.  This is the professional agreement with 95 

the check that was required to complete the application.  We hired EDR for the landscape site plan.  

I will have them speak to the Board.  This is a photo of the existing fence that will be extended 

(Ms. Berger handed a photo to R. Huftalen). 
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D. Webb:  The existing fence, how much is already there?  Ms. Berger:  About 490 feet. 100 

 

Steve Breitzka, Landscape Architect with EDR, and Jo Anne Gagliano, president of EDR, came 

forward. 

 

Mr. Breitzka:  As Sue mentioned, we are proposing a 25-foot landscape buffer around the perimeter 105 

of the property. 

 

D. Webb:  Could you orient us?  Which is Ten Eyck?  Mr. Breitzka (pointing to the map):  This is 

Lincklaen Terrace to the north.  North is up on this plan.  This is the athletic facility.  This is 

Edwards Hall.  The landscape buffer goes around the perimeter of the property, starting on the 110 

western side here and the eastern side here.  Within the buffer, there will be a mix of plant material 

and a 6-foot high fence.  The fence ties into an existing 6-foot high board on board wooden fence at 

this corner at the property line.  The proposed fence would pick up at that point and come to the east 

3 feet and then turn to the north and run through the existing plant material along the property line.  

At that point, it would turn to the west and extend for a portion to the existing shrub mass here.  This 115 

is a break in the fence for an existing rhododendron shrub mass, approximately 30 feet in length.  

Then the fence picks up again to this portion, which provides access out to Lincklaen Terrace.  At 

that point, there are two (2) 10-foot wide gates, another break in the fence, to provide access out to 

Lincklaen Terrace.  And then the fence continues to the northeast corner, south along that property 

line and ties into the existing chain link fence that surrounds the tennis courts that are adjacent to 120 

Edwards Hall.  The fence is approximately 3 feet off the property line for the extent of the perimeter.  

We expect that to vary in order to maintain and protect existing mature landscape and plant materials 

around the perimeter.  The landscape will be made up of trees and shrubs to supplement the existing 

mature vegetation.  We are looking at donated evergreen trees and a mix of shrub materials to fulfill 

the zoning code of six (6) trees and 40 shrubs for every 100 linear feet.  Again, that is going to be a 125 

supplement for the existing vegetation.  Our effort will include maintaining as many trees and 

existing shrubs as possible and then supplementing with the new plant materials. 

 

D. Webb:  Would you mind repeating?  You said six (6) trees and . . .?  Mr. Breitzka:  And 40 

shrubs.  That is the zoning code for every 100 linear feet.  So the plan I have provided is just an 130 

example of 100 linear feet.  Where that would be on the plan would be dependent on . . .(did not 

finish his sentence.) 

 

D. Webb:  So the fence is 3 feet from the property line? 

 135 

Mr. Breitzka:  Correct. 

 

D. Webb:  And where is the buffer? 

 

Mr. Breitzka:  The buffer is offset 25 feet from the property line.  The fence is 3 feet off the property 140 

line. 

 

D. Webb:  So the buffer is inside the fence? 

 

Ms. Gagliano:  The buffer is actually the 25 feet.  Inside of that buffer is plant material and fence.  145 

The fence is 3 feet off the property line to allow for maintenance and installation without being on 

neighbors’ properties. 
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D. Webb:  So the vegetation is on the college side of the fence? 

 150 

Ms. Gagliano:  Correct. 

 

D. Webb:  That makes no sense to me. 

 

Ms. Gagliano:  That’s the way we read the Code.  It does not specify where that vegetation would 155 

be.  It gives you the option of where to put the fence within a 25-foot buffer. 

 

A. McDowell:  So the neighbors would not be buffered. 

 

Ms. Gagliano:  The fence would be the buffer. 160 

 

D. Webb:  I don’t think that is the intent of the Code. 

 

R. Huftalen:  Part of the concern being raised is that the fence could be placed elsewhere within that 

25-foot strip.  It is the fence that needs to be buffered. 165 

 

Ms. Gagliano:  I agree with what you are saying.  Although, if it was originally a chain link fence 

that you could see through, was it not the issue that it was transparent and you were thinking that the 

chain link was not acceptable.  I thought seeing through it was the problem.  So a solid fence would 

prevent from seeing through.  We need to figure out what the issue is and how to accomplish that. 170 

 

Ms. Berger:  We were asked to comply with the zoning.  The buffer allows a masonry wall or 6-foot 

high wooden fence in the buffer. 

 

Mr. Stokes:  The intent is within, not one side or the other.  Certainly the intent was that it would be 175 

somewhere between the boundaries of the buffer.  It does not make sense to have the fence and then 

the buffer all on the applicant’s side.  It defeats the purpose of the buffer. 

 

Ms. Gagliano:  Unless the idea is that you don’t want to see into the athletic area. 

 180 

D. Webb:  Too bad the college has to have a fence, but they have every right to have it.  I’m sorry 

they chose to do this.  However, the buffer is between a residential area and non residential area.  

The 25-foot buffer is landscaped and the fence can be within that.  This is nonsensical. 

 

Mr. Stokes:  Wooden fences may be used in addition to required vegetation in the landscape buffer, 185 

but not in lieu of the required vegetation.  By putting the fence on the outside of the buffer, you are 

essentially making the fence the buffer.  You are putting it 3-5 feet off the property line, why can’t 

you install buffering vegetation on the outside of the fence between the fence and the property line? 

 

Ms. Gagliano:  You could in that 3-foot section.  We realize that sometimes vegetation grows onto 190 

the neighboring property. 

 

D. Webb:  The landscaping is going to be in quite a bit.  Why not have the fence inside the buffer? 
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Ms. Gagliano:  Landscaping could be on both sides—some on the 3-foot side and some on the 195 

interior, if you would like.  The question is, what is the difference between the visibility?  A chain 

link fence was not acceptable because you could see through it? 

 

Mr. Stokes:  A chain link fence was never before the Board.  The purpose of the buffer is to soften 

the impact of the fence on the adjacent properties for neighbors that never had to look at a fence 200 

before.  The question then becomes:  You have 25 feet of buffer there, why can’t you just pull the 

fence back from the property line enough so you can put some effective buffering on the outside of 

the fence where it does some good?  It doesn’t do the neighbors any good to have it on the inside of 

an opaque fence. 

 205 

Ms. Berger:  From our perspective, what doesn’t do us good is to give up the use of 25 feet of our 

own property. 

 

D. Webb:  It is being used now by vegetation. 

 210 

Ms. Berger:  There is a lot of existing vegetation there, so there is really no requirement to screen 

3 feet beyond that fence.  There are a lot of mature trees. 

 

Mr. Stokes:  The 25 feet is a buffer.  It has to be dedicated as buffer land.  You are not losing any use 

of the property by pulling the fence back farther from the property line. 215 

 

R. Huftalen:  Part of the idea would be if the fence could be pulled back in and incorporated into the 

buffer, as per the Code, so it is not the most pronounced feature, so there is not a 6-foot tall opaque 

wooden fence.  That really was the thing that could potentially be offensive to the neighbors. 

 220 

Ms. Berger:  The wooden fence would be offensive? 

 

R. Huftalen:  I could foresee neighbors objecting to that. 

 

Mr. Stokes:  It creates a visual impact that is not there now.  The landscape buffer would soften that.  225 

That is what the buffer is for.  That is what this application is about. 

 

Ms. Gagliano:  Is the fence related to the property line?  Are we missing something? 

 

Mr. Stokes:  It doesn’t specify, but it says within not in lieu of.  When you put it on the outside, you 230 

are essentially proposing the fence as your buffer and that is not the intent of the Code. 

 

A. Walburger:  Is 3 feet going to be sufficient for maintenance of the exterior of the fence after these 

plantings have matured and grown around the fence?  Is there enough room to effectively maintain 

the fence?  After the evergreens mature and drape over the fence, will there be sufficient room to 235 

maintain the fence? 

 

Ms. Gagliano:  These are all existing (pointed to the plan). 

 

A. Walburger:  On this plan, these are all existing trees?  This does not call out any plantings? 240 

 

Ms. Gagliano:  Correct.  For the new plantings, this would be an example of the 100-foot strip of 

what would be contained in it, which would be 6 evergreens and 40 shrubs. 
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A. Walburger:  Where on this plan are the new planting sections? 245 

 

Ms. Gagliano:  They are inside this buffer, but not in the location of existing trees.  Where there are 

existing trees, we don’t want to take them out.  Everywhere there is an opening, that would apply. 

 

Mr. Breitzka:  The circles are existing. 250 

 

Ms. Gagliano:  We would like to talk more about the fence type and position.  Is the objection the 

fence type or the position? 

 

D. Webb:  It is the fact that there is no fence there now at all.  I think the college did a marvelous job 255 

on their turf field.  Now the college wants a fence.  The objection is that there is no buffering of the 

fence.  Basically, you have the property line here.  You are stating 3 feet in for the fence. And then 

you have another 22 feet.  You have a lot of room here to play around, moving this fence anywhere 

within this 22 feet and having all your plantings on the outside. 

 260 

Ms. Gagliano:  Is the type of fence something we should discuss?  I know there was a chain link 

fence proposed. 

 

A. McDowell:  I have a problem with the fence because it looks like a stockade fence.  If my 

property abutted this fence, I would be very unhappy.  I would not want it. 265 

 

Ms. Gagliano:  If the fence had a buffer around it with vegetation, would that be better? 

 

A. McDowell:  If the wooden fence were buffered?  No, I would not like that. 

 270 

Ms. Berger:  Is it a Village code that wooden fences must be disguised? 

 

A. Walburger:  I think the prominence of a 6-foot fence at or near the property line is something that 

should be considered.  It is a lot more prominent than a 4-foot fence, that’s for sure. 

 275 

R. Huftalen:  Again, if there were some vegetation to soften the visual impact of the 6-foot fence, to 

me that might mitigate some objections.  If the space has vegetation anyway, does that create a 

problem for the college?  In certain places, you will need to come off the 3 feet for excavation and 

maintenance.  The devil is in the details.  What is the impact for each individual neighbor going to 

be?  We just went through this with National Grid on Clark Street.  We requested that they have very 280 

specific details of the actual plantings, so you can kind of gauge what that impact will be.  In 

general, just having that fence where it is not the last thing that abuts the neighbor’s property line 

will improve that negative visual impact.  I don’t know if there was consideration given to a 4-foot 

fence versus a 6-foot fence. 

 285 

A. Walburger:  Or instead, alternating board, stockade, and open flat stockade where you have every 

other board open. 

 

Ms. Berger:  It seemed that 4-foot was out of scale.  Even the 6-foot that is there looks small in scale. 

 290 

A. McDowell:  I think a 4-foot fence would be a lot less intrusive to the neighbors. 

 



Village of Cazenovia – Planning Board – January 13, 2014                       FINAL - 7 - 

Ms. Gagliano:  In looking at the ordinance, it doesn’t specifically state what fence type.  Is there a 

preference?  Is chain link not acceptable?  A chain link fence would almost disappear inside the 

vegetation. 295 

 

D. Webb:  At one point a year or so ago when this all started, there was a submission of some 

photographs from LeMoyne and the fence they have.  In my mind, I would not have minded that at 

all. 

 300 

Ms. Gagliano:  It was really high though. 

 

D. Webb:  It doesn’t have to be that high.  But that type of fence is very nice looking and you can 

see through it and you have buffered softening landscaping on that residential side. 

 305 

R. Huftalen:  As far as chain link versus a wooden fence, the Code specifically provides for a 

wooden fence to be incorporated as part of a buffer.  I think the objections to a chain link fence, 

without being buffered at all, was a concern. 

 

Ms. Gagliano:  There is mention of having a flat top rail for chain link in one section, so we were 310 

unsure whether or not that would have been an acceptable proposal.  The wood was clearly stated in 

the buffer. 

 

D. Webb:  In my mind, the main thing is that this buffer should be on the residential side of the fence 

if you are going to have a fence. 315 

 

Ms. Gagliano:  Would it be better if the fence is in the buffer so it disappears?  Wood can be inside 

the 25-foot buffer.  If the buffer is outside of the fence, because it doesn’t specifically state where to 

put the fence, it has to be a dimension that allows for screening is what you are thinking the intent 

was. 320 

 

R. Huftalen:  Yes.  I think that would be ideal to try to minimize the visual impact to the surrounding 

neighborhood.  It would soften the impact. 

 

R. Huftalen:  Procedurally, I’m going to set a public hearing for the next regularly scheduled Board 325 

meeting at 7:30.  I will ask for an opinion from our Village Engineer on your proposal.  I’m also 

going to ask for input from the Cazenovia Advisory Conservation Commission (CACC) on the 

proposal. 

 

Ms. Gagliano:  Tonight, we collected information from you and we may regroup and decide to make 330 

some modifications and we would have to submit that to you.  When is the next Board meeting? 

 

R. Huftalen:  February 10. 

 

Ms. Gagliano:  We would need to get that to you in advance? 335 

 

R. Huftalen:  Yes. 

 

Mr. Stokes:  And the sooner the better—at least 7 days in advance of the meeting.  If you are going 

to modify your proposal, we want our advisory people to review the modified proposal, not the 340 

current proposal. 
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Ms. Gagliano:  I want to clearly understand the intent.   

 

Ms. Berger:  Just to be clear, you want to soften on the residential side? 345 

 

R. Huftalen:  Yes, on the residential side. 

 

Mr. Stokes:  I don’t want there to be any misunderstanding.  Pull the fence away from the property 

line inside the buffer. 350 

 

Ms. Gagliano:  Are there any other things that you noticed in the submittal that you would make 

suggestions to us about so that we can clearly understand the intent?  I apologize, we haven’t been 

with this project through the whole thing, but the intent is to understand what happened and why 

there were issues and try to resolve those.  If there is anything that you see or could suggest, we 355 

would be willing to take that into consideration. 

 

Mr. Stokes (to the Chair):  Do you want limited public comment tonight to give them some 

guidance? 

 360 

R. Huftalen:  Yes.  The Board recognizes the college’s right to put up a fence.  But the visual impact 

to the surrounding neighborhood—a historic neighborhood—I think is a big concern to the members 

of the Board.  Informally, I would be glad to get any input or questions for the college’s 

consideration. 

 365 

Carlos Gavilondo:  Carlos Gavilondo, 93 Lincklaen Street.  I am an abutter of the college athletic 

field and the fence would abut us.  I’m sorry, I didn’t catch your name. 

 

Ms. Gagliano:  My name is Jo Anne Gagliano. 

 370 

Mr. Gavilondo:  Jo Anne Gagliano.  Thank you, Ms. Gagliano.  You asked a number of questions 

that indicated that you really didn’t know what the neighbors’ concerns were.  I can’t speak for all 

the neighbors, surely, but it really is not necessarily the fence type so much as the proximity of the 

fence to the property line with no buffering.  And the visual impact of that is the primary concern.  

And all along Lincklaen Street is on the National Register of Historic Places.  The impact that a 375 

6-foot wooden fence might have—the visual impact of that—would be, perhaps, more significant 

than chain link.  But chain link was certainly a concern of the neighbors as well.  You had asked 

what the issue is:  Is it the transparency or the opacity?  The issue is the visual impact of a fence so 

close to the property line of these properties.  And then on Lincklaen Terrace, there is very little 

vegetation to screen the neighbors from seeing the fence.  I think the Board and the Board’s Counsel 380 

have nailed the concerns of the neighbors very well.  It really is a matter that what is being proposed 

is a fence structure and that is what should be buffered.  The purpose of buffering is to soften the 

impact of the structure so that the neighbors are not impacted as much.  And to put the buffer 

completely within the structure so the neighbors get no benefit of it is completely contrary to the 

Code.  I think we have heard some really good ideas, whether it is lowering the fence or however we 385 

can soften it so it is not as visual.  I think those are the primary interests the neighbors have.  I do 

have a question about the 10-foot gates coming in from the right-of-way.  Is there a change of 

material proposed there or something different proposed there? 

 

Mr. Breitzka:  The gates are 10 feet wide, not 10 feet high, and are the same materials. 390 
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D. Webb:  And the purpose of the gates?  Is it a means to exit in case it is needed, or just to be able 

to get to the other side? 

 

Mr. Breitzka:  There is a piece of property that extends up like this.  To get to the other side of the 395 

fence. 

 

D. Webb:  Is that Village property—the right-of-way—or college property? 

 

Ms. Berger:  Gates are required for access, according to the zoning. 400 

 

A. McDowell:  Will the gates be closed at all times? 

 

Mr. Breitzka:  Maybe. 

 405 

Mr. Gavilondo:  One thing that I would ask is for the college and its consultants to develop a revised 

plan sooner rather than later to allow the neighbors to have an opportunity to review it in advance of 

the meeting to understand it in case they have any remaining issues.  Thank you. 

 

Bill Carroll:  Bill Carroll, I live at 89 Lincklaen Street.  I agree with most of what Mr. Gavilondo 410 

said.  We live in an historic 1850 house.  We understood that the tree buffer would always be a 

buffer.  And to have a fence right on our back property line would impact negatively.  We have a 

dense kind of wooded area, which we were told when we bought our house, would forever be there 

because that was part of the property.  I think having a fence along those property lines will 

negatively impact the property values on that street.  There is a house on Lincklaen Street that is for 415 

sale right now.  I think with that unknown—is there going to be a fence right up to my back yard—

people are afraid to buy it with that knowledge.  It could negatively impact our property values.  It 

affects the whole tax structure for the Village.  My understanding of a buffer is that it gives you a 

padding between residential and college property.  It should be as natural as possible.  When the 

pond went in, I said, that’s fine as long as it looks like a pond and it looks natural, I’m okay with 420 

that.  It’s their property.  I don’t think we are trying to say we don’t expect the college to be able to 

use it, but we would like the college to at least respect us and how it is going to affect our views 

from the back of our houses and properties.  The buffer, to me, would be between the property and 

the fence.  We respect the college’s property as good neighbors.  We would just like mutual respect 

from them. 425 

 

R. Huftalen:  Thanks, Mr. Carroll.  Are there any other comments or questions? 

 

Ms. Berger:  Just to be clear, a wooden fence is objectionable in the Village? 

 430 

Mr. Stokes:  Nobody said that.  Anne stated her preference. 

 

Mr. Carroll:  I look at an 18-foot chain link tennis court fence, which is set back, but there is a buffer 

of trees.  I think a chain link fence, if it’s lower, with a buffer of trees or barberry bushes to keep 

everybody out, would be better. 435 

 

Ms. Gagliano:  I feel the same way you do, that if you have more transparent fencing and vegetation 

to see through . . .  I thought the problem was you didn’t want to see so much in there. 
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Mr. Carroll:  No, we don’t mind.  We knew the field was there and we would hear sports activities.  440 

My concern was, when we first moved in, there would be college students hanging out in the woods.  

And it hasn’t happened in over ten years.  But if there is a fence on our property side and we hear 

noises and kids in the woods, in the tree area, drinking or smoking on the other side of that fence, 

that’s a little scary. 

 445 

Ms. Berger:  From our perspective, we need to do a better job of calling the police.  It is generally 

high school kids.  We will be better about actually documenting so we can be clear.  If it is our 

students, there will be sanctions. 

 

A. Walburger:  I did have one comment.  It goes back to the comment of the scale of the property.  450 

Putting a 6-foot fence in that proximity to the property line does place an undue burden on the 

abutting property owners who wish to buffer the fence from their own side, given that they only own 

1/8 to 1/4-acre properties and the college is dealing with a fairly substantial piece of land.  The 

magnitude of the impact of pulling the fence back is not as burdensome on the college side as it is 

any build-out of buffering on the abutting neighbors side. 455 

 

R. Huftalen:  That is another dimension to the big concern over the visual impact to the Historic 

District.  That is another object to solve for. 

 

R. Huftalen:  Are there any other questions or comments?  (There were none.)  Thanks, everybody, 460 

for your input.  We look forward to getting your response. 

 

J. Gavilondo rejoined the Board at the front table. 

 

J. Gavilondo made the motion to adjourn the meeting.  D. Webb seconded.  The motion carried 5 in 465 

favor, 0 opposed.  The meeting was adjourned at 8:27 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

DRAFT UNTIL APPROVED 470 

 

Marlene A. Westcott 

Recording Secretary 


