PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES - CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS
Tuesday, January 5, 2021 – 7:00 p.m.
**REMOTE MEETING**
Chair Maggi called the Planning Commission meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
Commissioners Present:

Elizabeth Niemioja
Annette Maggi
Brett Kramer
Dennis Wippermann
Pat Simon
Scott Clancy
Jonathan Weber
Joan Robertson

Commissioners Absent:

Kate Challeen (excused)

Others Present:

Allan Hunting, City Planner
Heather Botten, Associate Planner

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
The minutes from the November 17, 2020 and December 1, 2020 Planning Commission meetings
were approved as submitted.
OTHER BUSINESS
City of Inver Grove Heights – Case No. 21-04X
Allan Hunting, City Planner, asked the Planning Commission to review the proposed capital
improvement project for consistency with the 2040 comprehensive plan. The project consists of
partial street reconstruction for Delaney Circle and Delaney Court. Costs associated with
maintaining city streets would be consistent with the comprehensive plan.
Commissioner Robertson asked if homeowners would be subject to assessments for the
reconstruction projects.
Steve Dodge, Assistant City Engineer, replied that property owners would be assessed per the
city’s assessment policy. He noted that the feasibility report was scheduled to go to City Council
on January 25, 2021.
Motion by Commissioner Weber, second by Commissioner Wippermann, to find the capital
expenditure for City Project 2020-09D consistent with the comprehensive plan.
Motion carried (8/0).
Commissioner Simon noted that Mr. Dodge stated this would go to the City Council on January 25,
2021.

City of Inver Grove Heights – Case NO. 21-05X
Allan Hunting, City Planner, asked the Planning Commission to review the proposed capital
improvement project for consistency with the 2040 comprehensive plan. The project consists of
emergency pumping systems and force main improvements for Regional Basins EP-027A and EP034 which are associated with the Canvas development. Costs associated with stormwater
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management for regional basins in the Northwest Area are consistent with the comprehensive
plan.
Steve Dodge, Assistant City Engineer, provided an overview of the project and displayed a map of
the Canvas of IGH development. He advised that the project would include construction of storm
water emergency overflow system improvements in regional basins EP-0-27A and EP-034 within
the Canvas development. The emergency pumping systems will allow them to maintain the highwater line in the two basins so that development can occur.
Commissioner Weber asked what the cost difference was between Option A and B.
Mr. Dodge replied that the cost was $600,000 versus $610,000. The cost for basin EP-027A is the
same for both options. For basin EP-034 one option is to keep the force main in the road and
connect to the gravity storm sewer system. The other option is to put the force main behind the
back yards on city-owned property and then connect to an existing storm manhole that crosses
70th Street.
Commissioner Weber asked how deep the pipes would be.
Mr. Dodge replied that the force mains would be the standard 6-8-foot depth. The concrete pipe
would be a little deeper because it connects to a pipe that goes across 70th Street.
Commissioner Simon asked if this would be done before or during the development of Canvas of
IGH.
Mr. Dodge explained that this unique system will go to the City Council for a hearing on January
11, 2021. If Council orders the project, they will finish the final design by February, bring it back to
Council for them to receive the plans, and then it would be incorporated into the development plans
and built with the development.
Motion by Commissioner Weber, second by Commissioner Simon, to find the capital expenditure
for City Project 2021-03 to be consistent with the 2040 comprehensive plan.
Motion carried (8/0).

APPLICANT REQUESTS AND PUBLIC HEARINGS
BRIAN FRIEMANN – CASE NO. 20-49V
Reading of Notice
Commissioner Simon read the public hearing notice to consider the request for a variance from the
minimum lot size and width standards to convert the commercial building into a residential duplex,
for the property located at 7535 Cloman Way. 6 notices were mailed.
Presentation of Request
Heather Botten, Associate Planner, explained the request as detailed in the report. She advised
that the applicant received approval in 2016 for a rezoning of the property to R-2 and a variance
from the minimum lot size and width requirements to convert the existing structure on the property
into a duplex. The applicant recently submitted a building permit to move forward with that
conversion; however, variances become void two years after being granted unless made use of
within two years. The applicant is now asking for approval of the same variance that was approved
in 2016. The property is 7,986 square feet in size whereas 15,000 square feet is the minimum lot
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size required in the R-2 district. The lot width is 72.5 feet whereas 100 feet is required. The
applicant is requesting to renovate the existing vacant building on the property and add two
garages to convert it into a duplex. The existing building is a legal non-conforming structure and.
was built in 1961. The site currently has about 100% impervious surface; the applicant would be
removing some of the existing hard surface to provide green space for his tenants. The buildings
would be constructed with lap siding on all four sides. The property is not large enough to comply
with the minimum lot size or width standards for a residential district so any redevelopment of the
site would require a variance. The variances would not impact the character of the neighborhood
and the proposed duplex use would be consistent with other multi-family homes in the
neighborhood. Staff recommends approval of the request with the practical difficulty and
conditions listed. Staff did not hear from any of the neighboring property owners.
Chair Maggi asked when the property was rezoned to R-2.
Ms. Botten replied that in 2016 the property was rezoned from R-3A, Multi-Family Residential to
R-2, Two-Family Residential.
Chair Maggi asked if a variance for exceeding the impervious surface coverage was needed.
Ms. Botten replied if they were building new, they would be allowed up to 30% of hard surface.
Because the hard surface is existing it is considered legal non-conforming. The applicants are
actually proposing to reduce the hard surface from what is currently on site.
Chair Maggi asked what the practical difficulty was for the variance in 2016.
Ms. Botten replied it was the same one listed in the report for this request.
Commissioner Wippermann asked if the applicant was planning to renovate the existing building or
replace it.
Ms. Botten replied they planned to renovate it and add two garages.
Commissioner Robertson stated it was difficult for her to envision the existing structure being
renovated into a duplex and asked if it was subject to building code requirements.
Ms. Botten replied in the affirmative, stating it must comply with all building and fire code
requirements.
Opening of Public Hearing
Brian Friemann, 7535 Cloman Way, advised he was available to answer any questions.
Chair Maggi asked the applicant if he read and understood the report.
Mr. Friemann replied in the affirmative. He advised that the project did not get started earlier
because there was a lot of discussion relating to meeting engineering and building requirements.
By the time those discussions were completed he had another large project he had to focus on.
He was not aware of the two-year expiration on unused variances, and his intention would be to
pull the permit and start working on this duplex yet this winter.
Chair Maggi closed the public hearing.
Planning Commission Discussion
Chair Maggi stated in her opinion the practical difficulty used in 2016 regarding the property
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originally being developed prior to the adoption of the city code, and that any redevelopment would
require a variance, was a valid practical difficulty.
Commissioner Niemioja advised that she supported the practical difficulty of the lot originally being
developed in 1961 prior to the adoption of the city code. She did not recommend using the other
two listed practical difficulties regarding it being used in a reasonable manner and being in
harmony with the intent of the zoning and comprehensive plan because too many variances could
go that way.
Commissioner Wippermann agreed, stating he supported only using the practical difficulty
regarding it being developed prior to the city code and that any type of redevelopment would
require a variance. The other two practical difficulties listed were accurate statements, but he did
not feel they were valid practical difficulties.
Planning Commission Recommendation
Motion by Commissioner Simon, second by Commissioner Weber, to approve the request for a
variance from the minimum lot size and width standards to convert the commercial building into a
residential duplex, for the property located at 7535 Cloman Way, with the practical difficulty being
that the property was originally developed in 1961, prior to the adoption of a city code and that any
type of redevelopment would require some sort of a variance.
Motion carried (8/0). This item goes to the City Council on January 11, 2021.

WATERMARK EQUITY GROUP, LLC – CASE NO. 20-45PUD
Presentation of Request
Allan Hunting, City Planner, advised that the applicant is requesting approval of the final plat and
final PUD development plan for Phase 1 of Canvas at IGH. This phase consists of all 69 of the 30foot-wide lots and 39 of the 50-foot lots. This includes the construction of Allen Way and a public
street that will serve future development to the east. The proposed plans are consistent with the
preliminary plans. Engineering is working with the developer on the location and design of the trail
culvert that will go under 70th Street, the emergency pumping systems for the regional basins, and
the design for what is being called a land bridge for Allen Way. Review must also be completed of
their wetland mitigation plan. Staff recommends approval of the request with the conditions listed.
Commissioner Weber appreciated the added condition regarding fencing and asked if this
development would be similar to the Donegal subdivision in Maple Grove which, in his opinion, was
very well built.
Chair Maggi stated that the developer had previously stated it was similar to that subdivision.
Commissioner Kramer asked if there was a typo in Condition 6 which referenced 108 units rather
than 120.
Mr. Hunting replied that he would review that for accuracy.
Commissioner Simon asked if there would be lighting on the internal private streets.
Mr. Hunting replied that the applicant could best answer that question.
Opening of Public Hearing
Ian Peterson, Watermark Equity Group, 4000 Shoreline Drive, Spring Park, advised that he read

Planning Commission Minutes
January 5, 2021

Page 5

and agreed with the report. He answered previously asked questions, stating that the product
would be very similar to the Donegal South project in Maple Grove, the number in Condition 6 is
correct as an additional 12 lots will come in with Phase II, and there will be lighting on the private
streets.
Chair Maggi closed the public hearing.
Planning Commission Recommendation
Motion by Commissioner Weber, second by Commissioner Clancy, to approve the request for a
final plat and final development plan for Phase 1 of Canvas at Inver Grove Heights, with the 19
conditions listed in the report.
Commissioner Weber amended his motion, stating there were actually only three conditions rather
than 19.
Commissioner Clancy agreed to the amended motion.
Motion carried (8/0).

TIM SALSCHEIDER – CASE NO. 20-51V
Reading of Notice
Commissioner Simon read the public hearing notice to consider the request for a variance from the
maximum size, setbacks, and to allow more than one detached accessory accessory structure on
the property located at 2306 – 99th Street. 10 notices were mailed.
Presentation of Request
Heather Botten, Associate Planner, explained the request as detailed in the report. She advised
that the property is zoned E-1, Estate Residential and is 4.52 acres in size. There is one singlefamily home with an attached garage on the property and a pool located behind the house. The
property has a large drainage and utility easement that covers the entire western half of the
property. The applicant’s drainfield is located behind his garage. The applicant is requesting a
variance to allow two detached accessory buildings on the property whereas one is allowed on
property less than 5 acres in size. The first proposed structure would be 625 square feet in size
and would comply with setback and size requirements. The second proposed structure would be
1,750 square feet in size whereas 1,600 square feet is the maximum allowed. That structure
would also be placed within the 50-foot required setback. The applicant is proposing to locate the
building 10 feet from the east property line and 25 feet from the north property line. The applicant
has stated that the additional size and structure is needed for his own personal space and storage
of his own personal items. Staff believes that the proposed size and number of accessory
buildings is contrary to the intent of the zoning ordinance. The lots to the north, east and south of
the applicant’s property are between 2.5 and 3 acres and would have to comply with the same
requirements as the applicant. Therefore, the variance may have an impact on the character of the
neighborhood. Staff believes that the request for the additional building and for the larger structure
would be considered a convenience to the applicant and not a practical difficulty. Staff does not
believe there is rational to support all criteria of a variance and therefore recommends denial of the
request as proposed. Staff does believe there may be rational to support a setback variance for a
structure that would be 1,600 gross square feet or smaller with the practical difficulty being the
large drainage and utility easement and the topography and location of the drainfield, house and
pool. Staff heard from three of the neighbors who had general concerns about the request; two of
the neighbors mentioned that they had concerns about a possible home business on the site. Staff
is not aware of any home business.
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Chair Maggi asked if the amount of impervious surface would need to be addressed.
Ms. Botten advised that the impervious surface ordinance was amended in 2020 and a public
process to exceed impervious surface was no longer needed. It would be handled by staff with a
stormwater facilities maintenance agreement.
Commissioner Robertson stated that while it may not be an impervious surface issue, she was
concerned about how packed the property would be with buildings if this request were approved.
She noted that there was some rationale for the neighbor’s comments about operating a home
business as she saw a significant number of landscaping-type equipment on the property.
Opening of Public Hearing
Tim Salscheider, 2306 – 99th Street East, advised he was available to answer any questions.
Chair Maggi asked the applicant if he read and understood the report.
Mr. Salscheider replied in the affirmative. Mr. Salscheider advised that he was not aware of the
1,600 square foot maximum and would not have an issue with reducing it to that size. As far as
packing the property, he noted that the property is 4.5 acres in size and would still have plenty of
green space. Because of the topography there is only one viable location for the proposed
building. He advised that the neighbor to the east can likely only see his roof and would not build
anything near the proposed building as that is where the neighbors septic system is located. The
neighbor to the north would have the same view of his houses as it currently stands, and the
neighbor to the northeast could likely only see his house in the winter when the leaves were off the
trees. He advised that the proposed structure would be built to match his house.
Chair Maggi asked the applicant how he would access the larger accessory building.
Mr. Salscheider replied that he would use his existing driveway and go down the right side of his
house to the accessory building.
Chair Maggi asked if he would be adding driveway.
Mr. Salscheider replied he was unsure but would likely put in some kind of hard surface since he
was told that gravel is considered impervious surface. He advised that he has a snow removal
business and parks his two pickup trucks and two small dump trucks in the driveway. He advised
he is not running his business out of his house nor does he plan to; he just wants his equipment
where he can oversee it. His plan would be to park these inside the proposed accessory structure.
Chair Maggi closed the public hearing.
Planning Commission Discussion
Chair Maggi stated the challenge will be identifying a practical difficulty.
Commissioner Niemioja supported the applicant’s statement that he would be willing to reduce his
building to 1,600 square feet and she believed that the topography, large easement, septic field,
and existing building was a viable practical difficulty for the setback variance.
Chair Maggi asked if the applicant would still need a variance to allow a second structure even if
he reduced the size to 1,600 square feet.
Ms. Botten replied in the affirmative, stating that the applicant is requesting to build a pool house
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and a larger accessory structure.
Commissioner Simon clarified that the first variance is for more than one accessory structure, the
second variances is for setbacks, and the third is to allow a structure larger than 1,600 square feet.
Commissioner Robertson stated her concern was the request for a second structure and the
precedent it would set if approved. She did not see a practical difficulty and felt it was more of a
personal convenience. She could not approve a reduced setback for that building either because
from her perspective the building should not be there.
Mr. Salscheider asked if he could make some comments.
Chair Maggi advised that the public hearing had been closed but after additional discussion she
would re-open the public hearing.
Commissioner Weber asked if there were actual drawings for this structure, stating that the
applicant referred to the smaller structure as a pool house/gazebo. He asked if the city would
consider an open-sided gazebo/pavilion a structure.
Ms. Botten advised that a structure over 120 gross square feet would be considered towards the
number allowed on a property.
Commissioner Weber asked if it would still be considered a structure if it was open-sided.
Ms. Botten replied she would not count it towards the number of accessory buildings if it was open
on all sides. Her understanding was that the applicant was looking for a structure to house pool
equipment along with other uses near his pool. She recommended the variances be acted on
separately and that there be some discussion about how they would treat the other variances if the
pool house were removed.
Chair Maggi asked how close the larger proposed structure was to the closest neighboring homes.
Ms. Botten stated the proposed structure would be approximately 170 feet from the house to the
east and 130 feet from the house to the north.
Chair Maggi asked if either of those neighbors provided comment.
Ms. Botten replied that she spoke with three neighboring property owners but was not sure of their
addresses.
Commissioner Weber stated he would like to get clarification from the applicant as to whether the
pool house would be an enclosed structure.
Commissioner Wippermann asked what the small structure was on the west side of the house.
Mr. Salscheider replied that it was a portable chicken coop.
Chair Maggi re-opened the public hearing and asked the applicant to discuss the design of the
proposed pool house.
Mr. Salscheider advised that he had no drawings but was not opposed to building the pool house
with open walls. His vision would be having a wall on the northwest side to hide the pool
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equipment and have the other three sides be clear garage doors that he could open up and close
as needed.
Chair Maggi asked when the pool was installed.
Mr. Salscheider replied summer 2020.
Chair Maggi asked the applicant if he gave any consideration at that time to locating the pool
equipment where the larger accessory structure was being proposed so he would need only one
structure rather than two.
Mr. Salscheider replied that the pool installer recommended the current pool equipment location
because of topography and the fact that water struggles to go uphill. Also, when he built his pool,
he never imagined that he would have to go through these variances to do what he had envisioned
for his land. Regarding the multiple structures, he looked at the Dakota County website and found
12 properties around his house under 5 acres that have 2-3 detached structures. He is assuming
they were all given variances for the multiple structures, so allowing this would not be out of the
ordinary for his neighborhood. He noted that even though the proposed structure would be 10 feet
from the property line, it would be 170 feet from his neighbor’s house. He stated if he reduced the
building size to 1,600 square feet that would negate the need for one variance. The second
variance for setbacks would be based on the topography of his property. Since he cannot build the
structure on the 2-1/2-acre drainage and utility easement this is the only viable location. He does
not see any issues with the third variance for having more than one structure since many
properties around him have apparently received variances and have multiple structures.
Chair Maggi closed the public hearing. She asked if anyone could find a practical difficulty for
allowing two accessory structures.
Commissioner Niemioja commented that she supports the setback variance based on the practical
difficulty being the land but could not find a practical difficulty for allowing more than one structure.
Regarding the homeowner finding non-conforming lots elsewhere, she stated it is unlikely those
people were given a variance for the additional structures. If they were, it was because there was
a valid practical difficulty and if they were not, they are in non-compliance. She was concerned
about the impact having two structures would be on the surrounding lots that were of similar size.
Commissioner Weber did not think they had to worry about allowing two structures if the
homeowner was willing to build a pool house that does not have four walls. It would only become
an issue if the applicant wanted to wall it in. In his opinion a pavilion would be similar to putting up
a tent. He believed they were looking at only one variance at this point, the setback variance,
because the applicant was willing to drop the size to 1,600 square feet and he did not think the
pavilion would be considered an accessory structure.
Chair Maggi stated the challenge is that the application that was presented to staff includes two
accessory structures.
Commissioner Weber asked if they could approve the setback variance with a condition that it be
1,600 square feet or less in size.
Commissioner Simon replied that voting on the variances separately should take care of that issue.
Ms. Botten replied that the planning commission could add a condition to the second variance.
She agreed that they should act on each variance separately because she believes the applicant
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would still prefer to have the enclosed pool house. She advised that if the doors go up and down
on a gazebo with glass walls, it would still be considered a structure.
Commissioner Robertson stated she could not support this package until she understood what the
pool house would be and suggested perhaps they deny this as presented and have the applicant
come back with a revised request for one accessory building.
Chair Maggi stated her understanding of Commissioner Weber’s comments was that they could
vote on the setback variance if they were comfortable with the stated practical difficulty, add a
condition that the building must be 1,600 square feet or less, and then the applicant could choose
not to build a pool house, which would allow the applicant to move forward.
Commissioner Robertson asked for clarification that they would potentially be denying two of the
three variances.
Chair Maggi replied in the affirmative, should the vote go that way.
Planning Commission Recommendation
Motion by Commissioner Simon, second by Commissioner Weber, to approve the request for a
structure larger than 1,000 gross square feet to be located 10 feet from the east property line and
about 25 feet from the north property line whereas 50 feet is required, for the property located at
2306 – 99th Street, with the practical difficulty being the topography and adding a condition that the
structure must be less than 1,600 square feet.
Motion carried (8/0).
Motion by Commissioner Simon, second by Commissioner Weber, to deny the request for a
variance to allow two accessory structures whereas one is the maximum allowed on a lot less than
five acres in size, for the property located at 2306 – 99th Street due to lack of a practical difficulty.
Motion carried (8/0).
Motion by Commissioner Simon, second by Commissioner Weber, to deny the request for a
variance to allow an accessory structure1,750 square feet in size whereas 1,600 gross square feet
is the maximum allowed, for the property located at 2306 – 99th Street, due to lack of a practical
difficulty.
Motion carried (8/0). This item goes to the City Council on January 25, 2021.
Chair Maggi summarized to the applicant that the planning commission in essence approved his
ability to build one accessory structure up to 1,600 square feet in size 10 feet from the east
property line.
Chair Maggi asked if commissioners could get a copy of the amended ordinance regarding
impervious surface coverage.
Ms. Botten agreed to provide the requested documentation.

SWIFT TRANSPORTATION – CASE NO. 20-50Z
Reading of Notice
Commissioner Simon read the public hearing notice to consider the request for a rezoning of the
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property from I-1, Limited Industry to I-2, General Industry and a comprehensive plan amendment
from LI, Light Industrial to GI, General Industrial, for the property located at 11380 Courthouse
Boulevard. 7 notices were mailed.
Presentation of Request
Allan Hunting, City Planner, explained the request as detailed in the report. He advised that Swift
Transportation is proposing to rezone their 26-acre parcel from I-1, Limited Industry to I-2, General
Industry. Swift has operated a truck and freight terminal at that site for a number of years but have
now moved from that location. They are requesting a rezoning because they would like to expand
the truck-type operation uses to include service and repair of third-party trucks and trailers, which is
only allowed in I-2 zoning. A comprehensive plan amendment must also be reviewed so there is
consistency with zoning and land use designations. Along this stretch of highway there are
existing truck service establishments on both sides of the highway. Staff feels that expanding the
allowed uses for this property to allow for truck and trailer repair would be consistent with the
existing uses both north and south of the property and therefore they recommend approval of the
request.
Opening of Public Hearing
Peter Coyle, Larkin Hoffman, 8300 Norman Center Drive, Bloomington, advised that their
understanding was that a land use amendment was not going to be needed. Staff subsequently
made a judgment that a comprehensive plan amendment would allow for more consistency
between the zoning and land use plan. Swift Transportation has no issues with the proposed
amendment.
Glenn Thomas, Swift Transportation, 11380 Courthouse Boulevard, advised that they are not
planning any exterior changes to the site, just expanding the allowed uses.
Chair Maggi closed the public hearing.
Planning Commission Recommendation
Motion by Commissioner Wippermann, second by Commissioner Niemioja, to approve the request
for a rezoning of the property from I-1, Limited Industry to I-2, General Industry and a
comprehensive plan amendment from LI, Light Industrial to GI, General Industrial, for the property
located at 11380 Courthouse Boulevard.
Commissioner Niemioja commented that she appreciated staff’s decision to change the land use to
make it consistent with the zoning designation.
Motion carried (8/0). This item goes to the City Council on January 11, 2020.

UNITED PROPERTIES – CASE NO. 20-53SC
Reading of Notice
Commissioner Simon read the public hearing notice to consider the request for a preliminary and
final plat for a two-lot, one outlot subdivision, and a conditional use permit to allow manufacturing
and assembly in an industrial open space district, for the property located at Lot 1, Block 1
Inverpoint Business Park. 9 notices were mailed.
Presentation of Request
Allan Hunting, City Planner, explained the request as detailed in the report. He advised that United
Properties has submitted a preliminary and final plat for building #3 of the original Inverpoint
Business Park. The plat consists of replatting Lot 1 into two lots so each building will be on its own
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lot. They are also requesting a conditional use permit to allow for manufacturing because they
expect to have some light manufacturing uses in all these buildings. At this point they do not have
any specific tenants in place. The fire marshal is requiring that the uses allowed be the same as
allowed in the I-1 district and that any use containing hazardous materials comply with the fire and
building codes. Staff recommends approval of the request.
Chair Maggi asked what the reasoning was for splitting the lot.
Mr. Hunting replied that they did not have to split the lots and could have kept the two buildings on
one lot. Typically, lots are split so they can sell a building and lot to another operator at some point
in the future.
Commissioner Weber asked at what point they could implement the agreement that was put in
place with Building #1 regarding hours of operation, etc.
Mr. Hunting replied that would be put in place with this approval. All conditions from the original
preliminary plat would apply to this as well.
Opening of Public Hearing
Connor McCarthy, United Properties, 651 Nicollet Mall, Minneapolis, advised he was available to
answer any questions.
Chair Maggi asked the applicant if he read and understood the staff report.
Mr. McCarthy replied in the affirmative. He replied that they are asking for the lot split partially to
provide flexibility for a potential future sale and partially because it makes it less complicated for
operating expenses. If there are shared expenses for snow removal, landscaping, etc. splitting the
lots makes it easier for the tenants of the respective buildings to understand what they are paying
for.
Chair Maggi closed the public hearing.
Planning Commission Recommendation
Motion by Commissioner Weber, second by Commissioner Niemioja, to approve the request for a
preliminary and final plat for a two-lot, one outlot subdivision, and a conditional use permit to allow
manufacturing and assembly in an industrial open space district, for the property located at Lot 1,
Block 1 Inverpoint Business Park.
Motion carried (8/0). This item goes to the City Council on January 25, 2021.

The meeting was unanimously adjourned at 8:45 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Kim Fox
Recording Secretary

