Minutes of the Public Hearing and Regular Meeting of the Inland Wetlands Agency on July 15,

2015.

A.

Roll Call

Present: Cathy Collins, Jim Connors, Ken Cowden, Dave DeFlumeri, Carol Dunn,
Brendan Magnan, Justin Margeson, Steve Munson and Daniel Schopick.

Absent: Allan Cegan and Lily Flannigan.

Also Present: Dr. Michael Klemens, MaryRose Palumbo and Lisa Streit.

Collins called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. and deemed Dunn and Schopick the
voting alternates and Schopick Acting Parliamentarian.
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e Collins reviewed that this is a continuation of the Public Hearing to answer the
following issues:

o Restriction of pesticides herbicides — in conservation document

Snow removal plan clarification — in 7/9/15 submittal

David Murphy’s hydrology report in 5/13/15

Results from GeoQuest in 7/9/15 submittal

Revision of exhibit B for conservation easement and snow shelf in 7/9/15

submittal

Testing of the soil be a condition of approval — proposed as a condition

Clear delineation on watershed and water flow boundaries in 7/1/15 submittal

o No car washing on site and no power washing chemicals proposed as a
condition of approval

e This is a formal proceeding, please respect the process by only speaking when you
are called upon and giving your name and address for the record when you speak,
spelling as necessary for the Recording Secretary. If you must talk to each other
during the meeting please be courteous and go outside in the hallway so as not to
disturb the other members of the public and the Agency who would like to hear the
presentation.

e Explanation of the Rules: (applicants will present their proposal, when they are
finished the public may speak for and then against the application. The applicant will
then rebut /answer the questions affer all members of the public that wish to speak
have spoken (there is no give and take between the applicant and the consultants).
The public that has already spoken may then speak again to the issues that were
covered. Then the public portion of the meeting will be over and the Agency will ask
their questions of the applicant.

e Please speak only to items in the jurisdiction of the MIWA - wetlands, watercourses,
and wetland habitat. Zoning Issues are not under our review.
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1. TW-A-15-005: 0 Wheeler’s Farm Road, Wheeler’s Woods, LLC — proposed 180
unit apartment complex with work within 100’ and 150 of wetlands and
watercourses in the Housatonic River and Wepawaug River Watersheds.

Collins noted that the file contents list is in the file and available in the IWA office.
Magnan read Dr. Klemens letter dated 7/12/15.

This application was submitted 1/29/15. The IWA received this application at its
2/2/15 meeting, walked the property on 3/29/15 and has had hearings on May 5, June
3, June 17, July 1 and July 15, 2015. The Agency hired Dr. Michael Klemens to
provide a third party review of the application, Commissioners have reviewed the file
and requested changes that were implemented by the applicant and have reviewed
each revision and submittal.

Attorney Matt Ranelli introduced John Gilmore, PE and Bill Root, SS from Milone
and McBroom; Mark Kessler from GeoQuest and Howard Rapport, Principal and
proceeded to review the 7/8/15 submittal. Regarding Dr. Klemens comments to
condition 6, they think they have adequately researched the site but they are willing to
agree to a testing schedule.

John Gilmore reviewed the Cornell Study — Historical Technical paper #40 published
in 1961 has been the benchmark since that time and is used by a number of state and
federal agencies. The Cornell Study compares the results of TP-40 and the NREC
extreme precipitation numbers and reviewed the increases in storm events and used
these higher numbers for storm events. The snow storage sites were reviewed and
two locations have been removed and approximately 30 sites have been intermingles
for 6” storm events. 2400 cu. yds. of storage is needed based on these calculations
and this can be accomplished; if compacted, only 1200 cu. yds. are needed.

Mark Kessler, President of GeoQuest stated that he appreciates the concerns with the
history of the site and can accommodate these concerns with the following testing
protocol:

e Samples would be collected and tested after a storm event of a sufficient
magnitude to generate stormwater flow, but no more than quarterly testing.

e Samples will be collected from the outfall, if possible, or by grab sampling from
the temporary stormwater basins and analyzed for total petroleum hydrocarbons
(TPH) by the CT Extractable TPH Method (CT ETPH).

e Sample for one year, however, if the sample testing results in no exceedances for
three consecutive tests, then the developer may discontinue the testing. If
contamination is identified then remediation will be developed.

At the outfall of the 2 basins at the discharge point is the most appropriate place in his

professional opinion.

Attorney Ranelli noted that notice of this Public Hearing was posted at Parson’s
noting that the location of the meeting was at City Hall.

Collins called for those IN FAVOR of the project:

None.
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Collins called for those AGAINST the project:

June O’Connell, 102 East Rutland Road, urged the board to require deep soil
testing; she does not have the GeoQuest report but she looked at it. They chose their
words carefully they said there was no stressed vegetation near the sheet metal truck.
She contends that GeoQuest walked the site when it was covered in snow and that the
IWA was to walk the site 5 days prior and cancelled. They also didn’t mention
crushed up metal drums and chairs. No mention of the car parts, various parts of the
wetland or property. They noted that no prior environmental studies were looked at.
They noted that the Fire Department files reports by address and 0 Wheelers Farms
Rd did not exist prior to 2004. She is concerned for the wells with blasting and wants
to be sure this doesn’t affect the residents and asked if the future residents would die
of cancer. Urged deep testing be done
Michael O’Connell, 102 East Rutland Rd, seconds his wife. Feels anyone who can
read would see there are issues. He doesn’t think GeoQuest walked the site. Feels
that there is contamination and it will be under the buildings and what may runoff
could be catastrophic to the people that live there and the wetlands. Urge that this
application be denied.

Pat Kelly, 329 Wheeler’s Farm Road, submitted PH item 2 (a book about wetlands)
and wanted to speak about snow. The biggest change when they developed adjacent
to her was the impact of the snow and the snow melt and how it impacted the water
table. Her property was unusable and she had very expensive drainage installed.
Richard Platt, 132 Platt Lane, knows the history of the area. There were numerous
Indian artifacts on site; small pox victims were cared for here. It used to be called
Pox Lane. MaryRose stated that impacts to wetlands or watercourses can be
addressed and artifacts may be pertinent to Planning & Zoning.

Ruth Telep, 41 East Rutland Road, wants the developer to ensure that this road will
not be flooded by flash floods; she has never been flooded. There were two back to
back storms in 1955 (Connie and Diane) and in 1972 there was 14-19” of rain in 2
days and she has never been flooded. The brook runs down and field stone goes
under the road and across the street. Weather of the last 15 years or so is a concern.

She wants a statement that this property will not be flooded or contaminated by this
project. Please deny or cut it back by % or 1/3.

Todd Nichols, 25 Chevelle Place, Agrees and feels that there needs to be a Phase II
test. Mr. Hollister submitted pictures to P&Z and stated that pictures don’t prove
anything and asked what remediation laws were in the 1980°s and who will be
responsible if there is contamination. Material taken in and out; clarify the amount.
Will contaminated soil be used to build? The story keeps changing.

Ruth Krasenics, 86 East Rutland Road, submitted pictures of flooding from regular
rain and asked the IWA to deny the application. Collins asked when the pictures
were taken. Krasenics stated that they were taken by Michael Rhodes and she didn’t
know when they were taken and that she has 2 sump pumps in her basement. Collins
stated that the previous resident stated that she has no flooding and Krasenics is
saying there is flooding.

Danielle Burns, 29 East Rutland Road, asked the board to discuss in detail what the
TPH methods are and asked why testing quarterly.
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Mark Kessler stated that Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH) is recommended as it
is the most common to look for constitutions for cars. It is the State of CT approved
test when looking for such concerns. He recommended quarterly testing from the
first storm event and feels it is an appropriate frequency; typically it would only be
annually sometimes twice per year and he recommended more frequency. Dr.
Klemens questioned stormwater protocol and if after 3 consecutive negative tests,
testing will cease and asked what the proposed build out time of the development is.
There can be 3 clean samples and hit a pocket with development. Attorney Ranelli
stated that building would take 24-30 months but excavation would be within 18
months and can go for 1.5 years. Dr. Klemens stated that as long as soil is being
moved, there should be testing. Attorney Ranelli agreed. Kessler stated that testing
at the single outfall point is the most appropriate to sample.

John Gilmore stated that there are 2 separate basins but they will have common
outfall structures. Dr. Klemens addressed those most likely associated with cars and
asked if this includes transmission fluid and brake line fluid. Kessler stated that it
did. Dr. Klemens asked what the percolation time of hydrocarbons of soil is. Kessler
stated that it was extraordinarily variable; the higher organic content and tighter soil,
the longer it will last. He further stated that the odds are that it is all gone. However,
they acknowledge the concern and agree to testing.

Attorney Ranelli stated that they feel this is a very good application with no direct
impacts and minimum intrusion; they have made responsive changes and moved
buildings. He thanked staff, Dr. Klemens and the IWA for their time and feels this is
an example of collaboration and improvements made and asked for approval.

Mr. O’Connell is concerned that the Historian might have said that there were small
pox victim buried here. No one on the Board asked about the GeoQuest methods of
testing in April when it snowed and feels that the Agency had their minds made up
before they got here. There are PCB’s in motor oils and is a big problem.

Todd Nichols stated that asbestos was used in brake pads and linings back in the day
and asked if this was tested for.

June O’Connell urged that a Phase II test be done due to the amount and length of
contamination and make sure the residents are protected. Phase I is so evasive;
nothing is mentioned. She urged Dr. Klemens to require this testing.

Ruth Telep stated that there has been no assurance on the flooding issue. She has not
had flooding and does not want flooding. Collins asked how close she is to Ms.
Krasenics. She stated that she is down the street from her.

Munson referenced Attorney Ranelli’s letter of 7/15/15 outlining a method of testing
for TPH on site and asked Dr. Klemens if this was sufficient protocol. Dr. Klemens
stated that earlier he requested for as long as there is earth moving which Mr. Ranelli
stated would be 18 months because in his professional opinion that is the time that it
will be mobilized. Munson questioned that there would be no testing after
construction. Dr. Klemens stated that there would not be; a lot of soil is already
moved and they will be moving disturbed soil. The testing is a precaution if there
was any undisturbed soil, being mindful of the neighbors concerns and the protection
of the wetlands. Munson wanted the issue addressed regarding a residents claim that
GeoQuest did their testing after a site walk was cancelled. Collins stated that the site
walk was scheduled for 3/29/15 and she cancelled the site walk due to there being a
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large pile of snow at the entrance of the site and she was concerned with access to the
site and the safety of the IWA members. MaryRose clarified that beyond that pile of
snow the site was free of debris. GeoQuest tested on 4/7/15. Munson questioned that
the site could have been tested under these conditions. Kessler confirmed this and
stated that per his staff snow was not an issue and they were able to see vegetation
and did a walk through for Phase I. He further stated that they had photos from this
but did not bring them as they did not know this would be questioned. They tested
for pesticide which is typically a surface application. They sample routinely
throughout the year. Shovels or pix axes are typically used and go 6” deep. He
further noted that pesticides from the 1940’s can be seen from topsoil.

Magnan referenced GeoQuest letter dated 4/8/15 which a photo was included and
asked for clarification on the density of the testing as it relates to the proposed
construction. Collins read page 2 paragraph 2 of GeoQuest’s report of the April site
walk. Kessler stated that 7 samples were taken on average of 1 sample per 3 acres.

DeFlumeri asked if there was testing for asbestos. Kessler stated that he saw no
reason to do that in his professional opinion. He understands that asbestos was a
component of breaks. The issue with asbestos and breaks is that when cars are driven
the friction from the calipers wears off the asbestos. However the asbestos is tightly
bonded to the brake pads and is not a friable material, therefore he would not expect
to find asbestos in the soil. DeFlumeri stated that auto repair was done on site and
many public buildings still have asbestos in them. Kessler stated that there has never
been a building on this site. Dr. Klemens asked if asbestos is transported by water.
Kessler stated that water can be tested for asbestos; it is 100% natural, it is mined and
sees zero impact to the wetlands. There is no toxicity to plant or animal. It has
toxicity for ingestions/inhaled at 7,000,000 fibers per cubic foot and there would
almost have to be saturation for an effect. Dr. Klemens asked if he has ever
encountered asbestos as a pollutant. Kessler stated that he has not. Dr. Klemens
asked about PCB testing. Kessler stated that he is not aware of a particular concern.
He has seen testing when a car is totally stripped and compressed and shredded it is
called a fluff. Not aware of this issue on the site relative to oils. PCBs were used in
dielectric fluids extremely high temperature hydraulics. He gave an example of P& W
testing 16,000 hydraulic reservoirs and only found PCBs in 300. Concerns were
transformers. Not familiar with PCBs being an issue with automotive and stated that
in his professional opinion if there were PCBs on site they have a trace hydrocarbon
and that would be picked up by TPH. Dr. Klemens asked how deep pit testing differs
from what is proposed. Kessler stated that he does not see a benefit in his
professional opinion. If there was deep contamination it would only be known if it
was brought to the surface. There could be many test pits and find nothing; it is a far
more effective method to test through run off for 18 months.

DeFlumeri asked what micro blasting was and its effects to the neighbors. MaryRose
clarified that the issue is how it will impact the wetlands. Gilmore stated that it is
blasting that is done with small micro charges with computers and sensors that
measure shock wave and is the technique that is used today. All blasting requires a
permit from the Fire Marshall. DeFlumeri asked about the maintenance of the
holding ponds and who monitors this long term. MaryRose stated that the long term
maintenance plan has been submitted as part of the record and moves with the owner.
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There is follow up if there are complaints or issue and it is to the applicants/owners
benefit to maintain in order to avoid back up. DeFlumeri stated that things clog,
grow, etc. MaryRose stated that IWA has jurisdiction for the life of the permit and if
there are issues can require resolution.

Margeson asked if there was testing for lead or heavy metals that would be deeper
than 6”. Kessler stated that they did not test for lead as there is no suspicion to
believe there is elevated lead. Margeson stated there is concern with lead from motor
fuels from the auto salvage. Kessler stated that lead is naturally occurring and hard to
test and determine where it came from and can be found anywhere. He had a project
that lead was a concern and they tested everywhere on site and found it everywhere
and tested another site without issue and found the same amount. You can’t
differentiate from natural or source. Dr. Klemens questioned if lead would show in
the TPH test. Kessler stated that it would and that petroleum hydrocarbons are most
associated with cars and is a great marker if there is contamination and can test for
many materials. It can be detected in parts per million and is easily detected in
extremely low levels.

Cowden asked about the soil testing and if frost was a concern to dig. Kessler stated
that a pick or shovel is used to break the material and then the first 6” is collected.

Magnan addressed flooding concerns and questioned if the storm water treatment
was an improvement to the site. Gilmore stated that the storm water treatment is an
improvement to the site. The function of the wetlands is to mitigate. The applicants’
response is to mitigate and not add to it. Milford requires infiltration, so there will be
areduction. They can not fix the existing conditions; they will not make it worse.

Schopick asked if there would be pervious or impervious parking. Gilmore stated
that there would be conventional asphalt. Schopick asked if this was a difference in
run off. Gilmore stated that there was not and that impervious was good for a small
area but not for one this size. Dr. Klemens stated that flooding is an issue in this area
and will continue to be an issue. Gilmore confirmed this and further stated that this
project will not increase it. It may increase over time with or without this project.
They will not exacerbate the problem with this development; they are reducing the
peak flow of runoff.

Collins reviewed the history of this application: This application was submitted
January 29, 2015. The Agency received this application at its February 2, 2015,
walked the property on April 29, 2015 and has had hearings on May 5, June 3, June
17, July 1 and July 15, 2015. The Agency hired Dr. Michael Klemens to provide a
third party review of the application. Commissioners have reviewed the file and
requested changes that were implemented by the applicant, and have reviewed each
revision and submittal.

The Public Hearing was closed at 9:30 p.m.

A five minute recess was taken.
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At 9:13 p.m. MaryRose received an email from Mark Kessler with the pictures from
the site walk; all IWA members viewed this.

Magnan stated that the criterion for making a decision is by State Statute and the
IWA has no pre determinations. It is a comprehensive review of facts and concerns.
The process is a fair and comprehensive one. Collins stated that all of the regulations
are on the IWA website and referenced Section 10.

The following motion was made by Connors, seconded by DeFlumeri:
After duly considering all relevant factors and based on the plans entitled “Wheelers

Woods Residential Community Wheelers Farms Road, Milford, Connecticut“ by
Milone & McBroom Inc, cover & 22 sheets dated 1/9/15 revised 6/29/15 sheets EX-
1, LM-1, LA-1 and UT-1 stamped received 7/1/15, information in the file and
presented at the public hearings on this application I move to approve application ITW-
A-15-005 for the following reasons:

a. There will be no adverse impact on the wetlands/watercourses.

b. The Applicant has addressed Agency concerns by moving disturbance beyond the
mature woods and maintaining an additional 100 offset from the mature woods
adjacent to Vernal Pools 3 & 4.

With conditions including:

1. The Permittee shall submit a construction plan prior to taking out the permit.

2. Soil Erosion and Sedimentation controls as outlined on the plans and in the CT
DEP “2002 Erosion and Sedimentation Control Guidelines” must be installed and
maintained on the site until the property is stabilized.

3. Wetland notification shall be placed on the as-built and referenced in the property
deed to give notice to property owners that permits are required from the MIWA
in order to work on the site.

4. A permit condition bond (to be calculated) must be posted with the MIWA prior
to any site disturbance for S&E controls, wetland boundary markers, and an as-
built showing finished 2’ contours and locating all site utilities and structures to
insure that the site development was completed according to the approved design.
The as-built must be by a licensed surveyor and include certification by a
registered Engineer that the facilities meet the design intent of the approval. The
bond may not be released until the site is stabilized, the as-built has been received
and the site inspected and approved for compliance with the permit.

5. A mitigation monitoring bond (to be calculated) must be posted with the MIWA
prior to site disturbance for stormwater basin plantings and 3 years of mitigation
monitoring by a professional wetland scientist with reports to the Agency in the
spring and fall on the status of the site and recommended amendments to the
mitigation plan for best stabilization of the site. If the site is not stabilized by or
at the end of year 3, this bond may be held until such time as the site meets the
design criteria.

6. The Permittee must submit a certification by the Project Engineer that the
completed project meets the design intent of the approval prior to bonds being
released.

7. Within 90 days of receiving final approvals to proceed with construction of the
proposed development, the applicant / owner will prepare and file with the
Agency a baseline conditions documentation report, the purpose of which will be
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

to identify the existing environmental conditions that will be protected under the
terms of the proposed Conservation Easement. Such report may include or attach
the existing conditions description contained in the applicant's January 2015
wetlands permit application, as well as the Phase I environmental reports prepared
by a Licensed Environmental Professional employed by GeoQuest, Inc. in April
and May 2015. The baseline documentation report will be prepared by an
environmental professional approved for this task by the Agency staff in
consultation with the Agency, and will be prepared at the applicant's expense.
The report will generally contain the information outlined in Exhibit A, attached.
As a condition of approval, within 90 days of receiving final approvals to proceed
with construction of the proposed development, the applicant / owner will file
with the Agency's staff, for its review and approval, a plan to control invasive
plant species within the proposed residential development area, as illustrated on
Exhibit B, attached. Because such plan will provide for removal of invasive
plants and other potential disturbances, it will not apply within the Conservation
Easement Area. A draft plan is attached as Exhibit C.

As a condition of approval, the applicant / owner, within 90 days of receiving
final approvals to proceed with construction, will execute and record on the City
of Milford Land Records a Conservation Easement, including a final metes and
bounds description of the Conservation Easement Area. Such Conservation
Easement shall be substantially in the form attached hereto as Exhibits D (text)
and E (map) and shall be approved by the City Attorney.

As a condition of approval, the applicant / owner, within 90 days of receiving
final approval to proceed with construction, will remove or cause the responsible
party(ies) to remove, accumulated automotive and other debris located on the
southwest corner of the site, as illustrated in the attached Exhibit F. Such removal
and any required remediation will be documented as part of the baseline
conditions report.

As a condition of approval, the final site development plan will contain a note
substantially in the form of Exhibit G attached, explaining how the “Mature
forest” was field delineated.

The applicant / owner agree, as a condition of approval, that during construction,
a testing schedule to be developed and submitted for review will be implemented
to test the sediment and or / water in the temporary and permanent storm water
basins to ensure that the water that is being collected is not conveying pollutants
into the wetlands. The test results shall be provided to the Milford IWA. Should
the testing reveal actionable levels of pollutants, the Applicant will develop and
implement a remediation plan to ensure protection of the receiving waters.

The applicant / owner agree, as a condition of approval, that tenant rules and
regulations will prohibit washing of vehicles in the site’s parking areas.

The applicant / owner agree, as a condition of approval, to prepare and file with
the Agency, as part of its landscaping installation and maintenance in the
residential development area, a plan to control and limit the use of pesticides and
herbicides.

Signage to be placed adjacent to detention basin areas noting “No snow storage
or snow push.”

The permit is issued 7/15/15 expires 7/15/20 unless otherwise provided by
Statute.

That is my motion.
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A discussion followed regarding item 12 and the following amendment was made by
Connors, seconded by DeFlumeri:

That condition 12 should be for the duration of the excavation grading and pre
construction preparation of the site.

A motion was made by Schopick, seconded by Magnan to change item 13 of the
conditions to read on site, not in the parking areas.

The motions to the amendments carried unanimously.

Magnan asked Dr. Klemens if the motion represents the essence of discussion and
purview of the IWA. Dr. Klemens stated that he worked on the draft and validated
that the motion addresses the things that have been discussed and that the motions
reflect the essence of the review and that all covering aspects are directly within the
MIWA regulatory purview.

The call to the original motion carried unanimously.

A motion was made by Connors, seconded by DeFlumeri to hear items E1 and E2 together.
The motion carried unanimously.

E. Old Business

1. TW-A-15-017: 0 Tanglewood Circle, Lot 28, April Culver — proposed single
family home with construction, grading and filling in and within 100’ of wetlands
in the Housatonic River Watershed.

2. TW-A-15-018: 0 Tanglewood Circle, Lot 29, April Culver — proposed single
family home with construction, grading and filling in and within 100 of wetlands
in the Housatonic River Watershed.

MaryRose reported that this is a proposal for a single family home with
construction, grading and fill in and within 100” of a wetland in the Housatonic
River Watershed. This proposal for 0 Tanglewood Circle Lot 29 is to fill 3,919 sq.
ft. 16,043 sq. ft. of work in the 100’ upland review area for the construction of a
house and yard and access to a septic system for a single family home. The
applicant is proposing to use a rubble wall to delineate the edge of the filling and
the wetland with no wetland creation proposed. They are also proposing a
pervious driveway with a gravel reservoir area for stormwater treatment. We have
received a petition with 51 signatures requesting a public hearing on this
application.

We have received an extension of time from the applicant. The Agency walked
the site on 7/7/15. A second site walk was held 7/13/15 it was attended by
Commissioners Dunn, Magnan and Munson. There was not a quorum; the weather
was clear and seasonable. We reviewed the staked corners of the proposed houses
in relation to the wetland flagging on Lots 29 and 28, the proposed locations of the
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rubble wall, the force main and the proposed septic system locations for each lot.
We also viewed the proposed wetland mitigation area on Lot 28 and the fallen tree
on Lot 29 where ponded water had been noted on the property by the consultants.

No action taken

3. IW-A-15-020: 701 North Street, Stone Preserve, LLC — proposed 63 unit
residential community with construction, parking and grading within 150” of an
offsite wetland or watercourse in the Wepawaug River Watershed.

MaryRose reported that this is an application for a 63 unit planned residential
community at the Stone property at 701 North Street with work within 150’ of
wetlands on adjacent properties. There are no wetlands on the site. There are
wetlands to the North and West on The Orchards Golf Course owned by the City
and on a privately owned rear lot to the Southwest.

We have hired LBG for a Third party review as to impacts to the wetlands from
this proposed development. I expect to have the report by early August. We have
received an extension of time on this application.

No action taken.
F. Minutes

Magnan noted that on page 6 of the minutes Magnan read the letter into the record not
Collins. A motion was made by Magnan, seconded by Cowden to accept the minutes of
7/1/15 as amended. The motion carried unanimously.

G. Staff Report

Site Status:

Burnt Plains Rd field — I am going to walk the site with Scott Farquharson and Jen Beno in
Early August to see the status of the plants

Indian River Interceptor is ongoing.

Sanitary Sewers Infills No 2 (Plains Rd/Shelland St/High St/White Oaks Ter) - Final
paving/stabilization work ongoing.

Way Street work is ongoing,

West Main Street is ongoing

1595 Boston Post Rd project is ongoing.
86 Old Field Lane is ongoing.

134-142 Old Gate Lane — bio-retention area is in, parking lot is under construction
foundation work is ongoing.

CT-DOT work the cells under the I-95 Bridge over the Wepawaug is ongoing

Please remember to call or email if you are unable to attend a meeting.
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H. Chair’s report and communications

Thank you all for the time and effort you have put in reviewing the applications
before us. Think it was a thorough discussion.

The next meeting will be the August 5™ in Conf Room A.
A motion was made by Connors, seconded by DeFlumeri to adjourn at 10:00 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Nun ftzot]

Lisa Streit

These minutes have not been accepted or approved.



