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Town of Litchfield 
Planning Board Minutes 

Thursday, September 4, 2014 
 
Location:   Town Office  
 
Attendance (Members): Daniel Craft (Chairman), Paul Hempstead (Vice Chairman), 

Michael Seaman, Joseph Campbell, Lorimar “Skip” Trafton  
 
Attendance (Alternates): Judy Bishop (Primary Alternate), Jeffrey Flaherty (Secondary 

Alternate)  
 
Attendance (Nonmembers): Steve Ochmanski (Code Enforcement Officer), Deborah M. 

Campbell (Secretary), Rickey J. Cody, Mary Cray, Douglas 
Tourtelotte, John F. Healey, Edward Avis, Lynne Rothney-Korlak, 
Judith Rogers, George Rogers, Ann Gosline, Elizabeth Budd, 
Helen Holmes (Attendance sheet attached.)  

 
 Excused Absence:  None  
 
 Nonexcused Absence: None  
 
Item 1: Call to Order 
 The meeting was called to order by Chairman Daniel (Dan) Craft at 5:33 p.m. at the 

Litchfield Town Office.  
 
Item 2: Election of Officers 
 Dan reviewed with the board that this is the first meeting since July 1, 2014—the 

beginning of a new year for the board—and a chairman and vice chairman need to be 
elected. 

 
 MOTION: A Motion was made by Mike nominating Dan as chairman.  Joe seconded 

the Motion. 
 
 DISCUSSION: None. Vote: 7-0-0 
 
 MOTION: A Motion was made by Mike nominating Paul as vice chairman.  Joe 

seconded the Motion.  
 
 DISCUSSION: None. Vote: 7-0-0 
 
Item 3: Consideration of Minutes 
 3.1 June 12, 2014 Minutes 
  A draft of the minutes was included in the current meeting’s email notice emailed 

to the board members. 
 
  A hard copy of the minutes was distributed at the current meeting. 
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  The following corrections were noted for the minutes: 
 
  p. 3, paragraph 2, line 8: Change “…discontinue one of the tiles…” to 

“…discontinue the tiles… .” 
 
  p. 4, paragraph 2, line 5: Change “…it is easier to meet…” to “…it is more difficult 

to meet… .” 
 
  p. 4, paragraph 5, line 1: Change “Steve if the store…” to “Steve asked if the 

store… .” 
 
 MOTION: A Motion was made by Mike to accept the June 12, 2014 minutes as 

corrected. Paul seconded the Motion. 
 
 DISCUSSION:  None. VOTE:  7-0-0 
 
Item 4: Agenda Additions/Adjustments 
 Steve added the following two items to Agenda Item 6, “Unscheduled Business.” 
 
 6.1 Review Lot Consolidation Questions 
  The Birches Country Estates Subdivision 
  Location:  Norris Point Road 
  Map R14, Lot 1 
  Owned by:  Ronald and Esther Evans 
  Represented by:  Rickey Cody 

 
 6.2 Review Shoreland Zoning Ordinance Application 
  Location:  198 Mace Road, Litchfield, ME, 04350 
  Map U14, Lot 22 
  Owned by:  Thomas C. Lippman and Diane Foster 
  Represented by:  Steve Ochmanski 
   
Item 5: Scheduled Business 
 
 5.1 Public Hearing at 5:45 p.m. for a Proposed Gravel Pit 
  Located:  107 Upper Pond RD, Litchfield, ME, 04350 
  Map R07, Lot 26 
  Owned by:  Mary L. Stevens Cray 
  Represented by: Doug Tourtelotte, Dog Tourtelotte Excavation, 369 Millay RD, 

Bowdoinham, ME, 04008 
 
 Douglas (Doug) Tourtelotte reviewed the history of the application.  The pit has 

been in operation for about eight years.  It was originally operated by Albert 
“Buster” Stevens, deceased husband of Mary L. Stevens Cray.  Mary continued 
use of the pit after Buster’s death.  It was recently discovered that no land use 
application had ever been made for the operation of the pit.  Doug noted that the 
supply of gravel from the pit is running low.  He is a small operator using three 
trucks.  He was not aware of any complaints.  
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At 5:45 p.m., the Public Hearing for Item 5.1 (Public Hearing for a Proposed 
Gravel Pit) was called to order by Dan.  He explained that audience participants 
must direct questions to the Board, rather than to the Applicant, and state their 
names for the record before asking a question. 
 
Dan recognized Helen Holman.  Helen stated she was the closest neighbor, and 
probably most impacted.  (Steve explained where her house is on the plan 
provided with the application.)  Helen noted the activities raise dust.  She has 
addressed any complaints she has had directly to Mary.  She asked how much 
longer the operation will go on, whether anything can be done about the noise 
and dust, and if there can be a limit on the time of operation. 
 
Doug indicated that the operation is active from 8 a.m. to 4 p.m. 

 
  Helen added that the area is zoned rural with nicer homes along the road. 
 
  Dan explained that the “beeper” alarms are safety backup alarms, and are 

required by law. 
 

Dan recognized George Rogers.  George stated that he is a friend and neighbor 
of Mary’s and lived in the area for many years.  He did not recall any issues from 
the time that Buster ran the pit.  He pointed out there might be the potential for a 
larger operation later on.  He stated that speed needs to be considered, and that 
the size and scope of the operation are concerns.  He added that the Ordinance 
limits the hours.  He noted that this is a residential neighborhood even though the 
ordinance does not refer to it that way. 
 
Dan recognized Ann Gosline, 65 Upper Pond Road.  Ann stated she agreed with 
George.  She requested that the board seriously consider any possible changes 
in the scope of the operation in the future. 
 
Dan recognized Edward Avis, 252 Upper Pond Road.  Edward has known Buster 
and Mary for a long time.  He wanted the board to know that he feels 
passionately about living on Upper Pond Road.  He stated he was concerned 
about the size and extent of operation.  He added that he would repeat George’s 
comments.  He recalled that gravel has been removed from this pit for several 
years, and work was always on a small scale or back off the road.  If the 
operation becomes larger or nearer the road it would create an eyesore.  This 
situation could change the essential character of the entire street.  He added he 
had concerns about further damage to the road surface, and the potential for 
noise and dust.  He was also concerned that this situation could negatively 
impact the taxable properties on the street. 
 
Dan recognized Lynne Rothney-Kozlak, 179 Upper Pond RD.  She stated she 
has resided on Upper Pond Road for nine years in a “high-end” home.  She 
added that it was her phone call complaining about noise and her question about 
whether it was a licensed pit that shut down the operation.  She considers Upper 
Pond Road a Litchfield “gem.”  She noted that conservation efforts are evident 
there.  She observed that this operation has the potential to be an eyesore.  She 
noted five major concerns:  size, safety, road deterioration, property value 
impact, and noise.  She stated there are concerns about the change in size of the 



Updated and Approved 

4 
 

operation.  She noted there are more homes on Upper Pond Road now than 
when the pit was originally opened.  She noted her concerns about safety, 
various types of traffic, more truck traffic, and excessive speed.  She suggested 
she could obtain a speed gun if necessary to check on the speeds.  She noted 
the trucks sometimes go in and out of the pit in tandem.  She observed that the 
road is deteriorating, and asked if the Board can limit the weight of the trucks.  
She noted a possible impact on property values, and that the street is stressed 
by the market currently.  She closed her comments by noting her concern for the 
noise being made.  She noted that the elevation of her home might explain why 
they hear the backup beeps so much.  The noise was significant to the point she 
had to make the complaint about the noise.  She and her husband work at home, 
and have to close the windows in order to make telephone calls. 
 
Dan recognized Elizabeth Budd.  Elizabeth noted that she hears a lot of noise, 
and has had to close windows.  The dust on her house was so bad that it had to 
be washed before it could be painted this year.  She noted the road surface is 
deteriorating.  She added that safety is an issue with her also.  Her son-in-law 
who was visiting and is in law enforcement mentioned to her that he did not think 
it was safe.  She escorts people out of her driveway, and has stopped driving on 
the road because of her safety concerns. 
 
Comments from the audience ended at 6 p.m. 
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Dan invited the applicant to make comments and present the application. 
 
Douglas (Doug) Tourtelotte stated he would attempt to address the indicated 
concerns. 
 
Regarding noise—He is not using a full-time loader in the pit.  He has not had 
any problems with the horse farm.  The nearest house is about 1,000 feet away. 
 
Regarding dust--He noted that in hindsight, it would have been good to put down 
more calcium chloride to mitigate the dust. 
 
Regarding speed—He is using three trucks.  His company name and number are 
on the doors of the trucks.  He encouraged people to contact him. 
 
He added that he wants to get along with the pit’s neighbors. 
 
He “guarantees” the pit will be closed in two years, and then it will have to be 
cleaned up. 
 
Traffic has not changed in 8-9 years since he has been hauling for the Town of 
Richmond. 
 
Mary stated the operation is never going beyond five acres.  She learned that 
when Buster was alive. She plans to sell her home eventually.  The pit property 
will go with the woods area with no Plains Road access. 
 
Doug added that pit will be closed in three years. 
 
John Healey asked if the “permit” can have a “term”? 
 
Steve explained this is not a “permit,” but a land use application which does not 
have an expiration date.  The ordinance does not allow for an expiration date. 
 
Mike stated that the Board can set “hours of operation.”  He wondered whether 
“hours of operation” could be a stated length of time such as “September 30, 
2014 to January 1, 2017.” 
 
Doug described the usual course of events for a work period…trucks are at his 
house at 7:30 a.m.  They leave his house at 8 a.m. approximately.  Nothing is in 
the pit after 4 p.m.  The hours of 8 a.m. to 4 p.m. are ok. 
 
It was asked whether there has been an increase of activity over time.  Doug 
indicated that regarding the amount hauled—no.  Three trucks used at the start, 
and three trucks now. 
 
Lynne Rothney-Korzik stated it was not a compromise if the hours remain 8 a.m. 
to 4 p.m. 
 
Mike asked if it was possible to poll the audience.  Steve suggested asking for 
their comments. 
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Mike asked for comments about the hours the pit could be closed.  George 
Rogers agreed with the hours.  Lynne Rothney-Korzik did not.  George Rogers 
suggested setting specific hours. 
 
It was asked if the number of trucks could be limited, and if the operations can be 
kept neighbor-friendly, and if hours can be set for when it will be shut down. 
 
Doug noted that he had not been aware of problems.  He had not received 
questions about speed.  He added that he would put it in writing that no other 
trucks would be used.  Dan clarified that this meant no other trucks than Doug 
Tourtelotte’s are going to be hauling out of the pit. 
 
Skip added that in two-three years, Mary will close the pit and sell her property. 
 
Mary added that the house, pit road, and long field will be sold as one piece of 
property.  The pit will not have any Upper Pond Road access.  Her late 
husband’s two sons will have the land and no pit access from Upper Pond Road. 
 
Skip asked whether there are any other access points. 
 
Steve explained that legally, there could be access from Plains Road; however, 
this is an existing road.  If a new road is built it would be built to town 
specifications.  He added that the distance is considerable.  He noted that 
Tuscany is a right-of-way.  An engineered road would have to be put in there.  
The hurdles to do so would make it prohibitive. 
 
Mike asked if pit rights transfer to a new owner.  Steve said, “Yes.” 
 
Doug asked if the Planning Board can make those rights nontransferable. 
 
Steve recommended that the board votes “yes” if Doug will do that.  The time 
period would be May to Christmas while the pit is being used. 
 
Lynne suggested that it helps to have a two- to three-year limit.  That means she 
could not move for three years. 
 
There was discussion that the condition of the road limits the number of trucks.  
Doug added there would not be any escalation.  He added that speed will not be 
an issue as he will talk to his drivers. 
 
John Healey noted that over the time he has lived there, there has been a 
definite improvement.  It seemed to him like a lot of demands were being made, 
and none might be approved. 
 
Elizabeth Budd noted concern about the road surface and its maintenance. 
 
Steve added that the road is in the normal road repair work rotation. 
 
Dan thanked the audience for their comments and thanked Mary and Doug for 
providing information.  Dan closed the Public Hearing at 6:25 p.m. 
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 Item 5.2 Review of the Application for a Proposed Gravel Pit 
   Located:  107 Upper Pond RD, Litchfield, ME, 04350 
   Map R0, Lot 26 
   Owned by:  Mary L. Stevens Cray 
   Represented by: Doug Tourtelotte 
      Doug Tourtelotte Excavation 
      369 Millay RD, Bowdoinham, ME, 04008 
 
   Dan opened the review of the application at 6:30 p.m. 
 
   It was explained that the review used the submission requirements on p. 13 

of the Land Use Ordinance. 
 
   It was agreed that the following requirements have been met:  2.A, 2.B, 2.C, 

2.D.2, 2.D.3, 2.D.7, 2.E.1, 2.E.2, 2.E.3, 2.E.4, 2.E.5 (2 items), 2.E.6. 
 
   It was explained that 2.F and 2.G are in the waiver. 
 
   Discussion was had about what was required for 2.H, 2.I, 2.J, and 2.K.  Doug 

indicated that because the pit was under five acres, the DEP is not involved. 
 
   Mike explained that the Board needs something that says what will happen if 

an action occurs that creates runoff.  If we waived this, Steve would not have 
anything for enforcement purposes.  He stressed that the Board needs more 
than a simple definition.  He reminded everyone that this review is a 
submission check of the items with the application—not an evaluation of each 
item. 

 
   It was agreed that Items 2.L(2), 2.M, and 2.N are ok. 
 
   It was noted that Items 2.O, 2.P, 2.Q, 2.R, and 2.S are in the waiver. 
 
   Dan indicated this concluded the submission check. 
 
   MOTION: A Motion was made by Mike indicating the application submitted is 

complete as specified in the submission criteria in the Litchfield 
Land Use Ordinance and that the application fee has been 
received. 

 
   DISCUSSION: Paul asked about 2.H.  Doug reiterated that DEP does not 

want to be bothered for anything under five acres.  He 
suggested 2.H needs a waiver since it does not seem 
applicable.  Steve indicated he could have Doug add it to 
the waiver. 

       
       Paul seconded the Motion.   VOTE: 7-0-0 
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   Dan started the discussion of Item 2. 
 
   Mike noted that the Board needs maps showing the current runoff.  Doug 

pointed out the elevations.  Mike continued that the Board needs a 
submission from the applicant showing how the runoff is being handled at this 
time and what the applicant will do about it in the future.  Doug continued to 
explain that all water comes into the pit.  He pointed out that there are 
corners marked on the plan.  There are sediment ponds.  He noted he did not 
know what other erosion control he would do.  Dan noted he saw the 
elevations of 78’ and 86’.  Doug stated nothing can get out of the pit.  He 
noted he did the elevations himself, and indicated them on the plan with 
circled numbers.  Mike stated that the plan needs a legend that defines the 
current pit, and what the applicant proposes to do.  He added that the 
elevations need to be certified by a surveyor.  Doug indicated that Steve has 
the original plan with the survey.  Mike stated that the Board needs the 
dimensions from a surveyor.  He explained that the proposed site plan should 
have a legend which clearly delineates the existing pit from the proposed 
expansion, as well as the elevations.  This should be on a certified survey.  
Dan added any silt fence should be shown.  Dan and Mike agreed that if the 
stone wall is a boundary the setback needs to be included in describing the 
pit. 

 
   Item 3: 

Dan indicated Item M.  He pointed out paragraph 1, last sentence…”not 
expanding the pit.”  He asked Doug to explain why the letter says this. 
 
Doug indicated he did not notice that sentence. 
 
Steve asked whether he had delineated any wet lands.  Doug indicated 
he did. 
 
Mike asked Steve what is in the pit for ponds?  He noted one in the left-
hand corner from runoff.  He asked about the issue of being below an 
aquifer any fresh water pond is a wetland.  He asked for the definition. 
 
Steve answered that it is a retention pond.  Steve asked whether he 
found any wetlands, and reminded Doug that he needed a statement from 
him to that effect. 
 
Lynne Rothney-Kozlak interjected she thought there are wetlands further 
back on the property. 
 
Mike stated the Board needs a statement to that effect. 
 

   Item 4.  Water body. 
 
Steve and Mike explained there is a stream behind Easton’s and Helen 
Holman’s property.  There is no impact. 
 

    
  



Updated and Approved 

9 
 

   Item 5.  Storm water. 
 
Mike noted that if the pit creates runoff, and if there is no plan there is no 
way for enforcement.  The site plan needs to show the proposed 
expansion elevations, and it needs a legend.  There was discussion of 
whether the runoff was internal or not, and had this been observed.  
Steve noted that if the expansion causes runoff that is off the property the 
applicant would be in violation.  Doug asked if erosion is a problem, is it 
with the town or with DEP.  Steve noted it was post-project, storm water.  
Mike asked if the applicant asserted that all storm water is managed 
within the property.  Doug answered that the elevations show that.  Mike 
added that the Board cannot assert that, the applicant has to. 
 

   Item 6.  It was noted there is no septic, and this item is in the Waiver. 
 
   Item 7.  It was noted that a map has been provided.  The site is not within a 

flood plain. 
 
   Item 8.  Mike indicated the audience input about dust.  He stated the Board 

needs a condition that the applicant puts down adequate dust control 
material.  Steve noted that pollution cannot be proved, but the Board can 
can control the dust issue. 

 
   Item 9.  This item is in the Waiver. 
 
   Item 10.  Mike asked whether there is an aquifer.   Steve indicated there 

is not, and that it must be five feet from the high-water mark.  Mike asked 
if the surveyor can discern the high-water mark, and is it 76.6 feet.  Steve 
indicated the retention pond can be bigger.  It can be higher than the 
normal high-water mark.  He added that ground water will be below 
normal high-water mark.  Mike asked for suggestions on who to deal with 
this item.  Steve noted that the best filter around is right at this location.  
There can be a condition based on the Burrow Pit rules of Mining.  The 
applicant cannot dig closer than five feet from the high-water mark.  Doug 
indicated he could put in monitoring wells.  Steve asked whether the 
Board wanted him to do that.  Everyone responded “No.”  Lynne Rothney-
Kozlak asked about the calcium chloride and any concern with ground 
water.  Doug answered that his company uses the flake variety as 
needed. 

 
   Item 11.  This item is in the Waiver. 
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   Item 12.  Steve called attention to the neighborhood standards in the 
ordinance and the input from this evening’s public hearing to help make 
decision.  
Lighting is not an issue. 
Glare is not applicable 
With regard to noise, Mike noted that the Ordinance is specific.  Noise not 
an issue under the ordinance. 
With regard to Section 9-L. Mineral Extraction, Dan asked if the applicant 
has a reclamation plan. 
 

   Item 13.  Steve suggested the Board use input from the Public Hearing. 
 
    With regard to Section 5.B.2.N. Traffic Report, Dan asked what the sight 

line distance is.  Steve responded there are no blind spots.  Mike asked if 
there is a definition for road congestion rather than a load limit.  Judy 
noted it is an average in 5.B.2.N.  Paul asked if there is any reference to 
peak volume.  Steve pointed out p. 35, Section B.2.B which describes 
estimated volumes.  He suggested these be used as a reference.  Mike 
asked if there are restrictions on a development district.  Lynne Rothney-
Kozlak asked if the application speaks to the number of trucks or loads.  
Steve noted it states 2.8 trucks, and explained this is how trips are dealt 
with in the ordinance.  He added that the Board can use performance 
standard for mining extraction to help make a decision.  The Board can 
also use performance standards for “unsafe conditions” concerns. 

 
   Item 14.  Attention was called to the last sentence in paragraph 1 in the item 

in M.  Mike asked what are the definitions of the pit that the applicant sent 
to DEP.  He referred to the second section, 1st paragraph. It was noted 
that the tax map was also sent.  The same letter can be sent to both 
places, and nothing further would be needed. 

 
   Item 15.  It was agreed that a letter is needed that says no permit is required. 
 
   Item 16.  It was stated this is a Great Pond—Dead River.  Export must be 

handled with the pit.  This will be in the storm runoff handled within the pit. 
Regarding a Phosphorus Plan, Doug indicated that they have shown that 
all storm water is handled within.  Mike added there is no waiver, and the 
applicant just needs to get that statement. 

 
   Item 17.  This is in the Waiver.  It is not in the submission requirements.  

There is no new construction. 
 
   Item 18.  Dan indicated the Board can answer this when it receives the 

additional submissions. 
 

  Doug asked if the Board could meet within a week or two.  Dan responded with a 
date of September 18th.  Mike added that more research needed to be done on 
Section 9.M, Mineral Extraction regarding the Public Hearing input for section 
L.1.A, and whether the Board can define calendar time. 
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  The concern about the number of trips was brought up, and Steve noted the 
Planning Board cannot limit that.  The Board asked about a 3-year period option.  
Steve noted there is a 12-month period allowed for reclamation.  That could 
mean three years to close the pit, and one year for reclamation.  He added there 
can be hauling in the 12-month reclamation period.  Mike asked if the Board 
agrees with that interpretation.  Steve added if the Planning Board is comfortable 
with that interpretation to go ahead and do it.  The Board agreed. 

 
  Mike asked if this application can be approved with conditions.  He thought it 

would be a stretch to approve with conditions.   He stressed the Board needs the 
certified surveyor information.  He suggested the applicant provide the needed 
information, and then the Board could set a meeting.  Steve added that seven 
days’ notice is necessary for a special meeting.  Steve needs to receive all the 
information by Wednesday in order to put up the notices.  Mike added the Board 
needs information about storm water, phosphorus, boundaries, setbacks, legend, 
wetlands, and elevations.  Steve noted the elevations will show that the runoff is 
controlled.  Doug said he would have things by Wednesday.  Mike noted the DEP 
item could be a condition, and use the State laws for mining extraction. 

 
  Discussion ended at 8:25 p.m. 

  



Updated and Approved 

12 
 

Item 6: Unscheduled Business 
 

 6.1 Subdivision Ordinance Question 
  Located:  The Birches Country Estates – Norris Point Road 
  Map R14, Lot 1 
  Owned by:  Ronald and Esther Evans 
  Represented by:  Rickey J. Cody 
    

At 8:30 p.m., discussion began.  Mr. Rickey J. Cody presented his request to the 
Board.  There are two lots in The Birches Country Estates Subdivision and one 
lot abutting the subdivision which he wants to split into two lots and combine with 
the subdivision lots.  The surveyor he is working with has asked him to obtain a 
letter from the Planning Board saying it is ok to redraw property lines accordingly. 
 
Discussion followed among Board members as to what kind of question this is 
under the Subdivision Ordinance.  Combining land was never a problem.  A 
question would be how to deal with the land that is remaining on the lot.  The 
remaining land is pre-2002. 
 
The following steps were suggested: 
 Step 1: Subdivide to a family member as an exception. 
 Step 2: Add the land from step 1 to the subdivision not as a lot, but as 
land already there. 
 
Mike noted this changes the subdivision, and he asked what will be the Board’s 
review requirements.  (See Subdivision Ordinance, p. 13, section 4.I.)  Mike 
observed Mr. Cody is combining two subdivision lots.  Three lots will equal one 
lot.  This would change the subdivision. 
 
Mr. Cody stated the surveyor said he cannot survey without a letter from the 
Planning Board.  The Board explained that is not necessary for the surveyor to 
have such a letter in order to do a survey; however, the surveyor could not 
register the survey. 
 
Mike reviewed the review criteria.  The Board can do a review and then the 
applicant can come back with new subdivisions. Mike suggested combining the 
land in the subdivision and own what is outside the subdivision separately.  Then 
the applicant can meet with the tax assessor to ask that it all be taxed as one lot.   
Steve suggested the applicant complete a front page on the application with the 
changes shown in subdivision. 
 
Mr. Cody left the meeting at 8:45 p.m. 
 
Steve asked the Board about the fees associated with this application.  The 
current application fee is $100 per lot, plus $1 per abutter. There would be no 
hearing and no abutter charge.  Four lots would be combined as described into 
two lots, so the review would involve two lots, not four.  It was decided that $200 
would be an appropriate amount…perhaps divided between the two subdivision 
land owners. 
 
Discussion of this item ended at 8:50 p.m. 
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6.2 Shoreland Zoning Ordinance Application 
 by Thomas C.Lippman and Diane Foster 
 Located at:  198 Mace RD  
 Map U14, Lot 22 
 Presented by:  Steve Ochmanski 
  
 At 8:50 p.m., discussion began.  Steve explained this involves the foundation for 

an existing structure.  It is 30 feet back from the water.  It will be a smaller 
footprint.  They are not tearing down the old structure.  Steve asked the Board if 
they want to do a site survey. 
 
Mike recapped that the size is not increasing; and they are not tearing anything 
down.  He suggested that Steve review this.   
 
MOTION: Mike made a Motion that regarding the Diane Foster Shoreland 

Zoning application that the Board ask the Code Enforcement 
Officer to do a site evaluation and review the application for the 
new foundation on behalf of the Planning Board.  Paul seconded 
the Motion. 

 
DISCUSSION:      None Vote: 7-0-0 
 

Item 7: Future Agenda Items 
 
 7.1 Next meeting date (tentative Thursday, September 18, 2014) 
 
Item 8: Adjourn Meeting 
 

MOTION: A Motion was made by Dan to adjourn the meeting.  Paul seconded the 
Motion. 

 
DISCUSSION:     None. Vote: 7-0-0 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:55 p.m. 


