
Meeting of the Ithaca Town Board 
Thursday, October 3, 2013 at 5:30 p.m. 

215 North Tioga Street, Ithaca, NY  14850 
 

Agenda 
 

 
1. Call to Order  

 
2. Discuss and Consider the Supervisor’s Town of Ithaca Tentative Budget for 2014 

 
3. Consider Adoption of the Town of Ithaca Tentative Budget for 2014, with any 

changes, as the Town of Ithaca Preliminary Budget for 2014 
 

4. Consider setting a public hearing regarding the Town of Ithaca Preliminary 
Budget for 2014 for Thursday, November 7, 2013  

 
5. Consider Recommendation and Approval of Elected Official’s Salaries 

 
6. Continue review of Draft Comprehensive Plan  
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Meeting of the Ithaca Town Board 
Thursday, October 3, 2013 

 
Minutes  

 
Board Members Present:  Herb Engman, Supervisor; Bill Goodman, Deputy Town Supervisor; 
Pat Leary, Tee-Ann Hunter, Eric Levine, Rich DePaolo, and Rod Howe 
 
Staff Present:  Susan Ritter, Director of Planning, Bruce Bates, Director of Code Enforcement; 
Mike Solvig, Director of Finance, Judy Drake, Director of Human Resources; and Paulette 
Terwilliger, Town Clerk  
 
Item 1- Meeting was called to order at 5:37 p.m.  
 
Board Comments 
Mr. Engman reported on a radio news report he had heard earlier today.  The news report stated 
that Cornell had put out a news release criticizing the Mayor for having mentioned the fact that 
the City would like to have a greater contribution from Cornell to help with their budget; not 
mentioned was the fact that the Town, through him, has also had those conversations with 
Cornell.  He also thought it was odd that the news report also stated that Cornell is implementing 
their $20million promise to the community for the transportation and housing initiative.  That 
was not his understanding.  If they are initiating it, they have not notified the municipalities of 
that fact and the last he was told was that very small projects can go forward but anything large 
has to go to the Board of Trustees for approval.   
 
Mr. Engman explained that this is exactly what he and the Mayor had talked about with 
President Skorton; that we don’t want to be in a position where we cannot plan for our projects 
because we don’t know if the Cornell portion is going to be there.  Cornell wants to be able to 
approve where its monetary contribution is spent but then again, every citizen would probably 
love to designate how their taxes are going to be applied but that isn’t possible.  Mr. Engman 
went on to say that what we need from Cornell is an allocation that better matches what their 
peer institutions are giving to their communities in lieu of taxes and an amount that we can count 
on in a year-to-year basis.   
 
Mr. Engman noted that sometimes the Cornell projects cost more than expected; an example is 
the Pine Tree Road project.  When the Town put that project together we had an initial budget 
that would have covered the cost, but partially because Cornell would not allow the bike and 
pedestrian trail to go through the property as proposed, the County had to get an extra $500,000 
to build a retaining wall and to make the project more handicap accessible due to the grade of the 
project being changed to accommodate changing the original plan.  Therefore, the public, 
through the County, had to subsidize that project and it shouldn’t have been necessary.  If 
Cornell had given a little bit more of their land the original plan and budget would have been 
sufficient.  Cornell also would not tell us what the intended use of the land we needed would be 
except they might want to use it sometime in the future.  Right now that land is a horse pasture.  
Mr. Engman felt it was odd and it cost the public money it shouldn’t have.  He stated that this the 
type of problem we get into when we have designated funds.  What the Town and the City would 
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like is to have a better conversation with Cornell about an allocation on a yearly basis that can 
help pay for other things; code inspections, public work projects, things like that that do 
primarily benefit Cornell.     
 
Mr. Engman noted that Cornell says that they give money to the City and they do.  It is about 
$1.2 million a year and $724,000 is for fire protection so the Town gets a little bit of a benefit out 
of that.  But if you took the number of services that are given to Cornell in fire protection and 
then looked at their assessed valuation, which is how we are billed for fire protection, they 
should be paying $1.2 million a year for fire protection alone.   
 
Mr. Engman summarized by saying he felt it was not fair to the Town or the City to somehow 
say we are just complaining again about the lack of money from Cornell.  This is a discussion 
that will continue and Cornell is scolding the City for holding negotiations in public, but it is 
obvious that Cornell has a whole cadre of people that can put out news releases and comments 
like they did and that is more like negotiating in public than what the Mayor said.  
 
Item 2 - Discuss and Consider the Supervisor’s Town of Ithaca Tentative Budget for 2014 
 
Mr. Solvig reviewed the budget highlights for each fund.  (Attachment 1) 
 
Overview 
 

• Typical house of $190K will pay $14 more per year in taxes and $8 more per year for 
water/sewer service.  
  

• Tax exempt property in the Town represents 47% of our total assessed valuation.  
 

• Hydrilla amount of $5,000 was taken out because we had not received any request for the 
money we had allocated.  Mr. Engman did hear last week that the Town will be receiving 
a bill for hydrilla efforts and other municipalities are also contributing.  He would like the 
Board to consider reinstituting the $5,000 for hydrilla eradication effort.   

 
General Fund 
 
Mr. Goodman asked about overtime vs. regular overtime benefit time and Ms. Drake answered 
that line is where all vacation, sick and personal time is put for the department and putting it in 
that particular line helps with our worker’s compensation costs.   
 
Ms. Hunter asked about the cost of highway equipment and whether it was broken out into 
different funds.  Mr. Solvig answered that they were, but page C-3 under Capital, there is a 
summary of the equipment and that will give the total cost. 
 
Mr. DePaolo asked how compensation for salaried employees who work over a 40 hour 
workweek is handled.  Ms. Drake responded that it is included in their salary.  She added that we 
tract time by giving “additional time worked” for anything over 40 hours and salaried can use 
that time to “shore up” their 40 hour week.  So if someone worked 50 hours one week and 27 the 
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next, they could use additional time to add the 3 hours to make their 80 hour work week.  All 
additional time goes away at the end of the year.  It is not paid out in any way so there is no line 
for it.  
 
Water Fund  
 
Mr. DePaolo asked about the Community Science Institute’s Water Monitoring Program.  He 
asked when they make their request for continuing funding, how do they lay out their 
deliverables in terms of what we are getting?  Mr. Engman explained they list out the number of 
samples they have taken and the laboratory expenses for analyzing them.  Mr. DePaolo asked if 
the shared expenses amongst the contributing municipalities are broken down by geography or 
something else.  Mr. Engman contributions have been whatever the individual municipalities 
wish to give.  He noted that one of their biggest deliverables recently was discovering the leak at 
the sewage treatment center in Trumansburg.  He felt the lake has benefitted quite a bit from this 
project and the Town has kept it at the same level of contribution since 2010 even though they 
have asked for slight increases each year.   
 
Ms. Hunter asked why we are not considering an increase in the benefit assessment areas.  Mr. 
Solvig responded that our projections are pretty good and it is at the discretion of the Board; it 
would increase the tax levy.  She asked if it would decrease the amount we are looking to bond 
and if a small increase in the assessment would impact the amount we would have to bond for?  
She also asked if it was discussed at the committee level and a determination made not to 
increase it and if so, why?  Mr. Engman responded that he thought they looked at the 5-year 
projections and thought the fund balance would be healthy.  It is the old debate about raising 
money now and putting it in the bank where it loses money because the interest rate doesn’t keep 
up with inflation or do you borrow the money at a very low rate and spread the cost over time to 
those that are going to benefit by the improvement.  Mr. Solvig said we would have to more than 
double the benefit charge to pay for a water tank and Ms. Hunter responded she was not thinking 
of covering it all but maybe a portion.  She asked what an increase would yield and Mr. Solvig 
responded that a $5 increase in the assessment gets you $40,000 in revenue.  Discussion 
followed with no change being put forth.  
 
Risk Retention Fund 
Mr. DePaolo asked about the wellness programs and hospital bills line.  Ms. Drake responded 
that this fund is how we reduce some of our risk by paying small, first aid type claims as opposed 
to claiming them through our insurance which would increase our rate.  Wellness benefits are 
CPR, first-aid training, defensive driving etc. as well as our deductible if we have one. 
 
Fire Protection Fund  
 
Mr. DePaolo asked if there was an assumption that our relationship with fire services will remain 
the same for the foreseeable future.  Mr. Engman responded that our contract ends with the City 
at the end of 2014 and discussions continue on what we can or should do ranging from contract 
negotiations or forming our own department.  We are very happy with the Cayuga Heights 
service and cost but the City contract is too expensive so we continue to explore options. 
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Light District Funds  
No questions from the Board.  
 
Budget Changes  
Mr. Engman brought the Board back to the hydrilla funds.   
Ms. Hunter moved to reinstate the $5,000 for the Hydrilla Task Force for hydrilla eradication 
and outreach efforts and Mr. DePaolo seconded.  Unanimous 
 
Mr. Engman noted that we have voted to support the Town of Ulysses in the amicus briefs on 
hydro-fracking and at the first level they paid for almost all of it through contributions but now 
with the appeal, there will be more costs coming in.  There are about 15 municipalities that had 
signed up but everyone is having financial difficulties and the Towns of Dryden and Ulysses 
have done the bulk of the work and funding and we have gotten the benefits.  He recommended 
that we allocate $5,000 this year and next out of our legal expenses line to pay some of the legal 
bills associated with the effort.   
 
Mr. Howe addressed the issue of funding for TCAT.  He felt pretty strongly that it is a 
relationship builder and feels that public transportation is central to how we want to move 
forward as a town and he understands maybe it would not be $50,000 but he would like to make 
some contribution towards TCAT. 
 
Mr. DePaolo agreed saying it sends a wrong message, not only to TCAT but to the community at 
large if we produce planning documents that rely heavily, conceptually, on mass transit and they 
we are not seen as supporting that in a way that would help realize those goals.  He went on to 
say he understands there are no other municipalities in our situation or that are contributing 
more, but if you look at usage, the argument can be made that the Town of Ithaca is benefitting 
disproportionately over some of the rural municipalities anyway.   He thought we should 
consider reinstating the full amount but tie it to having some representation even if it is not a 
voting membership so we have someone there to receive information and deliver the Town’s 
message on a regular basis.  He was curious if there has been any movement on that 
representation and he thought that although there is an argument that could be made that the 
contribution should continue just based on ridership and what mass-transit means to the 
community, he though at this time, we should not continue unless we are guaranteed some sort of 
representation.   
   
Ms. Hunter stated that she was uncomfortable taking the full $50K out and she would like to 
look at other items in the budget that we may be able to delay so reinstating some to TCAT 
would not result in a tax increase.  She added that she has to think about the wisdom of shifting 
the burden to the county and that should be aggressively explored over the next year.  She didn’t 
know what the effect of that would be on the arrangement with Cornell, but the whole county 
benefits from TCAT and we are in the position that the Town, because we have historically been 
in a good cash situation, we have been asked for money and contributed it because of our support 
for mass-transit, but now we are not in as good a cash situation and our $50K is not going to 
solve their budget issues.  Ms. Hunter thought there were big questions that need to be discussed 
and regional funding needs to be explored.  She also agrees with Mr. DePaolo that a seat at the 
table is essential to our continued support.    
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Mr. Levine stated that the Town Board as a whole has been very supportive of TCAT in the past 
and we have given a quarter of a million dollars over the last 5 years.  It has been a voluntary 
contribution because we believe in mass transit, shared services, etc. but he is struggling with 
one taxing authority asking another taxing authority for money.  He thought that the $50K can be 
funded by the County through taxing the entire county where as that money coming from the 
town is placing that burden on town residents alone.  He added that when we decided to 
contribute the $50K a year, we were hoping other municipalities would join in and they haven’t.    
That should change and he didn’t know what was going to incentivize other towns to contribute 
but it needs to happen.  He went on to say that he has heard that the Town’s ridership is 30% but 
he wondered how much of that is attributable to Ithaca College and Cornell because that’s a 
destination and TC3 in Dryden and the mall in Lansing are other destinations and those 
municipalities get a benefit without a contribution.  Mr. Levine also noted that since that first 
contribution, the tax cap has come in to play and that extra money would have much less of an 
impact on the County’s percentage than ours.  He understood that it is a symbolic gesture, but as 
a custodian of the Town’s money, it is hard to make symbolic gestures.   
  
Mr. Goodman said he was also still on the fence regarding the contribution.  He felt he needed 
more information and more discussion.  His big issue has been that when Pam Mackesey and 
Dan Coggin came to us back in 2008 or so asking us to start contributing,  he was under the 
impression that they would be going to other municipalities to get them to chip in too and that 
hasn’t happened in the last 5 years.  So to him it is important to figure out how to get other 
municipalities and the county to figure out how to make TCAT work because in reality our $50K 
is such a small percentage that in some ways it is symbolic and he wants to think about that 
symbolism and what do we want to accomplish it.  Mr. Goodman thought maybe we could take a 
break and say its someone else’s turn and use that as an incentive.  If other municipalities 
contribute, we could start again.  He also thought it sounded like the agreement does not allow 
any of the three major partners to increase their input and that should be looked at.  TCAT is the 
County, the City and Cornell so it is not just municipalities and we should get some deliverables 
and maybe we need new deliverables.  There is also the county getting the mortgage tax and they 
are not giving it all, and he is concerned that that money is just going to offset some of the 
money they have been giving to TCAT.  He would like to look at what the county’s 
responsibility for TCAT is and what is the other municipalities’ responsibility.  He added that 
when you look at County responsibilities, the Town puts $20,000 into the public library so it 
isn’t like we are not willing to help out with community efforts.  Mr. Goodman summed up his 
thoughts by saying that he is not ready to make a decision tonight and hopes to have more 
information by the public hearing in November. 
 
Ms. Leary stated that she echoes Mr. Goodman.  Her greatest concern is she would like to see 
some concrete changes to the bylaws that would allow partners to pay in more than the others 
and that needs to happen before we continue with any contributions.  She would also like to see 
other municipalities contribute and have seats at the table, but mostly changing the prohibition 
on different amounts by the partners.  

 
Mr. Engman wanted to emphasize that the reason he suggested deleting the funding for TCAT 
was that we have a budget problem.  We have to decrease our costs or increase our tax levy and 
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when he looked through our discretionary spending, what he found was the only contract he felt 
we had not gotten our deliverables from was TCAT.  After $250,000 it was time to try a different 
course of action.  We made cuts to our own programing at the same time we are looking at other 
spending.  He went on to address the ridership, saying that if the town has 20% and people have 
argued we should make a contribution because of that, then you follow that argument to its 
logical extreme, then 100% of the ridership is from the county and therefore the county should 
be funding it not other municipalities.  He has suggested that TCAT representatives come to 
TCCOG and maybe we could work out something on a broader scale.  If the county is not 
willing to increase their taxes enough to cover their costs, then maybe TCCOG as a whole might 
be willing to come up with something else and maybe that would be more than what they are 
getting from us alone.    He said the other thing that should be considered is whether there should 
be a collective vote from the other municipalities.  He did not think we should continue funding 
and expect any different outcome because we have gotten no indication that any of our needs in 
the town are going to be better taken care of than if we did nothing.  He didn’t think a simple 
non-voting seat was any better than what we have stating that getting a no to one’s face or a no 
via email is the same.   
 
Ms. Leary responded that there is a slight advantage to having a seat at the table because you 
participate but she still prefers to have a different formula allowing votes from other minor 
partners and a different financial structure that allows the county paying more for what is 
essentially a county service or Cornell paying more.  She especially didn’t want to contribute this 
year in view of the mortgage tax.  Ms. Leary thought it was a real disincentive for the county to 
give TCAT the full amounts they are getting if they know the town is coming in with money.  
She thought taking a years’ break and having some of these issues resolved and seeing some real 
change in the TCAT structure would help her to reconsider next year.  
 
Mr. Goodman used an anecdote from the evening before, saying he saw people getting off the 
bus at EcoVillage and they were all from Cornell so when Ms. Mackesey and Mr. Coggan use 
town ridership as justification, it backfires because Cornell gets more benefits by not having to 
build more garages and not having to deal with all that traffic on campus.  He said Cornell is not 
doing much for us in the way of contributions so they could and should put in more.  He thought 
maybe when they were setting up the structure they were thinking more about voting seats than 
the contribution but it doesn’t have to be set up that way.  Bolton Point is an example where 
votes do not depend on the monetary contribution and TCAT could be set up like that.  He would 
like to hear more from residents at the public hearing and we can decide then. 

 
Mr. Engman added that again, we should take a pause especially since the county has a new 
funding source through the mortgage tax and Cornell has agreed to increase their subsidizing      
of individual rides, so of any year for us to take a break this year makes the most sense.  Being a 
part of a citizen advisory committee has been suggested in the past but you don’t have to pay to 
attend those and this talk about having a non-voting seat is new and there is no guarantee.  Mr. 
Engman stated that he prefers taking a hiatus and getting our information clear.  He added that 
the county didn’t hesitate to cut $175,000 from the youth funding and we absorbed some of those 
costs because we didn’t want to see the youth hurt and we shouldn’t be criticized for being 
generous in the past. 
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Mr. Howe asked about the process, saying it seems there is time to hear input and gather more 
information before a final decision and Mr. Engman said that depends on the Board and whether 
someone wanted to move a change tonight.  We can hold off but a budget must be adopted no 
later than November 18th. 

 
Mr. DePaolo thought waiting was the prudent thing to do especially since TCAT has a meeting 
next week and we might learn more after that. 
 
Mr. Howe wanted to thank the Committee and Mr. Solvig on all the work they did and asked if 
they felt comfortable with the tax levy they are proposing and what the process was for deciding 
this was the lowest we could get it.  Mr. Levine and Mr. Engman responded that they looked at 
the 5-year projections and the past increases and we knew we couldn’t make the tax cap, but 
keeping it under 4% was important.  They then looked at our discretionary spending and made 
decisions on those. Mr. Weber added that the Committee questioned and discussed their budget 
in a lot of detail. Mr. Howe stated he was satisfied with the explanations and felt comfortable in 
understanding the process now. 
 
Mr. DePaolo asked about the $15,000 for the sustainability planner and what the rationale was 
for that figure.  Mr. Engman responded that is the figure for continuing through March and they 
didn’t put anything else in there because it is dependent on getting a grant.  Mr. DePaolo noted 
that the Advisory Committee is recommending continuing the position and Mr. Goodman 
thought the benefit of putting it in now is that it would be in the tax rate and if we decided not to 
fund it because we did not get the grant it would go into the General Fund Balance whereas if we 
don’t put it in now, and we needed funds to match the grant, we would have to take that money 
from somewhere else.  Mr. Engman said it is up to the Board as far as how much money we are 
willing to put in to fund this position and how we want to do it.  Mr. Goodman said that he 
would be willing to consider funding the position even if we didn’t get the grant, at least for a 
little while.   

 
Mr. DePaolo asked about the funds for the Intermunicipal Organization and the grant which Ms. 
Hunter has made a huge effort to energize and does that need to be a line item since we are being 
asked to front the money.   
 
Mr. Goodman moved to add $29,000 into the budget on whatever line is appropriate with an 
offsetting revenue line so there is no bottom line effect on the budget.  Ms. Hunter seconded.  
Unanimous.  
 
Mr. DePaolo asked about the Planning Study with $150,000 and whether that is the charrette?  
Ms. Ritter responded that it could be or it could be the beginning implementation of the 
Comprehensive Plan and used to hire some consultants for zoning and implementation.  Mr. 
Goodman asked about the 2013 budgeted money and it seems there will be a balance there and 
Ms. Ritter responded that she had hoped to be farther along and we have been putting portions in 
the budget each year.  Implementation of the zoning will probably be over the $200,000 but it 
would not be indefinite and we will be going after grant monies also.  
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Mr. DePaolo asked about the emergencies, like the Elm Street Extension washing out and if 
there isn’t some type of insurance for these things?  Ms. Drake responded there is not, and Mr. 
Engman added that if the road had completely washed out we could have gone after disaster 
relief funds, but it didn’t.   
 
Ms. Hunter had questions on equipment purchases and the absolute necessity for all of them.  
She started with the emergency generator and what would happen if we didn’t get one?  It is an 
expensive item and we haven’t had one yet and she wondered if we have suffered any hardship 
not having it?  She also wondered if there was a cheaper model?   Mr. Weber responded that it is 
a philosophical discussion.  Our Emergency Management Plan identifies the highway department 
as our Emergency Management Center.  We have no permanent emergency generator; we have 
two portable generators for field emergencies to keep pump stations going.   
 
Ms. Hunter asked if Mr. Weber expected the same amount of equipment expenditures going out 
over the next few years.  Mr. Weber explained that they have extended their fleet replacement 
plan out over 15 years and it varies.  Ms. Hunter asked if maybe we should split the cost of the 
generator over two years.   
 
Ms. Hunter thanked Mr. Weber for the narrative on his budget requests and asked about what 
seems to be two trucks replacing something and then another says replacing something that is to 
be determined.  Mr. Weber explained that some trucks may be handed down to extend their use.  
We look at getting the worst vehicle out first and that can change depending on how a vehicle 
holds up in engine, body, etc.  So it is a shuffle and you never know which piece is going to need 
replacement at an exact time but you can guess.   
 
Ms. Hunter asked about the crack sealer and Mr. Weber explained what it does and noted that we 
try to borrow other municipality’s but everyone seems to do it at the same time because weather 
is a big factor and so there have been scheduling conflicts in the past.  He added that companies 
charge by the linear foot and it adds up quickly. 
 
Mr. DePaolo went back to the generator and asked what the capacity and fuel type was? Mr. 
Weber responded that he doesn’t have the details on the capacity yet, but the fuel source would 
be natural gas.  Mr. DePaolo thought we could buy it lot cheaper and asked how many kilowatts 
we need.  Mr. Weber responded the cost includes site work to set the generator, permits and 
connections to the gas, and all the electrical connections; the whole package in place.  Mr. 
DePaolo commented that it is a lot of money and is essentially an insurance plan.  Mr. Weber 
added that we had to have our Emergency Preparedness Plan in place to go after funds and the 
Plan designates Public Works as being the command center in an emergency and that requires 
power to all the buildings and machinery in those buildings.  Some discussion followed on the 
feasibility of trying for shared services for this and the fact that in most cases our neighboring 
municipalities would be affected also and using their generators themselves.   Mr. DePaolo stated 
that the argument is not whether we need one, but whether we need one at that cost and the cost 
is what needs to be researched.   
 
The Board had no more questions or comments at this time and will discuss the budget again 
after the public hearing and with additional information on TCAT and the generator.  
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Item 3 - Consider setting a public hearing regarding the Town of Ithaca Preliminary 
Budget for 2014 for Thursday, November 7, 2013  
 
TB Resolution No. 2013 - 118 :  Setting a Public Hearing Regarding the Town of Ithaca 
2014 Preliminary Budget  
 

Whereas the Town Supervisor filed his 2014 Tentative Budget to the Town Clerk on 
September 30, 2013 and the Town Clerk presented it to the Town Board at its October 3, 2013 
Budget meeting, and  

 
Whereas the Town Board discussed and considered the 2014 Tentative Budget, and  
 
Now, therefore, be it 
 
Resolved that the Town Board accepts the 2014 Tentative Budget as the Preliminary 

Budget for 2014 for the Town of Ithaca; and be it further 
 
Resolved, that the Town Board hold a public hearing at  215 North Tioga Street, Ithaca, 

New York, on the 7th day of November 2013, at 5:30 pm, for the purpose of hearing public 
comments on the Town of Ithaca 2014 Preliminary  Budget.  

 
Moved:  Eric Levine  Seconded:  Rich DePaolo 
Vote:   Ayes – Levine, DePaolo, Hunter, Engman, Goodman, Leary and Howe 
 
Item 3 - Consider Recommendation and Approval of Elected Officials’ Salaries 

 
TB Resolution No. 2014- 119  : Proposed Elected Officials Salaries. 

 
WHEREAS, the governing Town Board of the Town of Ithaca has reviewed the proposed 

salaries, indicated below, for the elected officials for the year 2014 at a 2% cost of living 
adjustment increase; now, therefore, be it 
 

RESOLVED, the governing Town Board of the Town of Ithaca does hereby approve the 
below proposed salaries for the elected officials for the year 2014 at a 2% cost of living 
adjustment increase;  

 
  SUPERVISOR   $ 36,254.00 (Paid Biweekly) 
   (includes Supervisor’s Administrative Function pay) 
  DEPUTY TOWN SUPERVISOR $ 29,684.00  (Paid Biweekly) 
   (includes Board Member pay)  

TOWN BOARD MEMBERS (5) $ 13,400.00  Each (Paid Biweekly) 
  TOWN JUSTICES' (2)  $ 22,250  Each  (Paid Biweekly) 

 
; And, be it further 
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RESOLVED, the Town Clerk is hereby authorized and directed to publish the said 
proposed salaries as required by Section 108 of the Town Law. 
 
MOVED:  Rod Howe   SECONDED:   Bill Goodman 
VOTE:   Ayes – Howe, Goodman, Engman, Leary, Levine, Hunter and DePaolo 
 

 
Meeting was adjourned upon motion and a second at 8:05p.m.  
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