MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING
OF THE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
OF THE CITY OF SUNSET HILLS, MISSOURI
HELD ON WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 1, 2021

BE IT REMEMBERED that the Planning and Zoning Commission of the City of
Sunset Hills, Missouri met in regular session in the Robert C. Jones Chambers of City
Hall, 3939 S. Lindbergh Blvd., in said City on Wednesday, September 1, 2021. The
meeting convened at 6:00 P.M.
The meeting began with those present standing for the reciting of the Pledge of
Allegiance.

ROLL CALL

Present:

Mike Svoboda
Steve Young
Rich Gau
Frank Pellegrini
Todd Powers
Roger Kaiser
Brian VanCardo
Bryson Baker
Robert E. Jones
Lynn Sprick

-Member
-Member
-Member
-Member
-Member
-Member
-Member
-City Engineer
-City Attorney
-City Planner

Absent:

Michael Hopfinger -Member
Terry Beiter
-Chairman

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES

Copies of the minutes of the August 4, 2021 Planning and Zoning Commission
meeting were distributed to the members for their review. Mr. Svoboda stated on the
second to last page he misspoke. Personal property tax should have been real estate
tax. Mr. Kaiser made a motion to approve the minutes as amended. Mr. Young
seconded the motion, and it was unanimously approved.

OLD BUSINESS:
P-05-21

Petition for a Text Amendment submitted by the City of Sunset Hills, to
revise and update the illumination standards in Appendix B Zoning
Regulations, Section 6.3-7.

Ms. Sprick stated in March, the Commission recommended approval for this Text
Amendment. Changes were made, requiring another review and recommendation.
Changes are highlighted in the agenda packet. Staff recommends approval.

Mr. Svoboda made a motion that P-05-21 Petition for a Text Amendment
submitted by the City of Sunset Hills, to revise and update the illumination standards in
Appendix B Zoning Regulations, Section 6.3-7. be recommended to the Board of
Aldermen for approval. Mr. Young seconded the motion, and it was unanimously
approved.

NEW BUSINESS:

T-02-21

Petition for a Tree Removal Permit, submitted by Mercy Health, to remove
in excess of 10,000 square feet of tree canopy at 12605 Rott Road.

Ms. Sprick stated the applicant is in the process of updating and improving storm
sewers. This includes replacement of retaining walls, removal of overgrown vegetation,
and removal of 13.1% of the tree canopy. The tree removal consists of trees that are
dead or in poor condition.
Mr. Svoboda stated the tree of heaven is an invasive tree and attracts a spotted
lantern fly that can be destructive.
Mr. Jones stated the Commission can amend the approval.
Josh Barcus, with Stock and Associates, was present and stated the storm
sewers have failed. There are broken and separated pipes that are eroding. The trees
have to be removed to get to the area that needs repaired. He asked about the tree of
heaven.
Mr. Svoboda clarified the danger of the spotted lantern fly that is attracted to the
tree of heaven.

Rusty Saunders, landscape architect, agreed that it is in an invasive species.
They will all be removed in the disturbed area and they are primarily concentrated in the
area already being cleared.
Piper Fuhr, of 12661 Rott Road, stated she lives adjacent to the property. She
asked how many trees are being removed.
Ms. Sprick stated 13% of the tree canopy of the entire property. This is
approximately 25,000 square feet, which is over half an acre.
Ms. Fuhr asked how many acres of tree canopy are existing.
Mr. Barcus stated everything west of the parking lot that is shaded on the tree
preservation plan, will remain. Approximately 1/5-1/6 of the area will be removed. There
is already quite a large opening with fallen trees, due to pipes being collapsed. They are
only removing what needs to be removed in order to get equipment there to repair the
area.
Ms. Fuhr was concerned about a sound barrier or air pollution and run off. Her
concerns have been met.
Mr. Jones stated 22,596 square feet of total tree canopy would be close to 4
acres.
Mr. Powers asked if any trees would be replaced.
Ms. Sprick stated they are not required to replace any.
Mr. Gau asked if there are any plans to plant trees afterwards.
Mr. Barcus stated no, they will be reinforcing to create a stable slope.

Mr. Svoboda made a motion that T-02-21 Petition for a Tree Removal Permit,
submitted by Mercy Health, to remove in excess of 10,000 square feet of tree canopy at
12605 Rott Road be approved with the condition that all trees of heaven be removed
from the site. Mr. Young seconded the motion, and it was unanimously approved.

P-12-21

Petition for a Boundary Adjustment, submitted by HR Sheevam, to adjust
property lines between 3650 & 3660 South Lindbergh Boulevard.
-This Petition has been postponed.

P-15-21

Petition for an Amended Development Plan, submitted by Friendship
Village, for demolition of a portion of the original building and the addition
of sidewalks at 12777 Village Circle Drive.

Mike Vorwerk, with Civil Engineering Design Consultants, was present and
stated in 2017, a new skilled care center was approved. They would like to remove
38,000 square feet of the original care center, grade the area, and add concrete with
sidewalks.

Mr. Young made a motion that P-15-21 Petition for an Amended Development
Plan, submitted by Friendship Village, for demolition of a portion of the original building
and the addition of sidewalks at 12777 Village Circle Drive be recommended to the
Board of Aldermen for approval. Mr. VanCardo seconded the motion, and it was
unanimously approved.

P-16-21

Petition for a Conditional Use Permit, submitted by Post Motorworks LLC,
for a vehicle repair/vehicle service facilities at 10340 (aka 11025) Winter
Industrial Drive.

Ms. Sprick stated the operation specializes in European and diesel vehicles. The
only change to the site is parking lot repairs. Staff recommends approval with the
conditions that no wrecked or dismantled vehicles be left outside, the driveway and
parking area be repaired, resealed, and restriped, and all occupancy and business
licenses are obtained.
Matt Post, owner, was present and stated they are by appointment only.
Mr. Gau asked if he understands the conditions.
Mr. Post stated yes.

Mr. VanCardo made a motion that P-16-21 Petition for a Conditional Use Permit,
submitted by Post Motorworks LLC, for a vehicle repair/vehicle service facilities at
10340 (aka 11025) Winter Industrial Drive be recommended to the Board of Aldermen
for approval with conditions that no wrecked or dismantled vehicles be left outside, the
driveway and parking area be repaired, resealed, and restriped, and all occupancy and
business licenses are obtained. Mr. Kaiser seconded the motion, and it was
unanimously approved.

P-17-21

Petition for a Conditional Use Permit, submitted by Donut Palace, for a
restaurant at 3751 South Lindbergh Boulevard.

Ms. Sprick stated in March 2018, a Conditional Use Permit for Jimmy Johns was
approved. The donut shop will occupy the remainder of the building space. Staff
recommends approval with condition that an occupancy permit and business license are
obtained.
Steve Saladin, owner, was present and stated they will be moving all production
to this location from the Ellisville location.
Mr. Young asked if they serve anything else.
Mr. Saladin stated they will serve drinks, as well.
Mr. Young asked what the hours will be.
Mr. Saladin state 6:00 A.M. to 12:00 P.M.
Ms. Sprick asked if they will be delivering.
Mr. Saladin stated yes, to the Ellisville location. They hope to service gas stations
and churches in the future.
Mr. Powers asked if it would be walk in traffic only.
Mr. Saladin stated they are not planning on a drive thru, yet. They are hopeful of
that for the future, but not planning on it yet.
Mr. Powers asked if they will go back to the 3:00 A.M. opening time.
Mr. Saladin stated no.
Ms. Sprick asked how many delivery vehicles there are.
Mr. Saladin stated one, but some can be done with personal vehicles too. Group
ordering for subdivisions is possible.

Mr. Kaiser made a motion that P-17-21 Petition for a Conditional Use Permit,
submitted by Donut Palace, for a restaurant at 3751 South Lindbergh Boulevard be
recommended to the Board of Aldermen for approval with the condition that an
occupancy permit and business license are obtained. Mr. Young seconded the motion,
and it was unanimously approved.

P-18-21

Petition for a Concept Plan, submitted by Mike Schmeerbauch & Vincent
Lindwedel, for redevelopment of the 11 lots in Gates Manor Subdivision
(9407, 9409, 9415, 9421, 9427, 9432, 9426, 9420, 9414, 9408 Gates
Manor Court & 11720 Denny Road).

Ms. Sprick stated the proposed subdivision contains 11 homes with 4.85 acres.
They are exploring the idea of demolishing the existing homes and constructing two
family villas in their place. If favored, a change of zoning would be required to PD-RC,
text amendments would be required, and variances for site size and density would be
necessary. It would be a self-contained neighborhood and a one street community.
Mr. Gau asked if there is anything that could be proposed that would meet
existing zoning.
Ms. Sprick stated right now, planned zoning districts are written as a straight
zoning district. PD-RC was written for a particular site, which does not fit this situation.
When developers want to propose something unconventional, a new zoning district
would have to be written or the City can find what is closest and write some text
amendments. If this would be presented under the new ordinance, the density of the
underlying zoning district would be considered and the planned district overlay would
determine the specifics.
Mr. Pellegrini asked if the neighbors have been notified.
Ms. Sprick stated no, not for a Concept Plan. This is just a discussion before the
plans and public hearing are opened.
Mr. Gau asked if there would be a vote for the Concept Plan.
Ms. Sprick stated no.
Mike Schmeerbauch, with Arbour Ridge Builders, and Laura Patrick, with
Principle Realty Solutions, were present. Mr. Schmeerbauch stated the proposed
subdivision is located along Denny Road and supports elevated property values. The
villas are elegantly designed and crafted to meet community standards. There are
currently only three villa communities within Sunset Hills and they rarely come on the
market. This would allow lifelong Sunset Hills residents a smaller place to live without
leaving the City. The new villas in Sappington sold out before development. Currently,
all existing eleven homes are rental properties. Three of them are vacant and in need of
repair. There will be an entrance monument, leading to the high end villa community.
There will be 26 villas and 4 common ground areas.

Ms. Patrick stated there is a huge increase in interest for luxury villas, but
inventory is lacking.
Mr. Young asked the price point.
Mr. Schmeerbauch stated approximately mid to upper $400,000. Different
amenities would bring the price up to $550,000.
Mr. Gau stated he would like to make a recommendation that all front facades be
brick and he asked about density.
Ms. Sprick stated a Concept Plan was not reviewed like a real plat. The density
currently allowed in PD-RC is 17 units. 26 units are being proposed. There is a 15%
requirement for common ground, which they have exceeded.
Mr. Gau asked about the size of the lots.
Mr. Schmeerbauch stated each villa would be 1,900 square feet with 2
bedrooms, 2 baths, and an upper and main level.
Mr. Gau asked how they compare to the Courtyards.
Mr. Kaiser stated each villa in the Courtyards are 2,400 square feet.
Mr. Young stated he likes the concept.
Mr. Svoboda asked if the neighbors have been contacted.
Mr. Scmeerbauch stated no.
Ms. Sprick stated if they move forward, everyone within 300 feet of all 11 lots will
be notified. She suggests the developer speak to the neighbors ahead of time.
Mr. Gau asked if the project will be done in phases.
Mr. Schmeerbauch stated they would purchase the property, demolish all homes
immediately, grade the area and get it ready for infrastructure, and then the homes
would be developed.
Mr. Jones stated PD-RC requires each dwelling unit to be 1,600 square feet and
be at least 50% brick.

P-19-21

Petition for a Text Amendment, submitted by the City of Sunset Hills,
adding subsection 5.24, prohibiting the elevation of structures utilizing pier
construction in all residential zoning districts.

Ms. Sprick stated this Text Amendment restricts the method of which residential
properties can be elevated, prohibiting them being constructed on piers. The City does
not want to prohibit decks, sunrooms, and room additions that are on piers. This only
applies to primary structures.
Mr. Gau asked what brought this up.
Ms. Sprick stated there are some residential properties in the floodplain. They
would be required to be built up and the City would not want them on piers.

Mr. Young made a motion that P-19-21 Petition for a Text Amendment, submitted
by the City of Sunset Hills, adding subsection 5.24, prohibiting the elevation of
structures utilizing pier construction in all residential zoning districts be recommended to
the Board of Aldermen for approval. Mr. Powers seconded the motion, and it was
unanimously approved.

OLD BUSINESS:

P-20-17

Discussion of the draft Unified Development Ordinance to replace the
following Sections of the current Code of Ordinances:
Appendix A, Subdivision Code;
Appendix B, Zoning Regulations; and
Appendix D, Sign Regulations
The Commission will be discussing the draft Unified Development

Ordinance.
Ms. Sprick stated this was addressed at several meetings and on Zoom during
COVID-19. The City is presenting the information to the public now that meetings are
back in person. The City received a few written statements from residents. Sandra Jo
Ankney, of 12938 Baalbek Drive, stated if a chain-link fence is damaged, the resident
should be able to replace with chain-link. An insurance company would pay for the
replacement of chain-link, but not for a higher priced material. May Paing, of 9701
Crestwick Drive, stated she opposes the setback changes, where commercial meets
residential. 20 feet with a 10 foot side yard setback is not enough. She would like the
zoning kept the same. Jennifer Carlson, of 11800 Crestwick Court, stated she opposes
the changes to the setbacks from commercial to residential. Noise and lighting is an

issue. Hattie Carman, of 9741 Crestwick Court, stated she has a chain-link fence in the
rear of her half acre lot and it would be very expensive to replace it. She also opposes
the change of setbacks from commercial to residential. Karen Bomarito, of 9707
Crestwick Drive, stated she opposes the significant setback reductions between
commercial and residential and she is against the prohibiting of chain-link fences.
Mr. Baker stated chain-link fence could be changed to where just new is not
allowed. He suggested allowing residents with existing chain-link to replace with new.
Mr. Svoboda stated it would be reasonable to be able to replace it, if damaged.
Mr. Pellegrini stated every case is different. If it is not visible from the street, it
should be allowed. He agrees with existing chain-link being able to be repaired. In
wooded areas, some may use it for pest and animal control.
Mr. Gau and Mr. Young agreed about letting existing be repaired, if damaged.
Angie Weigel, of 9717 Crestwick Drive, stated it is extremely costly to replace or
construct any other type of fence. Residents should be able to use a material that is in
their budget.
Mr. Baker stated the new Code will be recommended to the Board of Aldermen
with any changes the Commission would like to propose.
Mr. VanCardo stated there needs to be some restrictions.
Mr. Gau stated they should be allowed to repair damaged fences or if they have
large properties where the fence cannot be seen it should be allowed. New ones should
be prohibited.
Mr. Young agreed.

Mr. Svoboda made a motion that all chain-link fences be allowed. Mr. Pellegrini
seconded the motion. With two aye votes and five nay votes, the motion was denied.

Mr. Svoboda made a motion that existing chain link fencing be able to be
repaired or replaced, if damaged and new chain-link be coated. Mr. Kaiser seconded
the motion and it was unanimously approved.
Ms. Weigel stated she lives in R-3 and abuts local commercial. The current
building height requirements that determine setbacks should stay the same.

Gary Vincent, of 9456 Sunny Creek Lane, stated the setback between
commercial and residential is a significant change. He requests the setback stay the
same.
Ms. Sprick stated this is a standard setback.
Mr. Baker stated currently 0-24 foot building height has a 75 foot setback from
commercial to residential; 24-35 foot building height has a 150 foot setback. Over 35
foot building height has a special calculation. The new code is proposing that
commercial lots meet whatever the abutting residential setback is. It is a big change.
This is something that needs to be discussed. The properties on Watson Road’s north
side’s setbacks are a lot less due to the size of the lots and the proximity. Those would
need to be addressed, if changes are made.
Mr. Gau stated he would want as much setback as possible.
Mr. Pellegrini stated this was just set as a standard with no real reason for the
change.
Ms. Sprick agreed.
Mr. Pellegrini stated the requirements should go back to what they were.
Mr. Young stated he is okay with going back.

Mr. Young made a motion that the setbacks between commercial and residential
properties remain the same as written in the original Code. Mr. VanCardo seconded the
motion and it was unanimously approved.
Mr. Vincent stated under the use regulations in Section 3, District Regulations,
single family attached and multifamily should not be allowed in R-1 or R-2. The
Comprehensive Plan states new residences should mimic the character of adjacent
homes. In landscape requirements, Section 4.2.2.-4, transition areas between single
family attached and single family detached should be increased. Multifamily and single
family should be increased, as well. Higher density and lower density should be
separated. The proposed Section 8, Planned Development, is considerably weaker than
the current standards. The sentence that states, “Shall not substantially diminish or
repair property values,” should be replaced by the verbiage in the existing ordinance,
stating, “Adversely affect the character of the neighborhood.” The new Code should be
written for our City; not generalized.

Sherry Schmidt, of 12428 Alswell Lane, stated she is against the elimination of
the NU zoning district. The zoning should remain because these properties are unique
and do not fit with R-1 standards.
Bill Johnson, of 12645 Gravois Road, stated he has the same issue with the NU
district being eliminated. He owned two properties that were R-1. He combined the lots
to one and had the zoning changed to NU. He has a large attached and detached
garage for his car collection. NU was unrestrictive. He is concerned if he had a fire, he
would only be able to build to current standards. Changes have been implemented to
deter that. He wants to make sure more restrictions are not added to his property. Some
of the changes make sense in other areas of the city, but NU should be left the same.
Matt Palazzolo, of 9405 Oakwood Manor Lane, stated he backs up to Gates
Manor. He feels there are too many units being proposed in the area. There are
drainage issues down that block. Some homeowners were unsatisfied with the builder
that is proposing the villas and he was nonresponsive to their concerns.
Mr. Gau stated it was just a Concept Plan. A notification will be sent out if there is
a formal proposal. He asked if anyone had comments on Section 1.
There were no comments from the Commission on Section 1.
Mr. Gau asked if anyone had comments on Section 2.
Mr. Pellegrini asked if the maps are correct or are there more changes that need
to be made.
Ms. Sprick stated after meeting with residents tonight, it was brought to her
attention that the property by Emmenegger Park should be changed to POS. It cannot
get sewers.
Ms. Weigel stated Lynstone Park, off Rayburn Avenue, was not labeled correctly.
Ms. Sprick agreed.
Mr. Gau asked if there were any comments on Section 3.
Ms. Sprick stated there are subdivisions currently zoned NU that have small lots.
There is one off of Mentz Hill Road, changing from NU to R-2. The lots will no longer be
non-conforming. It makes sense to keep the existing properties that are three acres plus
as NU.
Mr. Baker agreed. There are a handful of these unique parcels in NU that are
over three acres. NU and R-1 are similar in their requirements, but there are some

differences that are a big deal to the property owners. NU makes sense to stay for the
parcels over three acres.
Mr. Gau agreed.

Mr. Svoboda made a motion that any lot that is currently zoned NU and over
three acres, stay zoned NU. Mr. Young seconded the motion and it was unanimously
approved.
Mr. Jones clarified that current NU properties, over three acres would stay NU.
Future properties could re-zone to NU, if over three acres.
Mr. Gau stated that Mr. Vincent requested single attached and multi-family not be
allowed in R-1 and R-2 districts.
Ms. Sprick stated they were already taken out of R-1.
Mr. Gau asked if anyone would like to speak about Section 4. He asked about
Mr. Vincent’s comments in landscaping.
Mr. Vincent stated in Section 4.2.2-c, landscape requirements, transition areas
should be increased between single family detached and multi-family or single family
attached residential areas. The transition area between single family detached and
single family attached should change from transition area A to transition area B. And the
transition area between single family detached and multi-family should be changed from
transition area B to transition area C.
Mr. Pellegrini agreed.

Mr. Young made a motion that the transition area between single family detached
and single family attached should change from transition area A to transition area B.
And the transition area between single family detached and multi-family should be
changed from transition area B to transition area C. Mr. VanCardo seconded the motion
and it was unanimously approved.
Mr. Svoboda stated on page 22, the single family residential illustration should be
depicted with the driveway on the side of the house.
Ms. Sprick stated they are only concerned about the driveway width at the right
of way.
Mr. Svoboda stated it is not clear that only the right of way is being listed.

Mr. Gau made a motion that in Section 4.1.7-2, page 22, the picture should read
“not wider than 40% of the width of the lot or 36 feet at the property line, whichever is
less.” Mr. Pellegrini seconded the motion and it was unanimously approved.
Mr. Gau asked if anyone had comments on Section 4.
There were no comments from the Commission on Section 4.
Mr. Gau asked if anyone had comments on Section 5.
There were no comments from the Commission on Section 5.
Mr. Gau asked if anyone had comments on Section 6 and asked if signs were
being made into a separate ordinance.
Mr. Jones stated it was talked about. The Board of Adjustment is set up to do
those approvals.
Mr. Baker stated staff recommends leaving it in, so the applicant has the option
to appeal staff’s decision.
Mr. Gau asked if anyone had comments on Section 7.
There were no comments from the Commission on Section 7.
Mr. Gau asked if anyone had comments on Section 8.
Mr. Gau motioned that in the last line of Section 8.2.4, the verbiage, “adversely
affects the character of the neighborhood,” be added back in, replacing the words,
“substantially diminish.” Mr. Pellegrini seconded the motion and it was unanimously
approved.
Mr. Vincent stated he opposes cluster home developments. Residents should not
have to fight them. Limits have to be set of where they can be placed.
Mr. Baker asked what zoning districts he would ask for the Planned
Developments to be restricted in.
Mr. Vincent replied R-1 and R-2.
Mr. Baker stated they are already prohibited in R-1.
Mr. Gau stated the Commission understands and has been accommodating.
Mr. Pellegrini stated he would like to see them restricted in R-2.

Mr. Baker stated Section 8 is well written, mostly pertaining to commercial
properties. He agrees with Mr. Vincent and Mr. Pellegrini. Staff does not have an issue
with not allowing them in R-1 and R-2. R-2 should be considered by the Commission.

Mr. Pellegrini made a motion that R-2 is removed from the Planned
Development, single family attached and multifamily. Mr. VanCardo seconded the
motion. With 6 aye votes and 1 nay vote, the motion was approved.
Mr. Gau asked if anyone had comments on Section 9.
There were no comments from the Commission on Section 9.
Mr. Gau asked if anyone had comments on Section 10.
There were no comments from the Commission on Section 10.
Mr. Gau asked if anyone had comments on Section 11 and asked if there is
anything that can be added to ensure that the Board of Adjustment is only approving
upon a hardship.
Mr. Jones stated the hardship requirements are set.
Mr. Gau asked if anyone had comments on Section 12.
Mr. Vincent stated currently, if the Commission denies the Planned Development,
it has to be passed by a 2/3 majority vote from the Board of Aldermen. In Section 8 of
the new Code, this was left out.
Ms. Sprick agreed that it was left out.
Mr. Vincent stated in the current Code, if Text Amendments or amendments to
the zoning map were denied by the Commission, the Board needs a supermajority vote.
The new Code shows no Text Amendment. This does not apply to Section 8 because of
the Planned District overlay process and this should be added.
Ms. Sprick stated the section on change of zoning in the existing Code states it
must be passed by six votes from the Board of Aldermen.
Mr. Jones stated this should be added in an appropriate place.

Mr. Gau made a motion that a 2/3 majority vote be added if the Planning and
Zoning Commission recommends denial of any amendments. Mr. Pellegrini seconded
the motion and it was unanimously approved.

Mr. Gau asked if anyone had comments on Section 12.
There were no comments from the Commission on Section 12.
Mr. Gau asked if anyone had comments on Section 13.
There were no comments from the Commission on Section 13.
Mr. Gau asked if anyone had comments on Section 14.
Mr. Pellegrini stated he was not proposing anything, but some municipalities
make the developer talk to the Aldermen in the Ward before a large project. This makes
the project clearer. Staff should be doing better at notice giving.
Mr. Jones stated the City of St. Louis requires the Aldermen to bless the project
before it is introduced.
Mr. Gau stated notices are difficult to find on the website and notices are hard to
get out of the barriers on site.
Mr. Gau asked if anyone had comments on the definition section.
Mr. Svoboda stated some definitions are missing numbers.
Mr. Jones stated he suggests taking the numbers out.

Mr. Svoboda made a motion to remove the numbers from the definition section.
Mr. Young seconded the motion and it was unanimously approved.

Mr. Pellegrini made a motion that P-20-17 the draft Unified Development
Ordinance, replacing the following Sections of the current Code of Ordinances:
Appendix A, Subdivision Code; Appendix B, Zoning Regulations; and Appendix D, Sign
Regulations be recommended to the Board of Aldermen for approval with the changes
that were voted on. Mr. Kaiser seconded the motion, and it was unanimously approved.

ANY OTHER MATTERS DEEMED APPROPRIATE
Mr. Gau asked if an interactive map would be available.
Mr. Baker stated as long as the City can get the software updated.

ADJOURNMENT
Mr. Gau made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 8:22 P.M. Mr. Pellegrini
seconded the motion, and it was unanimously approved.
Recording Secretary

Sarina Cape

