
 
BOROUGH OF NEW PROVIDENCE 

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 
MEETING MINUTES – MONDAY, JUNE 19, 2017 – 8:00 p.m. 

 
Present:  Ms. Ananthakrishan, Mr. DeSarno, Mr. Grob, Mr. Karr, Mr. Morgan, Mr. 
Nadelberg, Mr. Ping, Mr. Sorochen, Mr. Phil Morin, Board Attorney, and Margaret 
Koontz, Secretary  
 
Also present:  Keith Lynch, Director of Planning and Development. 
 
Absent:  Mr. Ammitzboll 
 
A.  CALL TO ORDER 
 
Chairman Nadelberg called the meeting to order at 8:01 p.m.   
 
B.  RESOLUTIONS 
 
Ethan Henry Kleinberg      Application #2017-07 
53 Stoneridge Road, Block 261 Lot 2, R-1 Zone, New Providence, NJ  07974 
Chapter 310, Article V, Section 310-10, Schedule II for permission to construct a deck.  
The proposed building coverage is 2753 square feet whereas 2313 square feet is the 
maximum permitted.  The existing driveway is 2 inches from the property line.   
 
Mr. Grob moved this and Mr. Ping seconded same.  Members voting in favor:  Mr. 
DeSarno, Mr. Grob, Mr. Karr, Mr. Morgan, Mr. Ping and Mr. Nadelberg. 
 
Angela Sommo       Application #2017-08 
125 Hickson Drive, Block 147, Lot 3, R-2 Zone, New Providence, NJ  07974 
Chapter 310, Article V, Section 310-10, Schedule II for permission to expand a deck.  
The proposed side-yard setback is 8 feet whereas 12 feet is the minimum allowed. 
 
Mr. DeSarno moved this and Mr. Morgan seconded same.   Members voting in 
favor:  Mr. DeSarno, Mr. Grob, M. Karr, Mr. Morgan, Mr. Ping and Mr. Nadelberg. 
 
Tito and Lolita Acosta       Application #2017-12 
78 The Fellsway, Block 273, Lot 4, R-2 Zone, New Providence, NJ  07974 
Chapter 310, Article IV, Section 310-10, Schedule II for permission to construct an 
addition.  The proposed front-yard setback to the addition is 39.2 feet whereas 40 feet is 
the minimum required.  The proposed side-yard setbacks to the addition are 6.8 feet on 
the left side and 11.2 feet on the right side whereas 14.10 feet on the left side and 14.40 
feet on the right side are the minimum required.  The existing patio is 2 feet from the left 
property line.  The existing shed is 1.5 feet from the side property line. 
 
Mr. Grob moved this and Mr. DeSarno seconded same.  Members voting in favor:  
Mr. DeSarno, Mr. Grob, Mr. Karr, Mr. Morgan, Mr. Ping and Mr. Nadelberg. 
  



 
E.  PUBLIC HEARINGS SCHEDULED FOR JUNE 19. 2017 
 
Jan and Gregory Martin      Application #2017-09 
75 Walnut Street, Block 282, Block 25, R-1 Zone, New Providence, NJ  07974 
Chapter 310, Article IV, Section 310-10, Schedule II & III for permission to construct an 
addition and deck.  The proposed rear-yard setback to the addition and deck is 27.7 feet 
whereas 49 feet is the minimum required.  The proposed building coverage is 2,408 
square feet whereas 2,348 square feet is the maximum permitted.  The existing 
driveway is 23 feet wide. 
 
Jan Martin and Daniel Encin, her architect, were sworn in.  Mr. Encin presented his 
credentials as a licensed professional architect was accepted as such.  Ms. Martin has 
lived in the house, which was originally a ranch that was converted to a cape, since 
1992.  Ms. Martin would like to add a family room on the first floor where the current 
deck is located and construct a new deck next to the addition.  Her children are grown 
but she would like to add the family room and deck so there’s room when her children, 
their spouses and their children come to visit.  
 
Mr. Encin described the existing house that runs lengthwise on the property which is 
115’ deep.  The existing deck required a variance for the rear-yard setback deck and is 
raised because the grade slopes.  The Martins propose to construct a family room where 
the existing non-conforming deck is located. Underneath the deck and across the back is 
a paver patio that is 18” above grade.  The proposed family room would project into the 
rear yard the same distance as the existing deck with a smaller footprint and would be 
located over existing impervious coverage.  Mr. Encin was careful to keep the family 
room as small as possible but still functional. 
 
Mr. Encin and Ms. Martin responded to questions from the Board.  The basement opens 
to daylight.  The family room will require a foundation directly underneath.  Mrs. Martin 
won’t know if she will expand the living area/finished space in the basement under the 
addition until she gets bids.  The proposed second-floor addition at the right rear of the 
house shown on the rear elevation of Sheet A4 of the plans does not require a variance.  
 
Mr. Encin testified that the building coverage will increase from 2,348 SF to 2,408 SF as 
the proposed new raised deck must be included in the calculation.  A variance is 
required for the rear-yard setback of 27.7’ which will be maintained.  Mr. Encin tried to be 
sensitive to the rear-yard setback and not create a family room that looks like a 
conservatory.  It will not have large banquet windows and will instead have average size 
windows separated with a wall to allow for a television.  The family room will have 
access to the proposed new deck.  He tied the height of the addition to the second-floor 
bedroom windows with a shallow gable roof that cuts across the bottom of the windows 
above. A shelf will be cut for the window to allow the roof shape. 
 
The Board had additional questions.  The front of the house is on the street grade but 
the property slopes down significantly as it goes back.  The house sits higher than the 
neighbor’s house next door.  Ms. Martin estimated that it’s at least 50’ to the neighbor’s 
house which is a single-story house.  She looks at the neighbor’s roof.  The proposed 
deck will have wall sconces.  She hasn’t discussed flood or spot lights and is sensitive to 
the neighbors.  A light may be necessary if there is a door from the basement out to the 
patio.  The width of the driveway is an existing non-conformance and will not be 



changed. 
 
The Board had no further questions for the witness.  The hearing was opened to 
questions from the public. 
 
There were no questions from the public. 
 
No further witnesses appeared to testify and the hearing was opened to 
comments from the public. 
 
There were no comments from the public and the hearing was closed. 
 
Discussion:  Mr. Karr was on the Board 20 years ago when the variance was granted for 
the deck.  He was okay with the variance for the deck because of the seasonal use.  He 
believes the applicant is asking for a lot when the required rear-yard setback is 49’ and 
the proposed setback is a little more than 27’ especially since they overlook the 
neighbors in the rear.  This will have a big impact.  Mr. Grob agreed that this is a good 
point and asked the architect if he could have done something on the basement level to 
eliminate the impact on the neighbor.  Mr. Encin responded that he and the applicant 
discussed this but the existing layout was an issue as the kitchen and eating area are 
small.  He could have added space to the basement for a family room but it would be 
less usable.  Mr. Nadelberg expressed concern about the height difference between the 
applicant’s and neighbor’s properties.  Mr. Grob believes the architect dealt with this with 
the smaller windows plus the new deck has a seasonable use.  Mr. Morgan asked if the 
height differential could be mitigated with landscaping.  Ms. Martin re-landscaped the 
back yard and installed taller shrubs/trees plus there is a large tree behind the deck that 
provides some screening.  Mr. Encin stated that the current house is flat across the back 
with a long shed dormer and the deck sticking out from the back.  The addition gives the 
back of the house some definition.  Mr. DeSarno noted that the applicant provided notice 
of the hearing to the neighbors and none showed up to object.   
 
Mr. Grob moved to approve the application and Mr. Morgan seconded the motion.  A 
resolution will be passed at the next meeting.   Members voting in favor:  Mr. DeSarno, 
Mr. Grob, Mr. Morgan, Mr. Ping, Ms. Ananthakrishnan and Mr. Nadelberg.  Those 
opposed:  Mr. Karr. 
 
 
William and Martha Perriton      Application #2017-10 
67 Division Avenue, Block 122, Lots 3 &13, R-1 Zone, New Providence, NJ  07974 
Chapter 310, Article IV, Section 310-10, Schedule II and Article V, Section 310-191 for 
permission to construct a house addition and detached garage addition.  The proposed 
side-yard setback to the addition is 8.9 feet whereas 11.4 feet is the minimum required.  
The proposed setback to the detached garage addition is 1 foot whereas 6 feet is the 
minimum required.  The existing driveway is 1 foot from the property line. The existing 
front-yard setback to the house is 32.7 feet.  The existing side-yard setback to the house 
is 3 feet. 
 
William and Martha Perriton were sworn in and testified that they recently moved to New 
Providence in November 2016 from Detroit and had two criteria when looking for a 
house.  The house on Division Avenue met their criteria in that it’s in a good school 
district and is within walking distance to the train station.  The house is a little smaller 



than they would like for the five of them and only has one bathroom which is challenging.  
They would like to construct an addition at the back of the house but the size of the lot is 
a hardship.  It’s an existing non-conformance that is characteristic of the other lots in the 
neighborhood that are close together.  They would like to add a total of 500 SF to the 
1,200 SF house to enlarge the kitchen and dining room and add a family room and half 
bathroom on the first floor and a master bedroom and bathroom on the second floor.  
They would also like to add 6’ to the back of the detached garage as their car is 181” 
bumper to bumper and the garage is only 173” deep so it doesn’t fit.  The second-floor 
addition triggers the variance for the side-yard setback.  The existing house is 3’ from 
the property line.  The second-floor addition requires an 11’ setback but only 8.9’ is 
proposed so they need a variance for the 3.’ The garage is 1’ from the property line and 
is an existing non-conformance as 6’ is required.  The existing side-yard setback for the 
garage will remain as they only propose to add to the back of the garage.  They showed 
the plans to the neighbors and all were in agreement with the proposed addition to the 
house and garage. 
 
Mr. Nadelberg asked the Perritons if they were aware that the house wasn’t large 
enough when they purchased it.  The Perritons knew it was smaller than what they 
wanted but it was what they could afford and so they sacrificed the size for the school 
system and distance from the train station.  The children are getting older and in a few 
years there will only be three and could live with what they have it they had to.  They 
originally didn’t want the addition to be so big, but their architect, who couldn’t attend the 
hearing, recommended that they ask for what would make the house more livable and 
comfortable.  Mr. Karr welcomed the Perritons to New Providence and asked them if the 
14’ addition will block their neighbor’s deck.  The addition will not block the deck.  The 
neighbors on the other side also have a deck and a pool but it’s not a second-level deck 
and the addition will not block this deck either.    There are no changes proposed to the 
front of the house or the garage.  The neighbor’s garage is to the right of their garage so 
extending the garage has no impact on the neighbor.  The Perritons will match the 
existing cedar siding.  They plan to maintain the integrity of the house which was built in 
1897 and keep the look on both the interior and exterior.  They are not changing the 
driveway.    
 
The Board had no further questions for the witness.  The hearing was opened to 
questions from the public. 
 
There were no questions from the public. 
 
No further witnesses appeared to testify and the hearing was opened to 
comments from the public. 
 
There were no comments from the public and the hearing was closed. 
 
Discussion:  Ms. Ananthakrishnan stated that it’s a small house and the addition is 
proportional to the house.  Mr. Grob thinks the addition is well done and is in keeping 
with the historic nature of the house.  Mr. Karr had no issues with the addition as they 
are not asking for much.  Mr. Ping stated that it’s a nice addition to Division Avenue.   
 
Mr. DeSarno moved to approve the application. Mr. Karr seconded the motion.  A 
resolution will be passed at the next meeting.   Members voting in favor:  Mr. DeSarno, 
Mr. Grob, Mr. Karr, Mr. Morgan, Mr. Ping, Ms. Ananthakrishnan and Mr. Nadelberg.  



Those opposed:  None 
 
 
Antoinette Marasco       Application #2017-11 
343 Charnwood Road, Block 25, Lot 22, R-2 Zone, New Providence, NJ  07974 
Chapter 310, Section 310-20(2) for width of curb cut.  The proposed curb cut is 20 feet 
whereas 14 feet is the maximum permitted. 
 
Ms. Marasco was sworn in and said that she and her husband bought the house 20 
years ago.  They had approval to make the driveway 20’ wide at the top.  Her husband 
widened it by 10’ down to the sidewalk.  She wants to improve her property.  She didn’t 
want to just resurface the driveway so she added Belgian block down the sides of it.  
She didn’t know that the contractor didn’t have a permit to resurface the driveway.   
Charnwood Road is a long street and there are different size driveways on the street.  
Mrs. Marasco measured the width of several driveways at the curb cut.  The following 
exhibits were marked: 
 

 Exhibit A-1 – Photograph of the driveway at 443 Charnwood Road measured at 
22’-23” by Ms. Marasco 

 Exhibit A-2 -   Photograph of the driveway at 397 Charnwood Road measured at 
22’-4” by Ms. Marasco 

 Exhibit A-3 – Photograph of the driveway at 391 Charnwood Road measured at 
25’ by Ms. Marasco 

 Exhibit A-4 – Photograph of the driveway at 355 Charnwood Road measured at 
20’-5” by Ms. Marasco 

 Exhibit A-5 – Photograph of the driveway at 471 Charnwood Road measured at 
26’-2” by Ms. Marasco, and 

 Exhibit A-6 -   Photograph of the driveway at 1007 Central Avenue measured at  
36’-3” by Ms. Marasco.  This house has a one-car garage. 

 
The work has already been started.  Mr. Lynch went out to the property. The contractor 
had already excavated the driveway and put in the Belgian block.  The curb cut as 
shown in the photograph included in the application is narrower than the Belgian block 
along the driveway.  Every time the driveway has been touched it gets bigger so it is now 
2.5 cards wide.  The driveway by the garage door is 18’ and then it flares out to the curb.  
Mr. Lynch met with the contractor who agreed to fix the driveway based on what the curb 
cut should be:  The 14’ width should be maintained for the first 10’ of the right-of-way as 
shown on the survey included in the application.   
 
Ms. Marasco testified that her husband widened the driveway on the right side 15 years 
ago but didn’t know that he needed a permit or that it wasn’t to code.  She babysits for 
her daughter who has a giant car and would like to keep the wider driveway.  The 
contractor did a terrible job on the Belgian block but came back and fixed it. When she 
found out she needed a permit and the driveway wasn’t to code, she called the 
contractor but he never called back so she decided to apply for a variance.  She just 
wants to make the house look better and likes the Belgian blocks.  The side-yard 
setback for the driveway is 6’ from the property line and conforms.    
 
Ms. Marasco responded to questions from the Board.  The contractor knows that he did 
the driveway incorrectly but he never called her back.  She hired the contractor based on 



a recommendation.  He did a sloppy job on the Belgian block but he fixed them.  She is 
not going to pay if the driveway has to be changed to conform.  If the contractor doesn’t 
come back, she’ll have to find someone else. 
 
The Board had no further questions for the witness.  The hearing was opened to 
questions from the public. 
 
There were no questions from the public. 
 
No further witnesses appeared to testify and the hearing was opened to 
comments from the public. 
 
Jonathan Zwibel 336 Charnwood Road, address, was sworn in.  He moved to New 
Providence five years ago.  He sees Ms. Marasco’s grandchildren going in and out and 
sees the need for a wider driveway.  He believes it would be beneficial to complete the 
work. 
 
The hearing was closed. 
 
Discussion:   Ms. Ananthakrishnan thinks the applicant should be allowed to have the 
20’ curb cut as others have similar curb cuts.  Mr. Karr agrees with the 20’ curb cut.  The 
driveway looks out into the street and not onto another driveway.  It’s not unreasonable.  
Mr. DeSarno agreed plus there’s no driveway to the side of the property, there’s grass.  
Mr. Nadelberg asked Mr. Lynch who’s responsible:  The contractor is responsible.  Mr. 
Grob proposed to make the curb cut 20’ wide to match the driveway because the cars 
will widen it to that even though this isn’t a great solution.  Mr. DeSarno asked it the 
Board can require the contractor to pay.  Mr. Morin responded that the Board could ask 
for the contractor to pay but there’s no way to enforce this.   
 
Mr. Karr moved to approve the application with the condition that the curb cut at the 
street line must be 20’ to match the driveway.  Mr. Ping seconded the motion.  A 
resolution will be passed at the next meeting.   Members voting in favor:  Mr. DeSarno, 
Mr. Grob, Mr. Karr, Mr. Morgan, Mr. Ping, Ms. Ananthakrishnan and Mr. Nadelberg.  
Those opposed:  None. 
 
 
Joel and Kelley Ingersoll      Application #2017-13  
90 Sulfrian Road, Block 373, Lot 1, R-1 Zone, New Providence, NJ  07974 
Chapter 310, Article IV, Section 310-10, Schedule II for permission to construct a deck.  
The proposed rear-yard setback is 30 feet whereas 40 feet is the minimum required. 
 
Joel and Kelly Ingersoll and Robert Bickel, their contractor, were sworn in.  The 
Ingersolls moved into the house in August 2016.  Their insurance company told them 
they had to replace or repair the 10’ by 10’ deck over the patio.  Their lot is an irregular 
shape.  Mr. Bickel described the irregularly shaped lot which is diamond shaped at the 
back.  The footprint of the patio and deck above, which is run down and needs to be 
replaced, are larger than what is proposed.  The deck will not bother the neighbors and 
will give the Ingersolls practical space.  The deck is 20” off grade and doesn’t require a 
railing but it will have one for aesthetics.  The patio underneath will remain but will be 
reworked for the footings for the deck.   
 



The Ingersolls and Mr. Bickel responded to questions from the Board.  The deck will 
have open joints for drainage.  Mr. Grob asked why the applicants didn’t adjust the deck 
to follow the setback line with a new patio built at grade so they wouldn’t need a 
variance.  Mrs. Ingersoll responded that the deck would be smaller and less usable and 
they aren’t “paver people.”  They use their grill year round and like to entertain which is 
why they chose not to do pavers.  They use the deck more than the yard and want a 
dining and seating area on the deck.  The deck now holds four chairs:  The furniture has 
to be next to the house or you can fall off the deck.  Mr. Karr noted that the proposed 
deck is 24’ by 24’ but is angled at the back rear left side rather than square.  The patio 
has lighting but the Ingersolls would like to update it with newer lighting.  They have a 
flood light and sconce.  Mr. Ingersoll noticed the neighbors about the proposed deck and 
they didn’t hear from any of them.  Mr. Nadelberg asked about the neighbors to the left 
and to the left at the rear of their lot.  Both neighbors have extensive decks.   Behind the 
house to the right, there is a fence a deck and a pool.  They have privacy because of the 
trees and the 6’ fence.  
 
Mr. Grob said he was struggling with the application as applicants are supposed to prove 
a hardship that would warrant granting a variance from the zoning requirements and 
believes the applicants could reconfigure the deck so it would be conforming. He doesn’t 
believe they explored other options that wouldn’t require a variance. Mrs. Ingersoll 
responded that the insurance company is requiring them to replace the deck.  Mr. Grob 
stated that the insurance company’s requirement to replace or remove the deck isn’t 
germane to the variance application.  Mrs. Ingersoll stated that the shape of the lot made 
it difficult to design a conforming deck that would be conducive to their life style and the 
things they do. The proposed deck meets their needs.  Mr. Bickel added that the 
Ingersolls can’t enjoy the patio as it’s like a warning track around the deck.  The 
proposed deck is more usable.  The deck is not an eyesore.  Mr. Karr believes the shape 
of the lot presents a hardship and it’s completely private in the back yard.  Mr. Grob 
stated that the corner of the deck bumps out 25’ which is a lot and the applicants could 
wrap the deck around to the back.  Mrs. Ingersoll responded that she didn’t want the 
deck to wrap because there’s a beautiful kitchen window there and she wanted the deck 
to be even with the home.  Mr. Ingersoll added that the generator and AC compressors 
are there. 
 
The Board had no further questions for the witness.  The hearing was opened to 
questions from the public. 
 
There were no questions from the public. 
 
No further witnesses appeared to testify and the hearing was opened to 
comments from the public. 
 
There were no comments from the public and the hearing was closed. 
 
Discussion:  Mr. Ping is okay with the deck.  Mr. Karr believes the shape of the lot is a 
hardship and the back yard is completely private.  In addition, the Board just approved 
the deck on Walnut Street with a 27’ setback so how can it deny this one with a 30’ 
setback in a yard where there’s privacy. 
 
Mr. Ping moved to approve the application.  Mr. DeSarno seconded the motion.  A 
resolution will be passed at the next meeting.   Members voting in favor:  Mr. DeSarno, 



Mr. Grob, Mr. Karr, Mr. Morgan, Mr. Ping. Ms. Ananthakrishnan and Mr. Nadelberg.  
Those opposed:  None. 
 
 
F. REVIEW OF HEARINGS SCHEDULED FOR JULY 10, 2017 
 
Idrees Ahmad        Application #2017-14 
38 Kline Boulevard, Block 202, Lot 1, R-2 Zone, New Providence, NJ  07974 
Chapter 310, Article IV, Section 310-10, Schedule II for permission to construct a front 
porch, deck and covered patio.  The proposed front-yard setback to the front porch along 
Kline Boulevard is 30 feet and the setback along Richland Drive to the covered patio is 
23 feet whereas 40 feet is the minimum permitted.  The proposed rear-yard setback to 
the deck and covered patio is 26 feet whereas 40 feet is the minimum permitted.  The 
proposed lot coverage is 2,414 square feet whereas 1,816 square feet is the maximum 
permitted. 
 
Robyn and Lee Myers       Application #2017-15 
18 Dorr  Road, Block 295, Lot 12, R-1 Zone, New Providence, NJ  07974 
Chapter 310, Article IV. Section 310-10, Schedule III for permission to construct a deck.  
The proposed building coverage is 2,790 square feet whereas 1,941 square feet is the 
maximum allowed. 
 
Ms. Ananthakhrishnan lives within 200’ of the property and will recuse herself from the 
hearing. 
 
Richard and Alyssa Kickenweitz     Application #2017-16 
15 Livingston Avenue, Block 151, Lot 15, R-2 Zone, New Providence, NJ  07974 
Chapter310, Article V, Section 310-19 I and 310-19 G for permission to construct an 
addition.  The proposed rear-yard setback to the addition is 31.8 feet whereas 45.07 is 
the minimum required.  The proposed driveway is 3.15 feet to the side property line 
whereas 6 feet is the minimum required.  The proposed addition is 8 feet from the 
detached garage whereas 12 is the minimum required.  The existing shed is 5 feet from 
the rear property line and 2 feet from the property line.  The existing front-yard setback 
to the house is 34.96 feet. 
 
Tiedan Huang        Application #2017-17 
25 Division Avenue, Block 121, Block 20, R-2 Zone, New Providence, NJ  07974 
Chapter 310, Article IV, Section 310-10, Schedule II, Section 310-11E for permission to 
construct an addition.  The proposed front-yard setback to the 1st and 2nd story addition 
is 27.7 and 29.8 feet to the 2nd floor addition along Lavina Court whereas 40 is the 
minimum required.  The proposed rear-yard setback to the porch is 25.1 feet and 37.7 
feet to the 2nd floor addition whereas 40 feet is the minimum required.  The property 
does not contain a garage whereas a one-car garage is required.  The existing driveway 
width is 20 feet.  The property is in a flood zone and will require a stream encroachment 
or waiver of stream encroachment permit. 
 
The applicant notified Mr. Lynch today that it is going to put a hold on the application so 
that it can revise its plans.  Mr. Lynch believes this is to the applicant can eliminate the 
need for a stream encroachment permit or waiver of the permit. 
  



 
G. COMMUNICATION ITEMS  
 
No communications items. 
 
H.  MISCELLANEOUS  
 
Mr. Morgan initiated a discussion of the Board’s role as it appears that some applicants 
come before the Board with “I want” and the variance relief requested is not necessarily 
a hardship.  Applicants come before the Board to ask for what they want and they 
usually get it because the Board doesn’t reject many applications.  Mr. Morin described 
the differences between c(1) and c(2) variances where the first is granted for hardship 
such as the topology or shape of a lot and the second is granted because the benefits of 
the deviation outweigh the detriments.  The Board has a broad amount of discretion 
when granting a c(2) variance although granting such a variance should benefit the 
community at large rather than an individual.  Mr. Morin stated that the Board could 
tighten up on these types of variances.  In addition, the Planning Board and Council 
have the opportunity to ask questions about the variances granted based on the Board’s 
Annual Report. Mr. Morgan noted that Council may not be unhappy about the Board 
granting variances as the resulting home improvements increase ratables for the 
Borough.  Mr. DeSarno responded that the Board often imposes conditions when 
granting variances.  Ms. Ananthakrishnan stated that applicants’ applying for variances 
as a “want” rather than a hardship is not unique to New Providence:  As an architect, she 
has appeared  before other Boards that didn’t even ask to see the plans.   
 
I.   MINUTES FROM 6/5/17 
 
The minutes from June 5, 2017, were approved as submitted. 
 
I.  ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:35 p.m. 
 

 


