
Minutes of the Regular meeting of the Historical Preservation Commission was held Monday, 
February 28, 2022 at 7:00 p.m.  
 
Brianne Van Vorst called the meeting to order a statement of compliance with the Open Public Meetings 
Act. Adequate notice of this meeting has been provided by posting a copy of the public meetings dates on 
the municipal bulletin board and by sending a copy to the Asbury Park press.  
 
Roll Call  
Present: Van Vorst, Coyne, Clark, McCobb, Martins  
Absent: Wagner, Conley 
 
Councilman Reich and Matthew Young were also present. 
 
Approval of Minutes for January 24, 2022 
Mr. Coyne made a motion to approve. Seconded by Mrs. Van Vorst  
 
58 West Main St: Moshe Steiner the owner of the property and is trying to do some changes on the 
second floor. He informed that he is trying to do two apartments upstairs and one window is on the side in 
the rear by back door. Mr. Steiner informed that they need to adjust it for the safety of the bedroom. So 
what they are trying to change the window. The opening will be a little bit bigger opening and it will be a 
case window. He informed that there wouldn’t be any change on the siding or anything. Mrs. Van Vorst 
asked Mr. Steiner to confirm that it’s just one window that will be replaced because is application stated 
that its 2. Mr. Steiner informed that as per architect and fire safety has to be changed and that’s all he’s 
asking for. Mrs. Van Vorst asked what the proposed window material was. Mr. Steiner stated it’s a regular 
Anderson window. So its vinyl. Mrs. Van Vorst informed that he gave them a 2640 but then also a 400 
series also mentioned so she asked if it was the same product. Mr. Steiner informed that it’s the same 
thing. Councilman Reich stated that no. He informed that the 2640 is an Anderson but it’s a 100 series 
but the more common residential window is a 400 series. Mrs. Van Vorst asked the applicant Mr. Steiner 
if he was ok with using a 400 series. Mr. Steiner informed that it doesn’t make a difference. Mr. Clark 
asked the applicant to clarify where the new window would be because there is a side elevation with 
some dimensions. He asked if it was on the side or the rear of the building. Mr. Steiner informed him that 
it’s on the side. Mr. Clark stated that the side windows don’t have mullions and muntins they are double 
hung but they don’t have any colonial grills. Mr. Clark stated that it does look like in the front there are 
mullions and muntins so he doesn’t know if there is any standard due to the fact that the building has two 
types of windows. He stated that he wasn’t sure if the commission wanted to hold the applicant to one or 
the other. Mrs. Van Vorst informed that the applicant had informed that he wanted to match the front in 
the application bit she thinks it makes more sense to do portrait over portrait because that’s because 
that’s the adjacent. Mr. Steiner stated that he thinks the 100 will match better than the 400. Mrs. Van 
Vorst asked what the molding would be and she was informed that they’d be the slimmer kind. Mr. Coyne 
asked if an enclosure would be added for the trash and he was informed that no. Mrs. Van Vorst asked if 
any other general system would be upgraded. Mr. Steiner informed that they have one HVAC and he will 
probably be adding another one in the attic and the heating will remain the same. Mrs. Van Vorst 
informed the applicant that if at any point in the future with any of the plans he sees the need to add a 
vent for whatever reason that vent should go through the roof and not the side of the building. Mrs. Van 
Vorst made a motion to approve the window replacement to a larger casement 400 series with the 
smaller trim work in the color white. No window grills and if there is any future vent needed it will need to 
go through the roof. Motion was seconded by Mr. Coyne.  
 
Roll Call 
AYES: Van Vorst, Coyne, Clark, McCobb, Martins 
NAYS:  
Absent: Wagner, Conley 
Abstain:  
 
64 West Main St: Mr. Steiner the owner of the property informed that he is trying to do apartments on the 
second floor as well but to get the approvals he needs a handicap ramp for the building. He said it would 



probably be used for the first floor as well. He’s thinking of putting a med-care center for emergency care 
on the first floor and they’ll probably need the ramp as well. So he’s trying to put a handicap ramp on the 
side of the building. He informed that he would not be taking anything away from the driveway just from 
the landscaping and the side. Mrs. Van Vorst asked if the applicant will have to go to the planning board. 
Mr. Young informed that yes. Councilman Reich stated that he noted on the site plan that the ramp ends 
on the side of the building but there is no sidewalk showing from the start of the ramp to the parking area. 
So the handicap accessible route has to be from the parking spot all the way to the ramp. Mr. Steiner 
explained that he is going to have to finish up the landscaping. He stated that the site plan only informs 
where the sot is going to be but he hasn’t put a sidewalk. Mrs. Van Vorst asked how someone would 
enter the ramp. She stated that if the closest spot becomes the handicap spot. Mr. Steiner explained that 
it’s probably on the side. Right now it’s coming out and if they look on the picture in the back you can see 
the grass coming out so they will have to make sidewalk going all the way to the ramp. Mrs. Van Vorst if 
that space to Mr. Steiner’s understanding was large enough for a ramp and a sidewalk to enter the ramp. 
Mr. Clark stated that the commission can approve the materials of the ramp and ask what they are going 
to be and whatever the final product is going to be to prevent Mr. Steiner form having to come back again. 
Mrs. Van Vorst stated that she thinks the board has learned their lesson about trying to approve things 
that they don’t have the full portrait of. She stated that the information they have is that there is an L 
shaped ramp on the driveway side. Mr. Coyne stated that the location is the planning board’s purview but 
the HPC’s is how it changes the exterior of one of the most important buildings in town. Mr. Coyne shared 
some history about the building and who Joel Parker was in this town. He informed the applicant that this 
building is really important to the HPC and they want to make sure that where the handicap ramp goes 
and what it looks like is really important to them. Mrs. Van Vorst asked if there was an elevator in the 
building and if it was ADA compliant. They asked Mr. Young and he stated that the owner is required to 
provide access to the second floor. So it has to be an approved elevator which the state elevator 
commission will do the inspection and they will make sure it’s fully compliant. Mr. Young informed that 
one thing he noticed when he went by the property is that the porch will have to be raised because there 
is a step up to the rear door. Mr. Steiner stated that maybe he can lower the door and make a bigger 
opening. Mr. Clark stated that they aren’t really there to speak about the configuration but what he thinks 
they should do is analyze the application the way it is and if the ramp complies with way its presented 
then they can basically provide a recommendation on that. Mr. Coyne stated that this is tied directly with 
something that’s not under their control which is the elevator and the other is the apartments. The 
question of whether where the ramp goes could possibly require other changes to the exterior and they 
don’t know what these changes would be and their job is to approve what’s in front of them and what’s in 
front of them doesn’t quite work. Discussion on if whether the board will approve or deny the application 
with the information they have in front of them continued. Mrs. Van Vorst asked Mr. Steiner if he would 
like to re-vise and re-submit. Mr. Steiner said he agreed with that. Mr. Steiner asked for an extension of 
time so he can get the commission the information they need for any of the exterior changes he will be 
making. Mr. Steiner was informed that he will have to provide details of all materials that will be used. He 
will re-submit all information and be heard at the next meeting.  
 
38 South St: Mr. Halleran the applicant’s attorney informed that Mr. Clark will be testifying. Mr. Clark 
re-cussed himself due to him presenting. Mr. Halleran informed that the applicants are present but Mr. 
Clark will be the one presenting. Mr. Halleran swore in Mr. Clark. Mr. Clark informed that he is the 
architect for the applicant and will be presenting the changes to the application that was previously 
approved. Mr. Halleran asked Mr. Clark to explain to the board what his client is seeking and the 
changes. Mr. Clark informed that there have been a decent amount of changes to the exterior of 38 South 
St. which was approved by the planning board to be a brewery and also a restaurant. Essentially he is 
there to present the updates and the changes that have happened subsequent to the approval by the 
HPC. So he will he will essentially be walking through elevations and they will be providing explanations 
on a point by point basis for each change that has occurred. Mr. Coyne stated that Mr. Clark is essentially 
treating this like a new application. Mr. Clark stated that that’s up to the commission to determine. He 
informed that it’s going to be basically an alteration to the original application. That’s what the request is 
and approval of the changes as they deviated from the original changes. Not sure how that’s going to be 
viewed especially in light if the new ordinances. He asked if the new ordinances would apply based on 
the fact that it was approved before the new ordinances were put into play. Mr. Clark went back to what 
was originally approved. He stated that he believes that there was a supplement to the application which 



everyone received and they should also have a picture of what was originally approved of the east 
elevation. Mr. Clark informed that back in in 1986 they had a garden state stucco façade. He informed 
that the essential massing was the same but pretty much every surface was covered by that stucco finish. 
It was punctuated by a plate glass store front façade. So basically everything with the exception of the 
interior field the windows were, which is essentially another form of the garden state stucco which was 
more of what they would call an adhesive finish. The building itself may have been in style in 1986 but the 
owner decide he wanted to basically upgrade it. So that brings us to what was approved at the last 
meeting which was that they were going to upgrade the stucco and resurface the paint on the stucco and 
provide think brick which is essentially a cultured brick which was going to be applied to the existing 
finishes. So that was going to proceed all across the front side band and they were going to put it as well 
on the window hoods above all the windows on the second level. They were going to clad the columns. 
Then they were going to put the thin brick across the top cornice. So essentially they were trying to fulfill 
the requirements of the code basically saying that they had to have some type of architectural element 
that extends all the way across the top and then to fulfill the architectural design standard requirement of 
having the brick extend all the way across the sign bands. That is what was originally approved along with 
the side deck that was going to be essentially a wood rail deck and there was going to be a pergola on 
the side of the roof part of that deck which they can see on the south elevation. And then there was going 
to be like a full window element that was going to be on the side as well. It was going to be a store front 
construction but the glass was going to be cladded because it wasn’t translucent. Then the planter was 
going to be a rather heavy 3 foot wide with a foundation that was going to go down 3 feet and they had 
concrete block clad with more brick face that was going to be re-enforced re-bar coming up into it and it 
was all going to be poured solid with concrete. Mr. Clark informed that the signage was actually blocked 
out on the elevation but not approved by the HPC at the time. Mr. Clark the explained that it was 
determined that think brick on the actual columns would’ve worked till a certain extent. He informed that 
the owner has another property named Aurum and he was using thin brick on that building as well and 
thin brick was actually starting to spall off and crack and he didn’t like the way it looked. He thought it 
looked not as authentic as he would’ve liked so the decision was made to move to real brick and it 
required separate foundation on the perimeter of all columns in order to support the brick. So they decide 
to do that for all the columns and as a result it was determined that the structure over the signage was not 
strong enough to handle real brick. So that’s what drove the decision not to do the real brick and the 
same reason for the cornice and window hoods. So what they proposed instead of that was to do two 
stucco bands which would run horizontal above and below the signage that will fulfill the architectural 
requirements to have a continuous sign band over the store front of the buildings in town. He informed 
that with the cornice they decided to go with a different color coping and to tie in the black color with the 
window heads to tie everything together and that would also accent on the continuous horizontal stucco 
bands. He informed that the stucco bands are 4 inches. Mr. Clark informed that on the side where the 
original approvals they have essentially a wood structure for the side deck. They decided to go with the 
wood structure for the actual joist and then clad it with the black aluminum that would tie in to the rest of 
the color scheme. The pergola which was originally approved the decision was made to make that a solid 
roof therefore being able to protect the occupants sitting on the upper deck and being able to get more 
utilization out of it. So that decision to make that a solid roof drove the decision to do away with the glass 
element that was formally on the side. It would’ve been hard to reconcile a solid roof with the store front 
would’ve been hard to flash and very expensive so the applicant decided to forgo that and just leave the 
original stucco element that was there to begin with. He informed that it was basically all re-painted to 
match the front of the building as well. Mr. Clark informed that for the fence during the course of 
construction they found a big storm water pipe that ran in a location that basically made it more or less 
parallel so it was basically impossible to build it over that particular portion of the storm pie. So the 
decision was made to make it narrower construction. So on the detail plantar provided to the members 
Mr. Clark explained that those are bollards that are flat on either side by a wood board fence that are butt 
jointed and stained and they wanted to keep the material that was little more contextual with what 
would’ve been an outdoor seating area and so they decide to forgot the brick and go with the wood. He 
informed that they do still have the contingency for a planter. It’s not as wide and deep but there is still 
enables low plantings to be planted continuously around the entire perimeter of the fence. And lastly as 
far the exterior is concerned there was an exhaust vent that had to be there which was not on the original 
drawings. The kitchen wasn’t fully formed and they didn’t have the full designs on it, and the borough 
ordinance dictated that they cannot put the exhaust behind the building because the building sits on the 



property line in the back so they couldn’t put any protrusions through and an exhaust back into the ton 
property. So that drove to the decision to put the exhaust in the rear corner. Mr. Clark asked the board if 
they wanted to discuss everything that was mentioned first or did they want him to explain the signage 
situation. Mr. Halleran asked Mr. Clark if any of the things they are proposing conformed to the ordinance 
and they should address that. Mr. Clark stated that as far as the downtown of the architectural ordinance 
it does dictate that they do need a side band going continuously across the front of the building. They do 
need some kind of adjuster towards the cornice on the top and that’s essentially what was carried out with 
the coping. The rest of it didn’t really have any change. Mr. Halleran asked Mr. Clark if in his opinion it 
conforms with the requirements and Mr. Clark informed that yes. Mrs. Van Vorst asked what the new sign 
band was made of. Mr. Clark informed her that they have two rows of stucco essentially and by stucco 
he’s talking about the Styrofoam stuff which is a no as far as the town is concerned as far as the new 
construction but it’s really the only material they can use that will replicate the existing stucco and be able 
to achieve a side band affect. And so essentially what they are looking at is a 4 inch black colored stucco 
band that’s going to basically be fused to the existing stucco above and below the signs. Mrs. Van Vorst 
asked them to tell her more about what they mean by there not being enough structure to add real brick 
to it. Mr. Clark explained that normally you’d have some kind of steel or header and essentially what they 
did was they cantilever out the slab to achieve that. He informed that there is nothing to attach to except 
the end of the slab and it’s kind of a tenuous connection. To be able to bolt a steel angle in it and support 
brick would’ve required them to put another piece of steel across there and it would’ve required the 
demolition of the entire sign band all the way across and it wasn’t in the budget. Mrs. Van Vorst asked if 
that was engineered or if that was Mr. Clark’s opinion. Mr. Clark informed her that that’s the fact and 
eventuality of it happening.  Mrs. Van Vorst stated that at some point they knew they would have to step 
away from the original plans so why wasn’t a design update given to the HPC or the Planning and zoning 
board or anyone else. Mr. Clark informed that he couldn’t answer that because he wasn’t party to the 
actual construction design. Mr. Esquenazi the business owner stated that they didn’t know they had to. 
Mr. Halleran swore Mr. Esquenazi in. Mr. Esquenazi informed that they had their GC that originally came 
out and was doing the work and he had an engineer there and they started to do the footings they were 
going to do the brick and they said it was impossible. They informed that the only way to do that would be 
to rip off almost the entire front of the building and have it re-framed. Mr. Coyne stated that the planning 
board approved for the design and the HPC approved something and that’s what they were supposed to 
build. He stated that this is a substantial change and the HPC exist as part of the whole downtown to 
make sure there are design standards. Mr. Coyne made it clear that this is a great asset to the town and it 
will add to the downtown but what the HPC approved looks different from what is there now. Councilman 
Reich asked the applicant that if he applied for zoning when he decided to change the pergola to a 
covered deck if he applied for zoning and he was informed that no. Mr. Esquenazi informed that Bill 
Wentzein approved the changes. Mrs. Van Vorst stated that in terms of the sign bands they couldn’t use 
sign brick because of structure which is fair but she asked if they could use the brick veneer which the 
applicant had proposed. Mr. Esquenazi explained that at Aurum he probably has changed 15-20 bricks all 
the time because they are thin, crack, weather and the last thing they want is for a brick veneer to crack 
and fall down and falling on top of someone. He explained that if it down on the bottom it’s not a big deal 
but if it’s over people that are walking then it becomes a liability. Mrs. Van Vorst suggested stucco brick 
and explained what that was to the applicant. Discussion about this suggestion continued. Mr. Clark 
informed that trying to match the color of the brick that is already there with a stucco brick wouldn’t look 
right. He feels that trying to do that will be worse than going in a different direction. Mrs. Van Vorst 
informed that she was actually thinking of renewing the original proposed design which is what the HPC 
had loved and approved. That’s what they wanted to see and it’s what they recommended to the planning 
board when the applicants variance was granted partly on the HPC’s opinion that the design looked great 
and now it’s not that. It puts them and the planning board in a very tough position. Discussion about what 
kind of designs works for both the applicant and the HPC continued. The discussion about the exterior of 
the building was postponed to speak about the signage. Mrs. Van Vorst asked the applicant what was 
going on with the second bay above the door which has no sign currently but does have goosenecks. The 
applicant explained that they put the goosenecks there so it could look uniform but they can take them out 
if the HPC wants. Mrs. Van Vorst informed that it just looks like there is another space that could be 
rented. Discussion about what kind of signage can be placed in the empty spot continued. Mrs. Van Vorst 
asked if the back of the building was going to match the white stucco and she was informed that yes. She 
also asked if the bollards would be covered and they informed her that they can do that. It was agreed 



that the bollards would be painted black. Once again discussion about what the front of the building 
continued. It was agreed that the applicant will place wood in the front with a 1 inch black strip so it will 
match the door. Mrs. Van Vorst stated that she wants to see a design before approving anything before it 
exist.  
 
Discussion about the signage began and Mr. Esquenazi informed that he had two different people come 
to see if they can take the signs down. The first one was the sign company that put them up and he 
informed them that they would have to peel them off because they couldn’t take them off and keep them. 
The only thing he could do was use like a scrapping device because they were screwed, glued and 
silicone on. So the only way to take them off was to remove the screws and then the scrapping device 
that would going to rip off the entire front and because they were HDU signs they would break off. Then 
they called the stucco guy and he told them the only thing he could do was cut the entire stucco around it 
and try and pull it and then have to re-stucco the entire front of the building. He informed that it wasn’t that 
he didn’t want to take the signs off but he was trying to get someone to take them off that wouldn’t destroy 
the signs or the front of the building but they couldn’t do it. Mrs. Van Vorst stated that she checked out the 
signs and they are a little warped and the bolts are visible in the front. She asked Mr. Young if there was 
an attachment of screws being covered. Mr. Young informed that in most signs that he’s seen they 
usually counter sink the bolt inside the backing material and cover it somehow. Mrs. Van Vorst asked if 
that was a requirement and he informed her that he didn’t know but hasn’t seen it anywhere in the 
ordinance. It’s just standard practice. Mr. Clark stated that he believes that the signs themselves conform 
in pretty much every way and Mr. Young agreed that the three front ones do and he thinks that that’s 
where the misconception between him and Mr. Esquenazi. When he informed him that the signs in the 
front conform but for the ones on the side he’d have to go to the planning board. Mrs. Van Vorst stated 
that if those signs can’t come off and they want to change the sign band somehow with paint. Mr. 
Esquenazi informed that he’d have to go around it. Mr. Clark stated that they can also give a border 
around he signs too. They can actually achieve that by doing a piece of molding that would act both as a 
border and as kind of a finished piece to butt the wood or whatever material they end up doing the sign 
surface itself with. They would have to come back with a full design. Discussion about what kind of border 
for the signs continued. Discussion in regards to the signs on the side of the property began but the 
applicant decided that he will not be putting up the signs. Last discussion was the addition of the small 
metal roof over the roll up entry door. Mr. Clark that the roof protrudes 3 feet out over the sidewalk that 
protrudes 6 inches beyond the roll up door on each side. So it’s an 8 foot roll up door with 9 foot width 
and it meets the standard design in town. They will also be painting the door black. Mrs. Van Vorst stated 
that granted that the zoning official is fine with it she’s also fine with the metal roof design if its complaint 
otherwise. Mrs. Van Vorst made a motion to approve the wood material which has to be fire proofed that 
is going to encompass and define a sign band 38 inches in height, the stucco in the background will be 
painted black with 1 or 2 inch gaps between the slates and a two inch gap around the signage. For any of 
the other changes of the side band the minor sub-committee will review it with the approvals of all the 
other members. If no approval can be made then the applicant will have to come back for another 
meeting. The black coping on the top is fine and once they see the elevation with the wood if the HPC 
wants them to add anything else to the top they will do it during minor work. The wood plantar to be 
stained to match the door. The black exhaust duct is approved a submitted. The replacement of the wood 
deck and roof structure with steel structure, black metal cladding and black painted steel columns and 
beams also approved. The back will be white with black square hoods to match the front. Also a black 
cornice detail at the top like the front. The bollards in back will be painted black. The sign band nor full 
signs approval were part of this motion until a design is submitted and approved by the minor work 
committee. Motion was seconded by Mr. Coyne.  
 
 
Roll Call 
AYES: Van Vorst, Coyne, McCobb, Martins 
NAYS:  
Absent: Wagner, Conley 
Abstain: Clark 
 
24 South St: The business owner Jerson Omar Trigueros informed that he will like to remove the name 



of the old business and put the new name of his business. Mrs. Van Vorst stated that they have already 
cut out certain portions of the valance. The applicant informed her that yes. He stated that they ripped it 
off because people were getting confused with the name. Mrs. Van Vorst asked if the parts of the valance 
that remained were going to remain or be removed. The applicant informed her that they are just going to 
put the new name in the parts that were ripped. Mrs. Van Vorst stated that it would mean that they aren’t 
going to replace the valance in its entirety and she was informed that yes. Mrs. Van Vorst asked how this 
work will be done. Mr. Trigueros informed that the contractor they are supposed to take the fabric to the 
warehouse and put the new name. Mrs. Van Vorst asked the applicant what words were going where. He 
explained that the longer one will go in the front and the shorter one that says just the name will go in the 
back. Mrs. Van Vorst stated that they don’t have a picture of the existing condition photos of the back 
awning. She stated that the sides of the awning are also cut out as Mr. Coyne mentioned. Mrs. Van Vorst 
stated that she is worried about color matching a new valance to an existing awning that’s old. So her 
personal recommendation would be to replace the entire material. Mrs. Van Vorst explained to the 
applicant that she has her concerns on connecting an old piece of material to a new one. She informed 
that it’s never going to match exactly and the old one is kind of weathered. So she thinks that in the spirit 
of supporting the vibrant business community. She thinks the surrounding businesses will appreciate it 
and she also thinks it’s more in line with the HPC standards to replace all the fabric. Mr. Coyne informed 
the applicant that he thinks that he will find his restaurant will have a better profile with a whole new 
awning because he thinks it’s going to look shabby. Mr. Coyne stated that’s his recommendation is to 
replace the fabric of both canopies with the submitted lettering along the valance and the number 24 has 
to be placed back and also replace the fabric on the awning on the back. Mr. Young if the awning on the 
back was proposed to have any signage because he knew nothing about it. The applicant informed them 
that he is replacing the one on the back as well. Mrs. Van Vorst stated that there is also window and door 
lettering in the proposal which she does not see any pictures of. Mr. Trigueros informed that there will not 
be any window signage. Mr. Coyne made a motion for the canopies to be replaced with existing color, 
remain in the same place with the submitted lettering on both front and rear. No window or door signs. 
Motion was seconded by Mrs. Van Vorst.  
 
Roll Call 
AYES: Van Vorst, Coyne, Clark, McCobb, Martins 
NAYS:  
Absent: Wagner, Conley 
Abstain:  
 
13 Broadway: Mr. Clark re-cussed himself due to him representing the applicant. He informed that 
essentially they were able to preserve the original cedar up in the gables. He stated that that was one of 
the directives of the last approvals as he recalls. Mr. Clark stated that on the south elevation along the 
porch wall they exposed the siding and as it was pointed out there is a square cut cedar that is in pretty 
good shape. He informed that it’s not in the same shape as the gable but it’s in fixable shape where they 
can replace the shape here and there and repaint it. And he believes that everyone agrees that it will 
probably be a better solution then had they put the vinyl lap sided back on. So that is the proposal and 
they also want to paint the porch wall siding to match the gable fish scale cedar siding. Even though it’s 
not represented in color that is the intent and if they decide to rule in that direction they can get it on 
paper. He also informed that there are also brackets for the porch essentially for the columns interface 
with the beams and fascia. They have not chosen the brackets yet but they were going to match the 
façade as closely as possible but he told them that when they got a couple of different possibilities they 
would have to go in front of the board. So at this moment none have been picked out but that will have to 
happen. Mr. Young asked if the columns will be wrapped but Mr. Clark informed him that they will be 
exposed. Mr. Clark stated that in the conditions of the prior approval they did get approval to wrap them 
but in the interest of keeping everything as original as possible they are in decent enough shape that they 
can bring them back to what they originally were. Mrs. Van Vorst made a motion to approve the painting 
of the original cedar shape on the porch, exposing the wood columns on porch, using vinyl at the porch 
soffit if necessary and brackets to me determined through a separate minor work application. Motion was 
seconded by Ms. McCobb.  
 
Roll Call 



AYES: Van Vorst, Coyne, McCobb, Martins 
NAYS:  
Absent: Wagner, Conley 
Abstain: Clark 
 
Old Business: Mrs. Van Vorst asked how the commission members felt about the revised checklist. Mrs. 
Van Vorst asked Mr. Young how urgent it is for the checklist to be approved at tonight’s meeting. Mr. 
Young stated that it isn’t and he’d rather them take their time and come up with something right instead of 
having to change it in the long run. It was agreed that this discussion will take place at the next meeting.   
 
New Business: Councilman Reich informed the members that Sharon O’Conner will be leaving. He 
thanked Ms. O’Conner and stated that it has been fantastic working with her and appreciated all her time 
and effort. Mrs. Van Vorst welcomed Kristin Martins and thanked her for her comments and the 
commission is looking forward to having her there.  
 
Mrs. Van Vorst made a motion to adjourn. Motion was seconded by Ms. McCobb 
 
Meeting was adjourned at 9:49 p.m. 
 
 
 
                                                             
                                                                Sincerely Submitted,  
 
                                                                  Sharon O’Conner    
 
 
 
 
 


