Community Preservation Committee
March 19, 2026
In person
Meeting Minutes


Call to Order
Katelyn Sullivan, Director of Planning & Development, announced the meeting would be recorded and broadcasted.
Chair Mike Dissette called a meeting of the Community Preservation Committee to order at 7:03 p.m. 
 
Roll Call 
In attendance were Chair Mike Dissette, Vice-Chair Jane Healey (At-Large), Biff Bouse (Historical Commission/remote), Andrea Weetman (At-Large/remote), Jamie Gagnon (At-Large), Chuck Griffin (Parks Commission), Jennifer Bluestein (Planning Board), Tom O’Brien (Housing Authority), & Joe Teixeira (Conservation Commission)

Planner, Katelyn Sullivan from the Planning & Development Office was also present. 


1. Welcome by Chair
Chair Mike Dissette welcomed the group. He advised the meeting is intended for annual deliberations following applicant presentations. A deliberation session to discuss and vote on recommendations to be made to city council for funding among the balance of applications. He encouraged those representing a board or commission to speak up when have they information from the commission that is pertinent to the application being discussed, especially Biff Bouse with the number of Historic Preservation applications on the docket. He also noted they have heard from individual applicants where the Historical Preservation committee has supported projects. 

He reviewed the total amount requested by applicants of $1.552 million with total available funds of $1.308 million.  He explained for purposes of having common ground on a target amount to allocate, they generally discuss what kind of cushion anyone would like so they don’t recommend appropriating more funds than are available. In the past it has been anywhere from $10-$30k for a cushion which in the past has been enough, leaving funds left to carry over. He suggested for the purpose of this meeting to leave $8.6k funds unallocated as a cushion, leaving $1.3 million to distribute.

He mentioned he would be open to hear general discussion on how to proceed and explained in the past someone gives a whole list of what they would like the distribution to look like with another giving a counter for the group to talk through. 
To start off he suggested going through individual projects 1 by 1 then circle back on what was heard and what was brought to the meetings and applicants’ forms. 
Ahead of the allocation discussion, Jen B. questioned whether CPC has funded for roof repairs in the past, possibly just last year? She mentioned it in regards to fairness for similar applicants this year such as the Belleville Meeting House & St Paul Community Hall. 
Chair confirmed the committee has recommended funds in the past when it involved historic roofs.
Vice Chair confirmed 2 years ago.
 
2. Deliberations FY27 Applications for Community Preservation Funds
a. Belleville Meetinghouse Ceiling Repair
   Belleville Congregational Church $170,000
 
Chair noted the project as a bit unusual as part of it is eligible and rest ineligible for CPC funding. He explained the structural portions that are necessary for repair behind the ceiling and between ceiling and roof will require putting scaffolding up and demolition to find out what repairs are needed. 

Chair posed the question of what is the appropriate way to evaluate what the pro rata share of scaffolding, which is necessary for the finished interior work & the repair of the structure behind the ceiling, as well as the demolition? He further asked, what portion of the scaffolding do they allocate to eligibility and what portion of the contingency, that’s built into the budget, will be portioned to the contingency?

· Biff Bouse added of all the projects under the Historic umbrella, this one presents him with the most apprehension due to ambiguities of what can be funded under Community Preservation Act. Also, due to the project being an inside ceiling vs an outside project that can be seen from the street by the public, which is what they have seen with most projects. He reiterated the ambiguity on what the group should really be funding.
· Chair responded in his mind there is a pretty clear demarcation between the structural integrity of a building, which is the restoration of structure is certainly eligible. He added the interior finish work such as plaster and painting would not be eligible. There is an eligible component, in his mind, where they will need to determine what the fair and reasonable allocation of what is eligible and not eligible; for example, the scaffolding that needs to be put up for both with a lump cost of about $111k. He added he believes the estimate for the structural is roughly 20-24% of the total budget and questioned applying that to the scaffolding and demolition.
· Biff B. questioned to further explain how the 24% was being applied. Chair advised he would review his notes to clarify.
· Andrea W. questioned if there were any precedent of similar multiple facets past projects? She couldn’t recall any.  Chair responded that he could not recall any at that moment.
· Jamie G. commented that it is a lean year for funding and questioned why they should do “gymnastics” to fit a project when they have other projects that are more widely used by the public that they could give the funding to.
· Chair advised they need to shave the ask by about $252k. He added he thinks that project is important and necessary due to the damage and continued damage to the building and has as much public and historic value as any other historic preservation projects. 
· Jen B. added she understands his point, but is a bit worried about having some sort of semi-equitable treatment of the different communities. 
· Jamie G. responded that he looks at it as historic perseveration and it doesn’t have anything to do with what they do in the building. 
· Andrea W. added that the faith community component can’t come into the decision.
· Chair clarified he was not talking about their faith component activities, rather their other public events like Coral Society and roots music, and things like that.
· Chuck G. added the additional problem they have with this project is that it’s the hardest to figure out where they won’t know the true cost until it is opened up. In regards to change orders or scopes, the scaffolding is one known part. He added it would be reasonable to give less than full.
· Vice Chair explained her approach was to take out anything that was cosmetic, like the drywall, the lap, painting and then struggled with how to reduce the areas Chair was referring to like the scaffolding, transport set, demo work, and disassembly. Then she waffled between 50% split where neither the cosmetic or the historic preservation work can be done without the scaffolding. She added another approach to consider being to look at the cosmetic work estimated as 24-25% which is about $51k of the full cost $212k. They could either reduce the ask by 50% for scaffolding or 75% for scaffolding with the 25% cosmetic. She advised she would split it by 50/50 with approximately $91.2k to recommend for funding. She called attention to an updated version showing the budget from February to support the figures she estimated. She clarified the 50% was taken from the 1st line that includes transport, setup costs, and 50% of the disassembly, noting she kept the cost of the demo work funded which is required for preservation. 


b. Rehabilitation & Preservation of Structurally Damaged Sanctuary Windows at Old South Church 
Old South Presbyterian Church $58,000
Chair called for discussion on this project. He reviewed this is the 4th request from this organization and generally the requests are for the exterior as in this case. He added the windows are historic glass and are not stained glass or anything that depicts or represents any faith that would disqualify them under CPC guidelines. Noted the Historic Commission is behind this project.
· Chuck G. commented the request seems reasonable due to the massive size of the windows and added how important the Church is to the community.

No other comments

c. Gravestone Restoration at Belleville Cemetery
Belleville Cemetery Association $2,000
Chair reviewed Glee Woodward originated the first preservation of tombstones in the City of Newburyport and which he believes they got the most bang for their buck out of any application they have every heard under CPC. Very modest request this round as well.

No other comments

d. Fire Protection FRSUU Meetinghouse & Parish Hall
First Religious Society Unitarian Universalist     $117,000
Chair noted this is an eligible historic preservation structure with the fire protection component.
· Biff B. explained the money isn’t really going to a historic asset with it being mostly electronics and stuff, but it’s important to the protection of the building and buildings around it downtown. Noting he supports full funding of this project.
· Vice Chair noted should funds be recommended for this project a condition will be an amendment to the existing restriction, which only covers the meeting house, not the parish.
                                                                                
e. Saint Paul’s Community Hall Roof
St. Paul’s Church $82,000
Chair called for discussion.
· Vice Chair commented she wasn’t clear on the urgency of this project and her numbers for funding reflect that. She explained it is a slate roof with an age span issue, but it’s not leaking and understand would want to catch that before any issues or leaks, but wasn’t sure of any imminent danger to the building.
· Chair commented they will be in connection with this should they recommend funds, a condition will be an amendment to the existing preservation restriction, which only covers the meeting house and chapel, but not the parish.
· Biff B. pointed out they are using historically appropriate materials which is crucial compared to times they have received requests that are working with alternatives that are less expensive, believes this is well worth it to maintain the historical feature.


f. Priority Housing Needs and Rental Assistance Supplemental Funding                                                                          Newburyport Affordable Housing Trust $300,000
Chair noted this is their only community housing application and would exceed the 10% allocation required by the committee this year. The funds would support them in getting their coffers back up and some legitimate walking around money through their programs, including our applications. 
· Vice Chair reiterated the importance of this group having funds for the unexpected, like with the Brown School.

No other comments

g. Open Space Reserve Fund
City of Newburyport/Open Space Committee $100,000
Chair called for questions on this project.
· Vice Chair added during the resiliency committee they have been discussing the importance of protecting the watershed around the reservoirs and added for her this would be an important addition to the Open Space funds in case something came up.

No other comments

h. Hale Street Shared Use Pathway East Design
City of Newburyport Planning Office $65,000
Chair noted this project is not a construction project, it’s a design to figure out what will work out there, and then they can gather numbers.
· Joe T. commented he is a resident of Hale St and thinks it’s a fairly good project and the mayor is promoting it as well. It would cover a good section of pretty walking & biking area. 
· Chair confirmed as he has personally had some close calls on this street.
· Jamie G. questioned whether the sidewalk comes out of a different budget from the city? Also, if the sidewalk is going between the street and houses?
· Chair clarified it is more than a sidewalk; it is wider and will have some shared use with some form of separation or protection from traffic as well. He referred to Joe T. to confirm if some cantilever will be required due to the wetlands in that area.
· Joe T. confirmed something will need to be done, possibly boardwalks, but that is further out as this part of the project only covers up to Little River area.

i.Woodman Park Improvement Project
Parks Commission $75,000
Chair reviewed this is a modest request to finish necessary improvement to that park and make it safe. It’s the only park in that part of town and it’s been the back end of a lot of efforts and we need to catch up.

No other comments

j. Inn Street & Patrick Tracy Square Restoration
Parks Commission $221,350
Chair called for comments.
· Chuck G. suggested they cut this request in half due to the limited funding to support all projects and thought they could save money here.
· Andrea W. agreed with Chuck and noted she works off that street and is aware of the conditions of the bricks and that it is a priority of the mayor. Added, given it was pushed out and the tight budget, thought it may be something that could wait another year or maybe just some part of it.
· Chair noted a few years ago they significantly reduced the recommendation from the ask and it turned out that they couldn’t get the job started for that money.
· Vice Chair agreed with the Chair and added she would like to see this one done as so many people walk over the bricks. She expressed concern over doing half or less with the same thing happening as last time resulting in them not being able to do the project.
· Chair added concern with the conditions growing noticeably worse each year.


k. Jason Sawyer Fencing Project
City of Newburyport   $22,000
Chair called for discussion.
No comments

l. Fuller Field Track Resurfacing Project
Parks Commission $240,500
 Chair called for discussion.
· Vice Chair recalled when track was initially funded way back and the amount of people, including children, that attended. She was very happy they funded it then. She explained she understands it’s been 10 years and there is an end-of-life issue but was concerned about the lack of concerted effort to fundraise for it like there has been in the past. They were told the community would rally around and fundraise to kick this out so that has been weighing on her mind in regards to this project. She added it is still a very important project.
· Chuck G. reviewed it is more than just fixing the track and the plans include expanding beyond different areas beyond different fields. He explained there is more to it and wondered if they could pull back some of it.
· Jamie G. confirmed the project includes expanding for areas for different sports like long jump and the long jump pit.

m. Brown School Outdoor Space Design
City of Newburyport $14,999
Chair reiterated this is another request to fund the design portion not the construction. He added he felt it is timely to get this design in place while they are doing the school project so they can coordinate the eventual work while they finish up the school.

No other comments

n. Lower Atkinson Multi-sport Court Project Phase 3
Parks Commission $85,000
Chair advised under the current plan, this is this final element in refurbishing the area.
· Chuck G. commented the project is a priority from the parks position to get this done and it’s been a huge success with a big safety issue solved. 
· Chair added he was glad they got the trees planted.
No other comments

o. Bartlett Mall Frog Pond Restoration Project
Parks Commission $3,500,000* (Bond)
Chair advised this project is the bond and whatever they decide on recommending does not come out of the available funds today. He added it would likely be the second half of 27 they would have the first payment on the bond if recommended this cycle. He explained it is a different thought, not what you’re going to do to today’s budget, but what it’s going to do in 10 to 15 years’ worth of budget. It would equate to $361k per year for 15 years. The committee has done it before for City Hall and the Common Pasture plan and it works. Advised to go into it with a clear mind as to the impact it has going downward.
· Joe T. highly recommended to approve this as it is a great plan. He added to Kim Turner and her crew came up with something even DEP liked. He explained it mimics the whole water cycle setup and thinks it should be done and taken care of.
· Chair added it’s something they’ve been trying to get done for decades now.
· Vice Chair advised to keep in mind the aggregate debt service that in about 5 years current outstanding bonds paying out on now drops by about $140k.
· Chair agreed and added the biggest impact will be 27 through 29 and then it will drop.
· Chuck G. added it’s been a priority of the parks for nine years. The cost has gone up due to price increases but with that they have almost $200,000 that has come in. It cost has increased from $2.7 million to $3.5 million but noted how far they have come with limited funds and their models are better than before they started. He noted it has been managed very well and they have the ability to see that it stays well managed which is a huge plus for the city.
· Jamie G. added it is on the mayor’s list of priorities.
No other comments



Chair Mike Dissette asked if any member would like to share a proposed docket to continue discussions on allotments per applicant.
Biff Bouse proposed the following:
· Started with the $91,211 for the Belleville Meeting House per Vice Chair’s suggestion
· Full funding for the remaining historic preservation projects $58k, $2,117, and $82k
Rest felt most success
· $150k towards Authority Housing to meet 10% commitment and that will do a lot of work in the recreation tab
· Full $100k Open Space
· Full on everything except the Fuller Field Track
· Fuller Field track at $220k
Total should leave approximately $13k with some change
He reiterated his biggest reductions were from Belleville and Housing, then reducing Fuller as much as he could after he allotted the full amounts to the remaining projects.

Jen Bluestein proposed the following: 
· She commented she was with Biff up until the Housing where she feels strongly to fully fund the  Housing request, particularly the rental request as it like a time when need is higher rather than lower.
· Vice Chair agreed.
· Biff B. added he would totally agree but if they give Housing the full request, they are going to lose one and to him that would the Fuller Track project.
· Jen B. explained she fully funded Housing and trimmed some of the recreational projects. She added she questioned whether there are opportunities for other funding available and if trimming would cause some of the projects to become not viable.

Group discussion

· Jamie G. mentioned Chuck’s suggestion to trim Inn St & Patrick Tracy Square to half which would cut that by $110k.
· Biff B. expressed his concern over the project not getting done if it’s not fully funded.

· Jamie G. reviewed $300k on Affordable Housing and half for Inn St - Patrick Tracy Square.
· Vice Chair interjected that she didn’t think that follow Biff’s proposal as the numbers were different from what she tracked.
· Biff B. reviewed his first proposal had $150k on Affordable Housing.
· Jamie G. asked for the numbers to be updated (referring to spreadsheet) to see the changes. He explained if they kept Affordable Housing at $300k and change Inn St- Patrick Tracy Square to what Chuck suggested, that may get them closer.
· Jen B. questioned whether reducing Patrick Tracy Square in half would doom it again?
· Vice Chair shared her proposal kept Patrick Tracy Square as fully funded and reduced Fuller Field track in half.
· Jamie G. questioned at what point does cutting the track make it unviable.
· Vice Chair commented she would like to see the track in the school budget like a maintenance operating fund.
· Andrea W. added it’s hard to argue as busy all day long with people of all ages.
· Jen B. questioned what percentage they did for the tennis courts vs what school did? Apples to apples comparison.
· Andrea W. responded there was more funding for the tennis courts.
· Vice Chair confirmed there was more funding for the tennis court initial track installation and believe there was funding from CBA. There has not been a fundraising effort for Fuller Field track.

Chair suggested to start with fully funding Housing the $300k and then take a look at the broad stroke as between Inn St & the Fuller Field track. He shared his thoughts were to fund Inn St to get that done and not the track. He further explained Inn St has been talked about for some time and they can get that completed now while the track can be set up for the next year with additional fund raising. The track is on the back end of expectant life, which doesn’t mean it dies immediately, and will still leave the community with an 11-year-old track vs 10.
· Vice Chair – Biff B.- Chuck G all liked the Chair’s suggestion. Biff adding it would be nice to get Inn St done as it has been pushed down the line for a while.
· Jamie G. commented the track is widely used by many.
· Vice Chair & Jen B. responded Inn St – Patrick Tracy Square is also widely used.
· Tom O. agreed with Jamie that the track is used daily
· Chair explained if they are looking to save $240k by not funding the track then they wouldn’t need to cut too much else, especially with the $91k reduction of Belleville, everything else could be fully funded.
· Andrea W. questioned whether the request for the track was due to its life expectancy age or it’s actual condition. Would a track typically be replaced every 10 years as she doesn’t see it as being in terrible shape?
· Kim Turner responded the track coach and Friends of Newburyport both indicated that it was definitely starting to show signs of aging. She agreed she did not consider it in horrific shape.
· Jen B. questioned the math if they are operating with $91,211 and then fully fund everything else would that leave them with $97k to put towards the track? 
· Vice Chair clarified it would leave them $75k.
· Jen B. added they could still make a meaningful contribution to the track while funding the rest.
· Biff B. commented that is the direction he was going in, to set up a bunch of the projects and assess what is left to put towards others, like the track which seems to be the logical one to see what partial funding will do; or not fund at all.
· Chair agreed that a key question is whether the lesser amount would allow the track project to get started. He added he didn’t think it would as it is not a phase project; need to resurface all at the same time.
· Vice Chair responded with a proposal to fully fund all and zero out the track and have the remaining money carry over to the next year.
· Andra W. questioned that included the reduction for the Belleville project?
· Chair confirmed that would include the reduction.
· Biff B. questioned that would leave them with $75K to carry over to next year?
· Chair confirmed, yes $75k
· Jen B. & Chuck G. showed support of that suggestion.
· Jamie G. questioned if they could shave another $125k from other projects in order to get the $200k funding for the track?
Andrea W. pointed out the mayor did not highlight the fencing project or the Brown School design in his letter of importance.
· Jamie G. reviewed the mayor’s list of important projects which included Hale St, Inn St, Woodman Park, Fuller Field, Atkinson Common, & Bartlett mall.
· Andrea W. noted she would hate to cut the Brown School but not it’s not listed as one0 the mayor’s highest priorities.
· Chuck G. suggested allowing some flexibility by leaving some funds for another cycle to hold in the event the cost rises by next cycle ask. Questioned if they allowed to do that?
· Chair advised they are allowed to hold some funds which would sit in the general fund; they are not required to spend it down as close as possible as they have typically done. He added there are cities and towns that have large funds that sit and wait for everyone to agree on how to it will be spent.
· Jen B. supported Andrea’s point of really funding the projects with an asterisk on what fully means for Belleville and not trying to carve out a savings for part of a project. She believes there is huge value in giving people what they need to complete projects and move them off the to-do list.
· Vice Chair added if they did not fund the track and they see Fuller Field track next year they will remember that it was delayed and make it a priority.
· Chuck G. agreed and added as long as there wasn’t a big change in the request or big surprises it would be supported.
· Jen B. added she agreed with Vice Chair that there may be other funding opportunities from now & then for Fuller Field. 

Chair called for a someone to make a motion? Following the motion, they will go through and vote.
Biff B. motioned to recommend to City Council funding of the following projects & allocations: 
· Belleville Meeting House ceiling 			 $91,211
· Old South Church sanctuary windows		 $58,000
· Belleville Cemetery gravestone restoration 		 $2,000
· FRSUU fire protection 				 $117,000
· St Paul Community Hall roof				 $82,000
· Authority Housing Trust  				 $300,000
· Open Space 						 $100,000
· Hale St shared space pathway			 $65,000
· Woodman Park improvement 			$75,000
· Inn St/ Patrick Tracy Square  				$221,350
· Jason Sawyer fencing 					$22,000
· Fuller Field track- no funding 				$0
· Brown School outdoor space design			$14,999
· Lower Atkinson multi-sport court phase 3   		$85,000

Joe Teixteira as 2nd motion

Chair added he would like to amend the motion in two aspects to put conditions of revised PR on the 2 projects listed as the fire protection for FRS and the Community Hall roof for St Paul’s. 

Biff Bouse as 2nd motion.

· Biff B. questioned if there was anything needed at this point in regards to the for Mall bond?  
· Chair advised they would discuss that separately, later in the meeting.

· Jamie G. requested further discussion on the motion with regards to Fuller Field track, he wanted to suggest cutting the Affordable Housing back to $200k or carve some out of Inn St. to get to the funding needed for the track project. He felt it was a disservice to zero that out and since he’s been on the board the track has been a big deal. 
· Jen B. added she had no strong opinion on whether they should zero out the track or not but she does hold a strong commitment to the housing trust.
· Joe T. added he believes the track needs to get done but the issue is whether it can be kicked down the road another year? He believes it’s in usable condition and it would be a top priority for next year. He would feel differently and it would be more of a commitment if there were chunks of track missing, like the bricks on Inn St that pose a safety issue. 
· Andrea W. commented Inn St was back this year due to being cut last year and prevented them from doing it. 
· Vice Chair added Affordable Housing is one of the hottest topics in the city at this time and strongly feels they need to fund the $300k.
· Andrea W. mentioned the continued importance of AHT funding as they think about stewarding taxpayers’ money through this.

Chair continued with roll call for motion as amended, if presented with the amendment that the PRs get amended for those 2 historic projects. 
ROLL CALL :
Vice Chair = Yes
Chuck Griffin = Yes
Tom O’Brien = No
Biff Bouse = Yes
Joe Teixeira = Yes
Jamie Gagnon = No
Jennifer Bluestein = Yes
Andrea Weetman = Yes
Chair = Yes

Motion passed  7 - 2

BOND DISCUSSION
Chair continued with the bonded project for the Bartlett Mall Frog Pond. He explained the estimate at 4% on the bond is an equal pay down for 15 years of $316,000 added to the servicing of the existing debt. They have that information that it basically falls off the charts in 2039. He added the biggest hit, if recommend and approved by City Council, for the Mall would be the first payment in 27. The $316,000 would be added to the current debt bringing the total to $761,700 of debt service for 27 which would still leave them with some significant money to address other project. He added it will most likely be the highest they’ve gone on debt service since the beginning as for a while they were doing $500,00 when the big bonds for City Hall and Open Space were new. He explained it has worked out well and it adds increase in revenue.

Chair asked to hear how members feel about substance and merits of the project itself. He added he is pleased on the educated way of the investigation has gone and the options sought out with top engineering telling them how it will work. It has taken some time and now it’s time to pull the trigger.

Vice Chair agreed and added plus matching funds are at stake and would be a huge opportunity missed if they don’t act now to capture approximately $2 million.
Chuck G. cautioned there are also threats of health issues that are rising to the front and want to avoid that part being found unstable or dangerous to our citizenry and have to be fenced. 

Biff B. added the issues the pond has had are over 100 years old and they’ve tried to solve them so many times, it would be great thing to see them solved now and brought back to the way it used to be.

Andrea W. shared she thought a lot about this one and with knowing some projects are reduced or halved it’s incredible to see what the CPC has done for some bigger projects and feels like this is what the CPC was created for. Referred to the amazing work at Market Landing and added how the mall is in need of restoration and renovations.

Jen B. commented on the Mall playground, how incredibly beautiful it is, and how nice it is to see people & families come from all over for its accessibility. It would be nice for the environment there to meet that same level.

Chair added in terms of impact to city, this project is on par with Market Landing Park, in terms of needing to make it as good as can be and without threating the health of anyone near it.

Andrea W. commented that it appears doing it this way would not hit the operational budget of city which is an important way to use funds with the city operational funds not impacted.

Chair called for a motion.
Joe Teixeira motioned to approve the bond of $3.5m for the Bartlett Mall restoration, payable over 15 years.
Chuck Griffin with 2nd motion.

Chair conducted a roll call with all in approval.     
     
3. CPA Grant Extensions
Chair referred to the staff report listing incomplete/open projects that require a vote to grant an extension. He explained in the past they have granted extensions up to 12 months. 

Chair called motion to approve the 10 applications that need extensions.
Joe Teixeira 1st motion to extend all grants with Chuck Griffin as 2nd

Chair called for further discussion with none.

Roll call taken with all in favor (exception Tom Obrien- left)

4. Updates from the Chair or Office of Planning and Development
Chair Mike Dissette advised no further updates. 

5. Approval of the minutes for 1/15, 1/29, 2/5, and 3/5/26
Chair Mike Dissette called for approval of the following meeting minutes:
Jan 15, Jan 29, Feb 5, and Mar 5 of 2026.

Andrea Weetman 1st to move to approve and Joe Teixeira as 2nd.

Roll call taken with all in favor with exception of Tom O’Brien (abstained)

6. Meeting Adjournment
Chair Mike Dissette advised there are no future meetings to schedule at this time but would like everyone to have their schedule open for the 3rd Thursday of any upcoming month. 

Motioned to adjourn the meeting at 7:55 pm with Chuck Griffin as 1st to move and Joe Teixeira as 2nd 
Roll call taken with all in favor to adjourn.
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