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on the basis of disability and upon request, will provide reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to its programs, services, and activities.
Sign language interpreters, assistive listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or services may be provided upon request. To ensure availability of
services, please make your request at least three (3) business days (72 hours) prior to the meeting you wish to attend by contacting the Neighborhood
Council Project Coordinator (213) 473-5391 or by e-mail to Thomas.Soong@Iacity.org. In compliance with Government Code section 54957.5, non-
exempt writings that are distributed to a majority or all of the Board in advance of a meeting, may be viewed at our website by clicking on the following
link: www.scnc.info or at the scheduled meeting.. In addition, if you would like a copy of any record related to an item on the agenda, please contact

office@scnc.info".

Agenda
1. Callto Order & Roll Call (2 min).

2. Approval of September 22, 2010 Minutes (2 min).

3. Comments by the President (10 min).

4. Appointment ofRichard Niederberg as Chair of Cultural Affairs Committee (1 min).

5. Presentation bBattalion Chief Peter Benesch, for LAED Battalion 14 $tudio City) (15 min).
6. Presentation bf?aul Darrigo, Volunteer Marketing Coordinator, LA Animal Services (10 min).
7. Public Comments on non-agenda items within the Boardsljctisn (2 min each speaker).

8. Responses to comments from the Board (10 min).

9. Treasurer'seport byRemy Kessler(5 min).

MOTION: The Board of the Studio City Neighborhood Council has reviewed the October 2010
financial statement and the September bank statements argbreby accepts and approves them.

10. Budget Committee report lRemy Kessler(10 min).
a) Motion: The Board of the Studio City Neighborhood Councilapproves a funding request

of $2,500 for the Cultural Affairs Committee of the SCNC foradditional sponsorship of
the 75" Anniversary of Republic Pictures event held on the CBStudio Center.
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b) Motion: The Board of the Studio City Neighborhood Council appoves a funding
request of up to $200 towards the expenses of the Valley Altice of Neighborhood
Councils (VANC) Planning Seminar currently scheduled foNovember 11, 2010 on the
CBS Studio Center.

c) The Board of the Studio City Neighborhood Council approves a fuding request from the
Studio City Beautification Association (SCBA) for $5000 towards te annual maintenance
of trees and landscaping under the jurisdiction of the SCR including, but not limited to,
the trees on Ventura Blvd., the welcoming signs on Lauré&anyon and Coldwater, the
Moorpark Median, and the Studio City Library.

d) Motion: The Board of the Studio City Neighborhood Councilapproves a funding request
of $1,000 from the Reserve Animal Control Officer's Program join other neighborhood
councils in sponsoring the training of volunteer animal controbfficers with the condition
that the SCNC receives appropriate credit along with the d¢ter participating
organizations.

11.Land Use Committee Report hysa Sarkin (20 min).
a) Motion: The Board of the Studio City Neighborhood Council suports TT-71380 located

at 4342-44 Babcock Avenue, Studio City, with the attached agreegon
recommendations.

Studio City Land Use Recommendations for
4342-44 Babcock Avenue

Construction contact information including emergencynehoumbers to be
posted on outside fencing and maintained.

Basic Site and Landscaping

1. Tree Plan to be reviewed by Studio City Neighborhood Cobafore
demo begins.

2. Landscaping plan to be reviewed by Studio City Neighborlomahcil.

3. Parkway landscaping to be reviewed by Urban Forestry iDivis

Design, Open Space, and Utility

1. Balcony railings will be 30” solid wall with 12" railing.
2. Atrticulation or design element on all exterior walfsbuildings (front,
sides and rear) conforming with the neighborhood.

Parking and Roads

1. Minimum 2 %2 parking spaces per unit
2. At least, ¥2 parking space dedicated for guests with an
intercom from parking entrance to each uitit @ sign notifying public of guest parking spaces.
2
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b) Motion: The Board of the Studio City Neighborhood Council opposs the MND (DIR-
2010-1000-SPP-SAPA) regarding the proposed Equinox Fithess Cloh the Sportsmen’s
Lodge lot. A careful review of the MND regarding the proposd Equinox Fitness Club on
the Sportsmen’s Lodge lot has failed to adequately address axtensive number of topics
listed in the MND, including subjects such as, but rtdimited to, parking, traffic, building
design, and utilities. Furthermore, the MND failed toaddress items such as construction
traffic, air quality, presentation of a tree report, or the provision of the LA River access,
Specific Plan requirements, etc. The report advisoryammittee is attached.

Comments related to Equinox at Sportsman’s Lodge Project

DIR-2010-1000-SPP-SAPA 12825/12833 Ventura Blvd. Studio City

Parking: The parking plan, as presented is flawed, and based stianable data. The Specific Plan requires
1,025 spaces for the property, including 300 for the gym aomeently, there are 567 parking spaces on the
property, including 71 spaces located on an easement prgjexitnover the Los Angeles River that can
potentially be lost to the Revitalization Program a&sritaer is restored. Thus there are effectively 496 pgrki
spaces for planning purposes.

Construction of the Equinox building will eliminate 78 @nt spaces, which are to be reclaimed by re-
striping the remaining paved surface of the property, adgiages wherever possible, including numerous
double parking spaces which will require permanent valetcesr in order for them to be utilized.

There is also the issue of differing numbers for preggiarking requirements being submitted for review on
different documents. The MND shows expected peak usagheofym combined with expected hotel
demand for that time as needing 484 spots, 180 for the gy@0dnidr the hotel and banquet facility. Without
the easement spaces, that is only 12 more spots than mmgéapacity. The MND also shows maximum
projected demand for the Lodge facilities to be 351 spadashywwhen combined with a worst case scenario
of that demand coinciding with peak gym use, means a pademand of 531 spots.

However, the numbers shown in the MND differ fronogé in the Master Land Use Permit Application,
which shows a peak weekday demand of 524 spots at 6PM andkendgeak of 544 spots at 5PM. Thus, it
would appear that the numbers have been artificiallyedrdown to what spaces can be found rather than
what the parking needs are likely to be. As such, tresoime question as to the validity of the findings
presented for review.

Furthermore, none of these numbers reflect the psrfecterstandable efforts by the Lodge management to
increase their business. The banner currently displape€aldwater Canyon Ave. advertises banquet
facilities for parties of up to 1000 people, a customer float, if combined with employees, hotel guests, and
Equinox members would completely overwhelm availableipgr&n the lot.

The parking plan also uses the spaces available ondifferent lots, but does not contain any guarante¢s tha
these spots can not later be withdrawn from use, relitheheir current owner(s), or a new one that might
come into possession of one or more of the propartidse future. The spaces that will be availablehen t
lot where the gym is proposed would be completely inadeqagimvide parking even at the given projected
usage, let alone what would be required if the building esehes the maximum capacity allowed by law. As
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such, any plan relying on shared parking for these properiiesut ironclad written agreements guaranteeing
their premise is unreliable, and therefore no plarl.at a

One more parking issue is the ongoing Lodge practice @ihgelot space to movie and television shoots in
the area, and the extra space required for large vehiglesn by guests staying in the Lodge. Any parking
plan that doesn't specifically address guest bus and RMingads a separate space requirement and that
doesn’t ban the rental of spaces to outside users isetbtmfailure.

Traffic: Ventura Blvd. and Coldwater Canyon Ave. are both chadlyibusy throughout the business day,

and approach gridlock during projected peak gym use hours imdineing and evening. The current

proposal does not address in any manner the additioniad ttad gym will bring to the area at any time, nor

the additional slowing and blockage of traffic flow bysalowing to ingress the property, either from the side
of the street where the gym will be, or from vehidgsng to turn across traffic from the opposite side.

Additionally, the customers will cause the same sdrtlelays and hindrances to vehicle flow when they
egress the property after visiting the gym. Inevitably, eredditional trips and their unavoidable disruptions
will cause an increase in vehicle collisions. The ingeea traffic will also make the area that much more
hazardous for pedestrians.

The current Metro bus stop and lay over point at thedamd Ave. entrance will likely need to be relocated,
as the current practice of leaving buses there crediksdaspot for anyone looking to travel east on Ventura
from the gym. Since Ventura also curves to the spustheast of this location, westbound Ventura trafic i
also difficult to see, both from the curve and theettparking along the north side east of the exit. Unless
the intersection is controlled with a signal, or ggtal barrier is installed making said driveway a righihtur
only exit, it is a given that people will attempt left Haturns out of the driveway and thus they will be
involved in accidents with drivers traveling in both direcsiaon Ventura, an event for which this area is
already too well known.

The Alcove Ave. entrance to the west has similsmas with sight lines and traffic flow, with the a ktestop
being located just west of it, as well as parked vehicldsth directions and the additional issue of traffic
maneuvering to turn north on Coldwater potentially crgaéirthird lane of westbound traffic for drivers to
cross during their ingress or egress. There are actuallgriveways at this location, but one is blocked with
a chain and used for permanent parking spaces.

Restricting the southern exits to right turn only foresafeasons causes further traffic problems in the area,
since there is no easy way for patrons to reversephéh and travel east, should that be their destinafio®

first two options are to go south on Coldwater and tkéinoh Hallkirk to come back through the residential
neighborhood there, or north on Coldwater either to fdaxk, which is one lane each way at that intersection
and already heavily traveled, or to take Woodbridge throhglrdasidential area between Moorpark and the
river. The third option is to continue west on Venturad turn around at the Valley Vista/Ethel intersection,
either by a u-turn at that intersection, by turning letiod'Little Ventura”, rejoining Ventura at Van Noord, or
by turning right onto Ethel, then right onto Valleyheattthe river and then right onto Coldwater and then
turning left at Ventura. The popularity of any of thesates with the area residents affected by them or the
drivers having to use them is predictable.

The effects of the sun shining into the eyes of driasrshey attempt to ingress or egress via Ventura Blvd
cannot be overstated during the times it is an issuesattme morning and evening times when peak customer
use is expected and peak traffic flow occurs on Venturar. cln the additional hazard caused by glare from
the metal and glass surfaces proposed for the buildexderior design affecting drivers on Ventura Blvd,
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both at the gym entrances, but as far up and down Veatutie light will travel. Although the MND says
this will be remediated by the use of non-reflectiveemats, we have the recent examples of the Disndy Ha
downtown and the Vdara Hotel in Las Vegas to show pa@asiot the same as reality. As such, the current
design for the exterior of the proposed building is fitaglaffic hazard, above and beyond the traffic isstie
will cause by drawing customers to its services.

The western entrance to the property, located on Codsiv@@anyon at the LA River Bridge, across the street
from the south side of Valleyheart Drive presents simgsues as the others, possessing a bus stop located
between the 76 station and the corner and the siteedbtmer fire station albeit without the parked vehicles
or sun glare. However the problems with traffic fland cross traffic turns are the same, with the adddio
traffic entering the street from the service statiwhjch gives little warning to the drivers exiting the Lodge

property.

Another impact that the additional traffic the gymllvaring and the inevitable congestion that will result
because of it will be the increased travel time andhbéeeby delayed response for the vehicles of Firedstati
78, which uses Ventura at least three to five times mdss day to respond to calls in the western portion of
its area of operations. These delays will undoubtediyltres literally being a matter of life and death for
someone they are responding to, the only question beingavitehow often such an event will occur.

Additionally, all vehicle traffic from vendors bringinsupplies and services to the gym must be required to
occur only during off peak traffic hours on Coldwater andtuWer) as a condition of doing business at the
location, should the project proceed.

Construction Traffic: Beyond the burden of daily traffic that the gym witing, the issue of construction
traffic has not been addressed. Besides the flowlu€les bringing building materials, the current plansall
for the removal of approximately 7000 cubic yards of exea/abaterial. At a nominal 10 cubic yards per
truckload, this will require 700 round trips to and from thddmg site. Even a generous, but unrealistic,
estimate of 10 loads a day means at least fourteen vedaksreased truck usage on Coldwater, with the
resulting impact on traffic, and causing further damage stveet already in horrible repair. The creatioa of
hauling plan, with a designated route, hours of use andtt@ndant public hearing are required for such
activities, yet there is no plan available for review.

Another problem with the excavation is the nature ofrtiagerial being removed and the potential for health
risks to the public because of it. Besides the additjpasdiculate and other pollution emitted into the drga
the trucks and excavation equipment moving the soilsjkély Ihood that the soil in question, being so close
to the river, is sandy and thus a source for siitelation exposure to members of the community needs to b
addressed before the first scoop is moved. The possildenmes of mold spores in the soil that could be
released is also a health concern that needs to heamad and discussed prior to any construction activity
occurring at the site.

Additionally, the DWP is expected to begin work on t@eldwater portion of its ongoing trunk line
replacement project in the near future, which will grboth the loss of traffic lanes, and the attendaraktr
traffic bringing supplies to the site and hauling away aond debris from it. The difficulties that would be
caused if these two construction events coincide shmaildbvious. Numerous procedural delays internal to
the city have already caused serious disruption in theenvmain project, hampering the completion of
sections currently under construction locally and &htherefore be expected to have a similar effectath b
the trunk line project and the proposed building under disaussice.
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Building Design: The most obvious flaw in the building design is the esien of the second floor over the
driveway area. This will likely reduce the maximum heigletarance below that of most delivery vehicles
and, more importantly, that required for emergency vehgle$ as fire trucks. In fact, from a review of an
aerial view of the property, it appears that these gdrtioks, as well as guests with oversize vehicles, will be
forced to enter the property from the Coldwater engandy, and exit from there also, and then only if they
possess a sufficiently short wheel base as to bet@ibf@neuver in the restricted lot space available.uf s
the present design needs to be reviewed with an eyedolving this issue, both for the building design itself
and the obvious problems it causes to the parking plareasmnied.

Furthermore, the proposed design does not fit into the sfyhe existing Lodge buildings, nor does it fit into
the general style sense of Studio City in general. d@sgihe aesthetic issues it raises, the slab sided amet
glass surfaces of its exterior are the potential oofcdangerous effects on traffic as discussed in dtdips

of this report. Any redesign must address the issueaod §y removing design elements that can cause it, and
the exterior of the building must substantially refléet style and appearance of the main Lodge building in
order to be acceptable to the community.

Utilities: The additional burden the gym will place on the losalage system is inadequately addressed.
There is talk of building a “gray water” landscape irngatsystem, but no information on where or how this

will be implemented, or even any assurances that dainig scceptable to the various City agencies that
review such things. Nor is the issue of additional peronssfrom other agencies outside of the City who may
have a say in such things addressed. Thus this medgtimsubstantiated in its current form.

The issue of raw sewage, as opposed to “gray water” fioks,sshowers, floor drains, etc, is also not
discussed thoroughly. There is mention of a “wastewatd” that would store up to three days projected
generation of “wastewater”, allowing it to be pumped itite sewer during periods of reduced flow. Since
the term “wastewater” is used instead of the previous tgray water”, there is some question as to whether
this tank will contain human waste from toilets andals, or if it is part of the proposed irrigation system
Regardless, the presence of this tank creates the pbtmtia large spill of contaminated liquid almost
directly into the LA River channel, with the attendgatlution, health issues and ecological damage that
would necessarily result from such a spill. Furthermooegevidence is presented that there are any periods of
reduced flow in the main sewage line locally. Since thi@esValley area drains through it, the possibility
readily exists that the line is either at or near mmaxn capacity at all times; certainly the presence of a
scrubber station in Studio City that is operating atgldm than projected use indicates that the area systems
are already dangerously near maximum capacity.

Water usage is also not discussed in an acceptable faghiere is no certification from the DWP that they
can provide the water demands this facility will creats, is there any such calculation available for review
or study. The additional burden on the current water suggpwcity of the area is supposedly addressed by
the use of self-closing faucets in sinks. Although the usenwoflow toilets and urinals is required, nothing is
said in regards of water use for showers. Unless thbtyfas somehow equipped to limit shower use by
patrons to a short period of time, say three to five mgubath no additional use after that time, it is
reasonable to assume that the majority of water ugeeibuilding will be from post work out showers. Eve

if such usage is partially addressed by the presence ofldawshowerheads, any projected reduction in
demand from their use will likely be offset by the tinfeflow for each user. Since the cost of such water
usage is transparent to the individuals, unlike their haseewhere the bill comes to them, there is no impetus
for them to be conservative in their use there. Sined&tjuinox is marketed to a high-end customer base, it is
unlikely that they will wish to curtail their client’s stver use, and therefore there is no mediation of the
facilities water use or sewer discharge.
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Rainwater and runoff management are also not specifiadtlyessed in the applications, but need to be prior
to any approval of this project, as does the requirenoerthé creation of a dedicated public access to the LA
River.

Conclusion: This report, while covering a large number of major problents the Equinox development as
currently proposed should not be considered a compsiegl of all shortcomings with the proposal, but
rather a synopsis of the most egregious ones disabdering the short period of time available for the sub-
committee’s review of the submissions. Undoubtedhth&rresearch and discussion will reveal more items
that are not in compliance with the established req@reésifor property development in Studio City.

11. Government Affairs Committee reportBgrbara Monahan Burke (10 min.).

Motion: The Board of the Studio City Neighborhood Council autlorizes the issuance of a letter,
substantially in the form attached hereto transmitting our canments on the Community Design
Overlay Streamlining Ordinance to the City Planning Department the City Planning
Commission and the City Council.

On SCNC Letterhead

October 2, 2010

Los Angeles City Planning Department

Attn: Michelle Sorkin (nichelle.sorkin@Iacity.org
Alan Bell Alan.Bell@lacity.org

Michael J. Lo Grandetfichael.logrande @lacity.oyg

Los Angeles City Hall

200 N. Spring St., Room 621

Los Angeles, CA 90012

The City Planning Commission:

The Board of the Studio City Neighborhood Council has restethe proposed CDO (Community Design
Overlay) Streamlining Ordinance of August 2010. Please placeomments below in your formal record on
this matter.

General Comments on Q & A:
The “CDOs” should be mandatory not voluntary.

#1 Question: What is being proposed?

Answer: The Department of City Planning is proposing an ordiance that would allow for
administrative review of projects when they are fully comphknt with design guidelines and standards
contained in Community Design Overly Districts.

Response: We contend that any determination over 10% is unacceptatiteut a public hearing. An
administrative clearance (ministerial approval) shelllimited to a 10% change. A director’s determination
of any amount over a 10% change shall not be allowedwuith public hearing. The neighborhood councils
shall be made aware of any application and the timedsponse shall be sufficient to accommodate the
neighborhood council review process.



SCNC Board Agenda  (cont.)

#2 Question: What does that actually mean?

Answer: The purpose of these changes is to reduce theopess length of time for projects that meet
CDOs. Basically, if a project complies with all a CDO’s gulelines and standards, applicants would get

a meeting and approval relatively quickly instead of waiting forPlanning to issue a determination letter
that authorizes the approval. If a project doesn’t meet althe standards, but still generally meets the
intent of the CDO by meeting the guidelines, a determinain letter will be written up detailing what is

in compliance and how.

Response:Based on the answer above, a letter of approvaheglis to be issued. The words “Still generally
meets the intent of the CDO” do not mean that theeptapeets all the standards of the CDO. This does not
seem to be in compliance with the requirement for gepr@o be “fully compliant with design guidelines and
standards contained in Community Design Overlay Distrias cited for administrative review in the first Q
& A. This attempt to expedite the approval of projesitshe expense of community input and compliance
with guidelines specifically constructed to insure tha $sicale and character of an area is maintained is
unacceptable. Again, Neighborhood Council and public inputeressary.

#3 Question: Does this take away regulations? (Read: Does this mealt easier to build uglier
buildings?)

Answer: No! All adopted CDO standards remain as is! Projas in CDO districts are still subject to

CDO provisions. In fact, CDO standards are technically notegulations or law, which is why we are

focusing streamlining on the process. If anything, streaming the process provides an incentive for

property owners and developers to meet the guidelines and satitae in the permit process.

Response: Fully complying with the CDO standards and guidelinesasathly way to save time in the permit

process.

#4 Question: Why is this being proposed?

Answer: With Planning Department staffing levels at almost hlf of what they were five years ago, and
continuous additions of special zoning overlays and plans thatqaire staff's attention, we have fewer
Planners and more work (with legally-mandate deadlines!).We must prioritize and focus our limited
resources. The proposed ordinance reduces timelines asthff expenditures, while not changing or
undermining the guidelines or standards that apply to projets.

Response: Reducing timelines and saving staff time is not acceptable whe accomplished at the expense
of the community. It changes and undermines the standaddguidelines that are to apply to projects. The
Neighborhood Council shall be added to the review proaegsafficient time allowed for them to review
and comment. The Planning Department shall prioritizeetlpwojects that have legally mandated deadlines.

#5 Question: Why am | just hearing about it now?

Answer: This is the perfect time to hear about it! Thee public information meetings are just an initial
step in reaching out; the goal is to explain what we are pr@sing so that we can receive your input.
Your comments are welcome throughout September (in ordeio be incorporated in to the staff report),
and beyond; you can continue participating at the City Planning @mmission Hearing (yet to be
scheduled) and the Planning and Land Use Management Commigeof Council (PLUM) and City
Council. Please sign in to be on the mailing list of futeér meetings.

Response: The initial time allowed for formal input from Neightbarod Councils and the public was too
short. Neighborhood Councils need a minimum of 60 daysesearch and hold Committee and Board
meetings before reaching a formal opinion. The adviepmyions of the neighborhood councils are essential
and they are mandated by the Los Angeles City Charter.
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# 6 Question: Wasn't this already proposed?

Answer: Yes! In 2007 the Planning Department proposed CDGtreamlining, which was approved by
the City Planning Commission without much fanfare. The odinance at the time defined types of
projects that could receive sign-offs (also known as adminigttive clearances). Given further
budgetary restrictions in recent times, and because th@ity Attorney had concerns about defining signs
as minor projects, we decided that a more comprehensiwersion of the CDO streamlining ordinance
would be most effective. We are now bringing it back thougpublic review

Response: The Studio City Neighborhood Council expects the CDO Stiregag Ordinance to uphold the
Billboard Ordinance in its entirety as instructed bg @ity Attorney, with no exceptions. Supergraphics,
digital, and oversized signs and billboards, as welhraexcessive number of signs, shall not be allowed
unless they are located in the few previously approved Sgindds. Nothing is “Minor” about Signs.

#7 Question: Is this the same thing as the “Core Findings” @e Amendment?

Answer: No! The CDO streamlining ordinance is coming fom the Community Planning Bureau, a
portion of the Planning Department that is responsible forcreating and “implementing” the CDOs (that
means reviewing projects and making sure the plans are folved). The Core Findings and Code
Simplification efforts are being done by a different sectin of the Planning Department, the Code
Studies unit, in order to make findings consistent througbut the Los Angeles Municipal Code.

Response: The Community Planning Bureau creates and implements thes CIP@visions for continuing
enforcement are necessary. The tools for enforcemsit be in place before any changes are implemented.

#8 Question: Why is the CDO Streamlining and Citywide Desig&uidelines meeting combined:

Answer: We devised a combined meeting as an innovative way to maze attendance and draw in
people who may have heard about one but not the other. A conmmigid meeting also conserves resources
(for example shared staffing cuts down on costs) and helggaff coordinate and learn from each other.
Response: Combining presentations is a sensible way to save baffhastd attendees time and to save the
City money. Stakeholders shall receive earlier ra@ifon of proposed workshops and meetings. They shall
take place over a longer time span to enable greatecipation and their locations shall be spread-out over
more areas of the City.

Comments on Community Design Overlay Streamlining:

p.1 Section 1. (d):

This Administrative Clearance shall include review of pineject through the neighborhood council review
process.

p.1 Section 1. (d) (3):

This Administrative Clearance shall include review of pineject through the neighborhood council review
process.

p.1 Section 2.2. Project:

All signs or billboards including but not limited to polgmiss and/or monument signs shall comply with the
Billboard Ordinance as instructed by the City Attorneyhwno exceptions. Supergarphics, digital, and
oversized signs and billboards shall not be allowed urtless are located in the few previously approved
Sign Districts.

p. 2 Section 3. E.2. (b):

An Administrative Clearance shall include review of gheject through the neighborhood council review
process. An Administrative Clearance (ministerial apal) shall be limited to a 10% change. A Director’s
Determination of any amount over a 10% change shab@ailowed without a public hearing.
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p.3 Section 3. E 3. (a) and (b):

A Director’s Determination of any amount over 10% shadt be allowed without a public hearing.
“Substantially” is a subjective and not measurablee Jtandard shall be objective with measurable criteria.
The meaning of the phrase “scale and design” is rotsdme as the meaning of the phrase “scale and
character.” This constitutes a significant changdénprovisions of the CDO.

p.3 Section 3. E 4:

The Notice and approved plans shall also be mailed tdi¢ighborhood Council. Additionally, we reiterate
that any determination over 10% shall not be allowedowitla public hearing.

Sincerely,

John Walker, President
Studio City Neighborhood Council

12. Cultural Affairs Committee report IRichard Niederberg (10 min).

13. Outreach Committee report loga Cahan-Davis(10 min).

14. Transportation Committee reportBgn Di Benedetto/Scott Ouellett¢10 min).

15. Bylaws Committee report IRon Taylor (10 min).

16. Crime & Safety Committee report Bayne Kartin (10 min).

17. Comments from Board Members on subject matteéhsnvthe Board’s jurisdiction (10 min).

18. Adjournment (1 min).
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