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SCOTT COUNTY
PLANNING ADVISORY COMMISSION
MEETING MINUTES
Scott County Government Center
200 Fourth Avenue West
Shakopee, Minnesota
Monday, December 10, 2018
County Board Room at 6:30 PM
I.

ROLL CALL AND INTRODUCTIONS
Chair Vonhof opened the meeting at 6:30 PM with the following members present: Gary Hartmann,
Donna Hentges, Ed Hrabe, Lee Watson, Barbara Johnson, Ray Huber and Tom Vonhof.
County Staff Present: Brad Davis, Planning Manager; Greg Wagner, Senior Planner; Nathan Hall,
Associate Planner, Deb Brazil, Administration; Tom Wolf, County Board Commissioner; and Dianna
Gerold, Deputy Clerk to the Board; Cindy Geis, Property Tax and Customer Services Manager; Barb
Weckman Brekke, County Board Commissioner.
Chair Vonhof noted the Ames Construction matter on the agenda has been postponed to a future
date and will not be heard at this meeting.

II.

APPROVAL OF NOVEMBER 13, 2018 MINUTES
Motion by Commissioner Johnson; second by Commissioner Hrabe to approve the
minutes of November 13, 2018 Planning Advisory meeting. The motion carried on 6
ayes. Commissioner Huber abstained from voting.

III.

CONSENT AGENDA
3.1

PUBLIC HEARING 6:30 PM: JUDITH M. WILLIAMS TRUST (PL#2018-097)
A.

Rezone 80 acres from UER, Urban Expansion Reserve to UER-C, Urban Expansion Reserve
Cluster.
Location:

Section 32

Township:

New Market

Current Zoning:

UER

Motion by Commissioner Watson; second by Commissioner Hentges to approve the consent
agenda. The motion carried unanimously.
Criteria for Approval:
1.
The proposed action has been considered in relation to the specific policies and provisions of and has
been found to be consistent with the official County Comprehensive Plan.

2.

The proposed rezoning conforms to the goals and policies contained in the 2030 Comprehensive Plan
for preservation of land in those areas that may be compatibly integrated with future urban development.
The proposed use is or will be compatible with present and future land uses of the area.

3.

The use is not changing and while the lot size is being reduced the overall density will remain at one unit
per 40 acres.
The proposed use conforms to all performance standards contained in this Ordinance.
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4.

5.

The use of the property is not changing; the majority of the property will remain in agricultural
production.
The proposed use can be accommodated with existing and planned public services and will not
overburden the County or Township’s service capacity.
The use is not changing and therefore will not adversely impact public service capacity for local service
providers.
Traffic generation by the proposed use is within capabilities of streets serving the property.
The existing residence has frontage on County Road 86 and the access point will not be altered. The
remaining parcel will share the same access.

And noting that New Market Township recommended approval of this request at their monthly meeting.
IV.

PUBLIC HEARING 6:35 PM 2040 COMPRESHENSIVE PLAN/RECOMMENDING BOARD ADOPTION
OF DRAFT PLAN

Planning Manager Brad Davis provided an overview of the 2040 Comprehensive Plan. Mr. Davis is seeking a
recommendation from the Planning Commission, and then the 2040 Plan will be brought to the County Board
for approval. After County Board approval the 2040 Comprehensive Plan can be submitted to the Metropolitan
Council by the December 31, 2018 deadline. This agenda item was continued from the November Planning
Commission meeting agenda due to 3 (three) outstanding issues that need to be revisited in order to receive
direction from the Planning Commission. The specific details within the staff report and a video are available on
the Scott County Website November 13, 2018 Planning Advisory Commission Agenda Packet
Mr. Davis began with a brief recap of the 2040 Comprehensive Plan presentation from the November meeting.
Mr. Davis noted the Commission had reviewed all comments and staff’s responses to the draft plan and had
received written and oral comments on the matter. It was noted that all comments and responses from the
public and County staff about the 2040 Comprehensive Plan were posted on the County website and staff has
taken steps to get information out to the public including articles in the Scott County Scene. The Commission
supported all proposed modifications to the draft plan at the November meeting, except for the 3 (three)
outstanding issues in which a 3-3 split decision was obtained due to 6 members in attendance. The Planning
Commission agreed to table these 3 (three) matters until the December 10 meeting when all seven members
would be present
Mr. Davis reviewed the first issue regarding cluster development in Cedar Lake Township. Option A is to
continue to allow 1 per 8 density cluster and PUD cluster development options and subtract wetland acreage
when determining 1 per 10 acre densities. Option B is to no longer allow 1 per 8 density cluster and PUD
cluster development options and no longer subtract wetland acreage when determining 1 per 10 acre densities.
It was noted that the Cedar Lake Township Board has not given any position on either option. After the
presentation several commissioners shared their views.
Commissioner Hentges comments: She expressed respect for everyone on the Commission who needs to
make a recommendation on this topic. She found it interesting that the Township provided no direction. She
reminded others that many Cedar Lake citizens provided responses to the plan and sought option A, but now
support the compromise provided in option B, as well as County Staff recommending option B. She lives in the
township and has to live with the decision. She will be voting for option B.
Commissioner Hartmann comments: He was aware that the area neighbors were rallied together to support
option B but noticed the area farmers and long-time landowners were not represented until recently. He has
received several phone calls to keep the status quo. He pointed out how Scott County is growth orientated and
cited county projections for growth. It is important to look at the matter from a county wide perspective and what
is best for the County. Landowners who may want to develop their land in clusters and keep the outlot as
tillable and this is the best option for the land use. Therefore, he will be voting for option A. The farmers and
landowners are outnumbered although they own the majority of the land
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Commissioner Johnson comments: She described her family history of living in Scott County including the size
of their parcels and her own business in Scott County. She has vested interest in this county. She felt the
farmers were not vocal enough but the ones that did provide input had some really good points. She will be
voting for option A.
Commissioner Watson comments: He was in favor of option B for economic reasons. He expressed concerns
regarding townships having the financial resources to support clustering, safety of roads, access on to roads
and driveways during continued growth without a plan in place to effectively address the next 10-20 years.
From an economic standpoint, option B is the best option.
Commissioner Huber comments: He was in favor of option B. He stated that should density become an issue in
the future that 10 acres parcels can be sub-divided in the future as he has seen in other areas.
Commissioner Hrabe comments: He will be supporting option A. The county wants to grow and housing will be
needed and believes people are looking for parcels to build on that are manageable. People and housing will
allow the county to grow.
Commissioner Vonhof comments: He noted Scott County is a very large county with different levels of density.
Cedar Lake Township has clearly expressed their position and will be supporting option B.
With no further comments presented, a formal roll call vote was requested. The options were presented on the
video screen for Issue #1: Cluster Development in Cedar Lake Township. Option A is for the status quo which is
to continue allowing 1 per 8 density cluster and PUD cluster development options and continuing to subtract
wetland acreage when determining 1 per 10 acre densities. Options B is for the staff recommended change no
longer allowing 1 per 8 density cluster and PUD cluster developments options and no longer subtracting
wetland acreage when determining 1 per 10 acre densities.
Commissioner Hartmann voted Option A
Commissioner Hentges voted Option B
Commissioner Huber voted Option B
Commissioner Hrabe voted Option A
Commissioner Johnson voted Option A
Commissioner Vonhof voted Option B
Commissioner Watson voted Option B
Mr. Davis stated the plan will move forward with Option B on issue #1 for staff recommended change per the
roll call votes.
Mr. Davis reviewed the second issue regarding existing outlot development in Cedar Lake Township. Mr. Davis
reviewed history of development in that area and how ghost plats exists for some of those set aside areas for
future development should it be determined that those areas may be opened up for greater density. Staff
recommends Option A to keep the status quo which is to not allow further housing development on existing
cluster subdivision outlots where density for original parcel has already been utilized. Option B is to allow
further housing development on existing cluster subdivision outlots to which allows density to original parcel but
at a home per 10 acres or 1 per 2.5 acres. In addition, Option B if chosen then a second decision on opening
the outlots to a 1 per 10 acre or 1 per 2.5 acre density will be needed. It was noted that the township board is
in support of Option A. Mr. Davis opened the floor for questions from the Commissioners.
Commissioner Johnson asked about what information regarding developing the outlots had been originally told
to the developers and how many have asked about developing of the outlots? . Mr. Davis replied that
developers were aware they had maximized density and the outlots were set aside for possible development in
the future for more density depending on future comp plans. There were no promises for time frames. The
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idea to include the outlot development in the new comp plan originated with the county staff and had no outlot
owners come to the county to request development of an outlot area. There has been some interest from
owners since the idea was presented. Commissioner Hartmann asked what were the size of the acres on the
ghost plats and the size of the lots that were developed. Mr. Davis presented actual examples of ghost plats
and cited they were platted for 2.5-acre lot sizes as was the developed lots that currently exist. After the
presentation and question period, several commissioners shared their comments:
Commissioner Hentges comments: She would not want to see the commission support Option B at this time
referencing the prior vote to not allow further cluster development in Cedar Lake Township.
Commissioner Hartmann comments: He would like to allow the development of the outlots citing the developer
invested in the infrastructure and planning of their property with the goal of eventually having more 2.5 acre lots.
Commissioner Johnson comments: She supports Option B citing it was one of the purposes the owners
developed their land originally.
Commissioner Huber comments: He stated the development of the outlots need to wait until it is decided the
area as a whole should have more clusters or 2.5 acre lots in the future.
Commissioner Hrabe comments: He asked for clarification on when and how a vote would take place on the
options and the size of the lots.
Commissioner Vonhof comments: He commented on the how the township will be affected if the 2.5 acres are
allowed resulting in the doubling or more of the density. The idea of the outlots is that they would be set aside
until the infrastructure is there to support the further development. The ghost plats were a new idea starting
around the year 2000 to show what it might look like and where roads may go but they are not binding, they are
conceptual. He does not support changing the status quo at this time.
With no further comments presented, a formal roll call vote was requested. The options were presented on the
video screen for Issue #1: Option A is for the staff recommendation of keeping the status quo which is to
continue not allowing housing development on existing cluster subdivision outlots as the density for the original
parcel has already been utilized. Option B is for changing policy to allow further housing development on
existing cluster subdivision outlots and a separate vote on lot density if further development is allowed.
Commissioner Hartmann voted Option B
Commissioner Hentges voted Option A
Commissioner Huber voted Option A
Commissioner Hrabe voted Option B
Commissioner Johnson voted Option B
Commissioner Vonhof voted Option A
Commissioner Watson voted Option A
Mr. Davis stated the plan will move forward with Option A for the status quo on issue #2 per the roll call votes.
Mr. Davis reviewed the third issue regarding guiding Automobile Nation in the comprehensive plan. Automobile
Nation is an auto sales lot with direct access off Highway 169 currently guided as urban expansion in the 2040
Plan. After the Staff reviewed the City of Jordan’s long-range sewer plans and the length of time before sewer
services are likely to reach this property, it was recommended the property be moved from urban expansion in
the 2040 Plan to urban transition where a density of 1 home to 10 acres can be obtained. The owners of the
property provided feedback through open houses and public hearing requesting the property be guided
commercial as that is the current use. The request has been scaled back from 2 parcels to 1 parcel
immediately around the buildings and sales lot. The Sand Creek Town Board provided a comment letter with
historical information and cited an engineering study on the 169 corridor access and frontage road planning for
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the future. Mr. Davis offered Option A to guide property a Transition Area land use category and Option B to
guide the property to the Commercial land use category. Mr. Davis pointed out that re-zoning the property to
Commercial would make the current use of the property a conforming use and allow the use to expand. Mr.
Davis opened the floor to the Commission for questions and comments.
Commissioner Hentges asked about the Santec report and the area of the property that was considered in the
report. Mr. Davis replied that the report did not specifically address this property but was looking at the
feasibility of putting a frontage road along the Highway 169 corridor south of 173rd Street and the bluff face.
Hentges asked if staff had a recommendation on this matter. Mr. Davis replied that Staff does not have a
recommendation on the land use of this parcel and neither does the Sand Creek Town Board.
Commissioner Hartmann requested Mr. Davis to display a December 6, 2018 memo from the Sand Creek Town
Board on the screen to review with everyone. Mr. Davis displayed the comment letter from Sand Creek and
read several points from the document out loud highlighting the portion stating the unlikeliness of the property
being served by a frontage road connection due to land disturbance to the bluff face on or near the parcel in
question. Hartmann asked about information the Auto Nation owners showed him on MNDOT purchasing land
along the highway for a future frontage road leading to the city of Jordan asking Mr. Davis if he was aware of
this plan. Mr. Davis replied that Staff is not aware of any MNDOT owned land for frontage road along the
property.
Commissioner Huber asked what the advantage would be to guiding the property to Commercial use versus
Transitional use. Mr. Davis replied explaining the current zoning district is residential. The current use is
considered legal nonconforming because it is not allowed in the residential zone. If property owner wanted to
intensify or expand the use of the property for commercial purposes they would be limited due to the
nonconforming use category. They could continue to operate as is but would be unable to expand unless they
are zoned Commercial. Huber asked about the future possibility and plans for a frontage road along the area
and noted that the long range plan is to remove as much direct access to Highway 169 as possible. Mr. Davis
replied that he was aware the of the feasibility study done to extend frontage roads just past 173rd Street and
although very likely, it is possible a frontage road could extend further south where the road would encounter
the bluff face.
Commissioner Vonoff called for a roll call vote upon receiving no further comments or questions from the
Commissioners for Option A Guiding Automobile Nation to Transition Area Land Use or Option B-Guiding
Automobile Nation to Commercial Land Use.
Commissioner Hartmann voted Option A
Commissioner Hentges voted Option A
Commissioner Huber voted Option A
Commissioner Hrabe voted Option A
Commissioner Johnson voted Option A
Commissioner Vonhof voted Option A
Commissioner Watson voted Option B
Mr. Davis stated the plan will move forward with Option A to guide Automobile Nation to Transition Area Land
Use per the roll call votes.
Mr. Davis reported that he will be presenting the 2040 Comprehensive Plan, incorporating the 3 items just
decided, to the County Board the following week. Once the Plan is approved by the Board it will be submitted
to the Met Council for their review. He is expecting the Met Council will respond by March 2019 to the Plan’s
consistency and conformance with the system plans. Once approved by the Met Council it will be brought back
to the County Board for official adoption of the 2040 Comprehensive Plan. Until the 2040 Plan is adopted by
the County Board, the 2030 Comprehensive Plan will be in effect. The County will have 9 (nine) months from
the point of adoption to update zoning ordinances and maps to be consistent with the 2040 Comprehensive
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Plan. Mr. Davis asked for a motion on approving Resolution #2018-002.
Motion by Commissioner Watson; second by Commissioner Huber to herby incorporate all of
the final modifications agreed upon this evening and incorporating all of the proposed
modification listed in November 13 Staff report, I recommend approval of Resolution #2018002 and ask that the chair read the entire resolution into the public record before asking for a
formal roll-call vote on the resolution. The Chair read the entire resolution into the public
record.
The Chair called for a roll-call vote on Resolution #2018-002.
Commissioner Hartmann voted nay
Commissioner Hentges voted aye
Commissioner Huber voted aye
Commissioner Hrabe voted aye
Commissioner Johnson voted nay
Commissioner Vonhof voted aye
Commissioner Watson voted aye
The motion carried with 5 ayes and 2 nays.
For the Staff report please click on the download arrow and click on Agenda, Save and Open. Please open the
bookmark at the top of the page and click on the 2040 Comprehensive Plan.

V.

PUBLIC HEARING 6:40 PM: THOMPSON LAND, LLC (PL#2018-056)
A. Preliminary Plat of 16 lots and 1 outlot on75.32 acres.
Location:

Section 19 & 30

Township:

Credit River

Current Zoning:

RR-2

Greg Wagner presented the staff report for this application and noted Staff recommends approval of the
request. The specific details within the staff report and a video are available on the Scott County Website
December 10, 2018 Planning Advisory Agenda Packet
For the Staff report, please click on the download arrow and click on <Agenda>,<Save> and <Open>. Please
open the bookmark at the top of the page and click on the Thompson Land LLC title.
After the presentation the Chair opened the floor to Commissioner’s questions and comments:
Commissioner Watson question:
• He asked when does the bypass lane come in to play and is it a part of the construction process
and what is the staff satisfaction with the emergency service access description as it is listed in
the report. He noted that it is important for this type of access in a long cul-de-sac. Mr. Wagner
replied reporting the right turn lane was constructed with the Grey Fox development, and the
township collects a lot turn lane fee to help fund other road improvements. County
Transportation is recommending that the applicant, township and county work to install a bypass
lane within 2 years as part of the County Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). With
regards to an emergency service access, staff would support the township’s recommendation to
add language requiring a road connection be made if adjacent parcels and development have
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not occurred within a certain timeframe. This would be an emergency service gravel drive.
Commissioner Vonof question:
• He asked about the turn arounds that will be at the end of the streets noting they will become
through street eventually but what is the plan until then. Mr. Wagner described the current bulb
cul-de-sacs and how future turn arounds would be similar and in accordance with township
specifications for temporary cul-de-sac turn arounds.
Commissioner Johnson question:
• She asked about a unique shore area on lot 2 and how it will be protected and monitored. Mr.
Wagner explained that Kane Lake is a DNR protected lake which has particular county and DNR
setbacks and specifications for structures, septic systems or other modifications. Following
these specifications are required of the land owner in order to protect what is considered the 75
feet of the shore impact zone. This area is measured and includes the inlet for setbacks.
Commissioner Hartmann question:
• He inquired about the typical path size owners may create on their property to gain access to an
environmental lake and cited a related ordinance he is aware of in Cass County. Mr. Wagner
replied he is not aware of a Scott County ordinance that defines the width of an access path to a
lake on a private property, however noted that the DNR may have specifications for path access.
The county will usually attempt to keep the mature canopy trees along the lakeshore to preserve
the view of the lake. They are generally fine with smaller saplings being removed but want the
larger canopy trees kept in place. Should an owner want to make such a modification that may
affect the trees or shoreline, the county and DNR would want to first review the plan. Both
organizations want to work with owners to ensure the shoreline is not destabilized.
The public hearing was opened up to the public; Two individuals approached the podium for comment:
Resident Tim Larkin comment:
• He informed the Commissioners that he was a resident of the neighboring Broadview Drive
neighborhood. He expressed concerns about the amount of traffic already going up and down
Broadview Drive and now will be adding more traffic. There is only one access for police, fire
and even construction vehicles. The present plan indicates is that eventually there might be
second access and it might be gravel but thinks there should more talk about doing the second
access up front. He thinks there should be second access to Texas Avenue for the residents in
order for the preliminary plat being presented to make sense, noting it will result in 2 (two) very
long cul-de-sacs. He wanted his concerns to be heard about the additional access as things will
change quickly and does not believe a dirt road is really access.

Commissioner Watson comment:
• He responded by stating he has brought up concerns about safety and traffic which are
issues when an area expands and builds more homes. He is concerned about having
one inlet and one outlet in a residential area.
Resident Mike Moes comment:
• He stated he has similar concerns, having lived in the area for 14-15 years, about having
only one outlet for the Broadview Drive neighborhood. He stated the original plans had
an outlet going south leading to the county road allowing for two access points to Grey
Fox and Darrel Lakes property, should it be developed. He asked what will happen to
the shape and grading of the current bulb cul-de-sacs and if any work needs to be done
on the street to accommodate more traffic. Mr. Wagner replied the current street was
constructed to township standards for local roads and the addition of more residential
traffic should not impact the road. Typically, existing roads do not have to be upgraded
to handle more traffic in these types of situations. With regards to the existing bulb culde-sacs, they will be modified through regrading and shaping to make them a straight
street which will include restoration of the adjacent yards. He noted the roads were
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designed with future connections in mind if and when further development would occur
to adjacent properties. This will rely on those properties to subdivide to make those
connections. There is no other planned access to County Road 27 and pointed out
where the possible future connecting roads are designed to be built when the time
comes.
Commissioner Johnson question:
• She asked Mr. Wagner if Credit River will become its own city in a couple of years.
Mr. Wagner replied that potentially in 2019 Credit River would take over land use
jurisdiction.
No additional speakers approached the podium for comment. Commissioner Vonhof asked for a motion to
close the public hearing.
Motion by Commissioner Johnson to close the public hearing; second by
Commission Huber to close the public hearing. The motion carried
unanimously
Commissioner Vonhof asked for a motion on the application for Thompson Land, LLC
(PL#2018-056).
Motion by Commissioner Huber; second by Commission Johnson based on
the criteria for approval listed in the staff report, to recommend approval of
the Preliminary Plat of Lake Estates consisting of 16 lots and 2 outlots of
75.32 acres, zoned RR-2 noting the recommendation is subject to the
conditions listed and must be satisfactorily addressed prior to County Board
consideration of the preliminary plat and noted the Township of Credit River
recommended approval of the application. The motion carried
unanimously.
Criteria for Approval:
1. Adequate Drainage – the proposed plat will meet all storm water drainage requirements as identified in
Chapter 6 of the zoning ordinance prior to County Board consideration.
2. Adequate Potable Water Supply – the proposed plat, utilizing individual wells, meets the requirements of
the zoning and subdivision ordinances.
3. Adequate Roads or Highways to Serve the Subdivision – The proposed lots will have frontage and
access off of the Broadview Drive extension through the plat, and off of the new Lake Drive temporary
cul-de-sac. Both will be paved Township roads. County Transportation is requiring the developer and
Township install a bypass lane on Texas Avenue (County Road 27) within 2 years of final plat approval.
4. Adequate Waste Disposal Systems – the proposed lots will meet all requirements of the individual
sewage treatment system ordinance prior to County Board consideration.
5. Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan – the proposed plat conforms to the goals and policies
contained in the 2030 Comprehensive Plan for the development in the Rural Residential Growth Area.
6. Public Service Capacity – the proposed development does not adversely impact the public service
capacity of local service providers as the lots will utilize the existing Township road for access, and a
bypass lane is required on Texas Avenue, an A Minor Arterial roadway.
7. Consistency with the Minnesota Environmental Quality Board's Policies- the property is below the 80
acres of changed land use that would require an Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) be
completed.
8. Consistency with Capital Improvement Plans – the proposed plat is not requiring any county funded
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road improvements; therefore it is consistent with the County’s capital improvement plan.
VIII. GENERAL & ADJOURN
Motion by Commissioner Hentges ; second by Commission Hrabe to adjourn the
meeting at 8:05 PM. The motion carried unanimously.

Tom Vonhof
Chair, Planning Advisory Commission

Date

Deputy Clerk to the Board
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CONSENT AGENDA

ELECTION OF OFFICERS
Board of Adjustment 2019

Election of officers will proceed as follows:

Gary Hartman – Board of Adjustment Meeting
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Open nominations for Chair of Board of Adjustment
Nominate
Ask three (3) times “are there any other nominations”
Motion to close nominations
Close nominations for Chair of Board of Adjustment
Vote on nominations for Chair of Board of Adjustment
Announce new Chair and vote count

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Open nominations for Vice-Chair of Board of Adjustment
Nominate
Ask three (3) times “are there any other nominations”
Motion to close nominations
Close nominations for Vice-Chair of Board of Adjustment
Vote on nominations for Vice-Chair of Board of Adjustment
Announce new Vice-Chair and vote count

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Open nominations for Secretary of Board of Adjustment
Nominate
Ask three (3) times “are there any other nominations”
Motion to close nominations
Close nominations for Secretary of Board of Adjustment
Vote on nominations for Secretary of Board of Adjustment
Announce new Secretary and vote count

Planning Advisory Commission meeting follows.

ELECTION OF OFFICERS
Planning Advisory Commission 2018

Election of officers will proceed as follows:

Tom Vonhof – Planning Commission Meeting
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Open nominations for Chair of Planning Advisory Commission
Nominate
Ask three (3) times “are there any other nominations”
Motion to close nominations
Close nominations for Chair of Planning Advisory Commission
Vote on nominations for Chair of Planning Advisory Commission
Announce new Chair of Planning Advisory Commission and vote count

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Open nominations for Vice-Chair of Planning Advisory Commission
Nominate
Ask three (3) times “are there any other nominations”
Motion to close nominations
Close nominations for Vice-Chair of Planning Advisory Commission
Vote on nominations for Vice-Chair of Planning Advisory Commission
Announce new Vice-Chair of Planning Advisory Commission and vote count

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Open nominations for Secretary of Planning Advisory Commission
Nominate
Ask three (3) times “are there any other nominations”
Motion to close nominations
Close nominations for Secretary of Planning Advisory Commission
Vote on nominations for Secretary of Planning Advisory Commission
Announce new Secretary of Planning Advisory Commission and vote count

Adjournment follows

