




 
MINUTES OF THE LANDMARKS BOARD 

 
   DATE:  July 10, 2013 

         TIME:   5:30 pm 
 

The regular meeting and public hearing of the Landmarks Board was held on the above date and time in 
City Council Chambers, third floor of Historic City Hall with the following members and City of Springfield 
staff in attendance:  David Eslick (Chair), Laurel Bryant (Vice-Chair), Ann Bayliff, Len Eagleburger, Monica 
Stegall, and David Brown; Daniel Neal, Senior Planner; Duke McDonald, Assistant City Attorney; Sandy 
Goddard Administrative Assistant.  ABSENT: Todd Smith and David Maggard. 

ROLL CALL: 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  May 29, 2013 minutes were approved with corrections. 

NEW BUSINESS: 

A. Certificates of Appropriateness: 
 

1.  1110 N. Jefferson:  Demolish historic structure. 

Mr. Neal commented that after further review staff was going to recommend tabling this request until there 
is more information taken to Planning and Zoning Commission regarding the property acquisition and 
change of use for this property.  Staff suggests that the public hearing take place today since members of 
the public are here to discuss it, but would ask the case be tabled to August. 

Mr. Ralph Plank, 1337 N. Washington, located in the Mid-Town Historic District and 1110 N. Jefferson is in 
the historic district as well.  Mr. Plank stated he is a member of the Mid-Town Neighborhood Association 
Board and has a letter from the Board that he would like to share with the Landmarks Board expressing 
concerns about the demolition of the Collins/Culler House.  Consistent with the Mid-Town Plan which is the 
City of Springfield Council Resolution 88345, dated March 27, 2001, said resolution conveys obligations for 
the City of Springfield, the Mid-Town Neighborhood Association and major institutions in Mid-Town to 
preserve the single family character of properties in the neighborhood and to preserve the irreplaceable 
architectural structures therein.  The demolition of the Collins/Culler house would violate these obligations.  
The Mid-Town plan is now a part of the Springfield-Greene County Comprehensive Plan.  In 2002 the Mid-
Town Historic District was expanded to include this property and is now a contributing structure to the 
National Register Mid-Town Historic District (Mr. Plank submitted a copy of the Mid-Town Plan).  The Mid-
Town Plan calls for R-12, or Springfield Public Schools, Central High School northern boundary to not 
extend north beyond the south property line of the vacant lot just south of the Collins/Culler housel.  It is the 
objective of the Mid-Town Plan to protect and improve the single family character of the neighborhood and 
objective five (5) is to encourage the preservation of architecturally significant structures and design 
features. The Collins/Culler House fits both of these criteria and is a beautiful example of a Queen Anne 



cottage.  The Plan states any organization with an interest in amending the Government Plaza Area which 
includes the 1110 block of North Jefferson should work for a consensus on the appropriate use for the 
affected properties. Modification of the Mid-Town Plan would be required to accommodate any R-12 or City 
Utilities expansion of area two (2).  To be consistent R-12 would need to reach consensus with residents in 
the area and Mid-Town Neighborhood Association as well as other interested parties which would include 
the Landmarks Board.  Modification of the Springfield-Greene County Comprehensive Plan would require 
public process and approval or rejection from Planning and Zoning Commission and City Council. Mr. Plank 
stated that to their knowledge R-12 has not contacted residents or Mid-Town Neighborhood Association to 
have a dialog to reach a consensus on the proposed expansion into the Mid-Town Historic District and they 
have not made any proposals to change the Mid-Town Plan and the Comprehensive Plan. The Mid-Town 
Neighborhood Association would like to encourage the Landmarks Board to table and or postpone 
indefinitely the request for demolition of the Collins/Culler House.  This will allow time for discussion and 
possible solutions to be found to preserve the historic structure.  Mr. Plank offered some ideas for solutions 
to the parking issue. 

Mr. Pete Redecki, 1215 N. Benton, located in Mid-Town and a member of the Mid-Town Board.  Mr. 
Redecki stated that as you look at an old neighborhood like this with hundred year old houses, probably 
almost every one of them at some time or other is going to be in a period of disrepair and it’s always in 
need of a new owner, finance or something and the challenge is always money.  With the commitments 
that were made within the Mid-Town Plan, together we have to figure out how to step aside as looking at 
this as a demolition project, it needs help. 

Mr. Steve Chotis, 4648 East Hidden Oak Place, commented he is CFO for Springfield School District and 
approximately one year ago was approached several times by the Principal of Central High School 
indicating that a number of complaints had been received by parents about the lack of parking for students.  
A review was taken to determine what might be available for parking; one of the concerns was students 
crossing the street and the focus was on this house just north of their property. The property was appraised 
and we entered into negotiation with the owner and then purchased the property. 

Mr. McDonald asked if anyone had considered running the proposal to purchase the property by the 
Planning and Zoning Commission first. 

Mr. Chotis said no. 

Mr. McDonald stated that has been done at this time, correct. 

Mr. Chotis said yes. 

Mr. Bill Shelburn, Coodinator for Facilities for Springfield Public Schools.  Mr. Shelburn stated when the 
property was purchased it was in bad shape and it is not getting any better.  We have received a notice 
from the City to take it down because it is a nuisance.  We have till July 25th to do that.  That is why we are 
trying to pursue this right now.  We are working on a Comprehensive Plan to do something with the green 
space where we took the original administrative building down; this would be part of that.  Right now, we 



are leasing a lot north of the Library from the Library for parking for students, but it is unsafe and very 
congested.   

Mr. Eslick asked where the faculty parks. 

Mr. Shelburn stated they park across the street by the swimming pool and they park on that lot north of 
Central.  It is a preference to them where it is closer to the classrooms. 

Mr. Eslick stated by tabling this, this kicks the demolition delay to a later date.  This is one of the most 
historic homes in Springfield and probably no one realized it until this issue came up. The first weatherman 
in Springfield lived in that house when it was built and the mayor of Springfield lived in the house.  It is an 
important piece of the history of Springfield and one of the best examples of preserving a historic home was 
the Rose O’Neal House on Summit that Drury College saved when they built the apartment complex there.  
Mr. Eslick stated he would like the School Board to consider saving the structure with Mid-Town being as 
important as it was and is because of its proximity to north Springfield and Center City, he would like to see 
it preserved. 

Mr. Shelburn stated the enrollment at Central High School continues to go up and we continue to need 
more  room for parking; not much we can do surrounded by other entities.  The house has been divided up 
into apartments and it’s a long way from its former self. 

Mr. Eslick stated the exterior of the structure is important; what the interior is like is not part of the 
Landmarks Board purview. 

Ms. Bryant asked if the school could build structures up like parking garages. 

Mr. Shelburn stated if they have enough money.  It is not feasible.  We have discussed that before, but it is 
cost prohibitive. 

Ms. Stegall stated with the concern of parking across the street, are there not crosswalks or crossing 
guards or some type of protection for the kids. 

Mr. Shelburn said that twice a day when students are coming and going it’s a circus and we are concerned 
about that.  It has helped with the City putting up signs in the middle of the street for the crosswalks, but it is 
an accident waiting to happen. 

Mr. Eslick asserted that the students are still crossing the street whether they are going to a parked car or 
leaving the school. 

Mr. Shelburn said he does not believe they would if they weren’t parking there. 

 Mr. Brown commented that the County and City discussed a multi-parking garage that was supposed to be 
where the police department is on the south end of it and the County seems to be having less and less 
parking; in fact they just demolished the Ralph Thieme Funeral Home which in his opinion was an historic 
structure.  Mr. Brown commented that possibly it is time for all these people to come together and discuss 



this issue.  We are in a crisis mode with parking with all these facilities coming together; Drury and City 
Utilities.  We are demolishing a lot of structures and putting up new structures such as the Public Safety 
Center, and the only thing they aren’t planning is parking. 

Mr. Shelburn stated that would be an option to look at.   

Mr. Eslick noted that since this is being tabled, there will time for discussion and possible alternatives. 

Mr. Shelburn commented there was one person who contacted the school wanting to move the house, 
doing a lot of research, and it is not feasible to move the house and there isn’t any place close to move it. 

Ms. Bryant asked for more information about the person who wanted to move the house. 

Mr. Shelburn stated that this person could not find any property in the area and it will be very expensive to 
move it because of utility lines needing to be taken down and put back up because of the height of the 
structure.  It may be in two pieces as there was the original house and an addition to the structure later on.   

Mr. Eslick commented on some homes located across from Reed Middle School, that were moved by 
Preservation Springfield who were in charge of rehabilitating those, and it took some time but it was done 
and they were moved eight to ten blocks from there.  Mr. Eslick commented he believes there should be 
property in Mid-Town available to look at and possibly someone will come forward and offer to purchase 
the home and move it with the request being tabled today. The hope is that the house will remain on the 
property as it is a National Historic Register Property. 

Ms. Bayliff asked the size of the lot. 

Mr. Shelburn said it is not big; maybe sixty (60X100) by one-hundred. 

Mr. Bayliff asked typically how many parking spaces would that be. 

Mr. Shelburn said they do not know that yet because there is a level change between the exiting parking lot 
and the two lots that the School owns there after they take the house down.  They would have to redesign 
the whole parking lot so it would not have to have a ramp for parking. That would take up quite a bit of the 
space. 

Ms. Bayliff asked if the lot could be redesigned while leaving the house. 

Mr. Shelburn said he did not see how they could because it would take up more than half the lot. 

Mr. Eslick commented they are using that building for part of their art department and think that possibly if 
that building could be saved, then Central High School could use that a classroom. 

Mr. Shelburn stated that is still changing the use of the structure with handicap issues and it wouldn’t look 
the same no matter what they did with it. 



Mr. Neal noted that Building Development Services currently has this listed as a dangerous building.  It 
doesn’t mean they couldn’t delay the request to the School District to demo, but they do try to keep a 
deadline with a dangerous building.  Mr. Neal stated he would need to involve Chris Straw with any final 
decisions regarding a delay. 

Mr. Eslick stated that if they table the Certificate tonight, the demolition scheduled for July 25th would be 
delayed. 

Mr. Neal stated he would have to discuss that with Mr. Straw, but that is a possibility. 

Ms. Bryant added that that lot is maybe fifty (50) foot wide; it doesn’t seem like a lot of parking would be 
added on this lot and it seems there is the cost of acquiring the property, engineering a different level from 
lot to lot and surely some of that could be applied toward a parking garage which might be a longer term 
solution.  With Central High expanding their programs, they are just going to keep increasing the number of 
kids and faculty needs for the school. 

Mr. Shelburn stated they have discussed that but it is very expensive. By having both lots they might 
equate to twenty (20) or thirty (30) parking spaces or less depending on the ingress and egress. 

Ms. Bryant stated that it is very sad to lose a beautiful example of a Queen Anne Cottage with this much 
history as this structure has for twenty parking spaces. 

Ms. Bayliff added as well as the beautiful trees. 

Mr. Shelburn stated the trees are easier to work around than houses, adding they do take the trees into 
consideration when they can. 

Mr. Scott Petrick, 1127 North Benton, commented when they took on their house it had seven apartments 
in it; it was vacant for four years and looked very similar to that house adding they are living very 
comfortably in the house, so if you are given enough time people will come forward and restore the beauty 
of the house. 

Mr. Eslick closed the public hearing. 

Mr. Neal commented that they plan to go to the Planning and Zoning Commission with a request to change 
use and acquisition in August if anyone is interested to discuss this issue further. 

Mr. Brown motioned to table Certificate of Appropriateness for 1110 N. Jefferson to August 21, 2013.  Ms. 
Bayliff seconded the motion.  The motion carried as follows:  Ayes:  Eslick, Bryant, Eagleburger, Bayliff, 
Brown, and Stegall.  Nays:  None.  Abstain:  None.  Absent:  Maggard and Smith. 

2. 328 E. Commercial:  Add a new sign to the storefront and door. 

Mr. James Allen, 328 E Commercial, Springfield, commented he needs a sign on his building.  This sign is 
copied of a Roush Bicycle Shop in Peoria, Illinois from 1887.   



Mr. Eslick opened the public hearing. 

Mr. Eslick asked about some PVC like pipes sticking out asking if there was a previous sign there. 

Mr. Allen stated he has had the building three (3) years.  There was a pawn shop sign there and a bicycle 
shop sign in the seventies and a Perkins Hotel sign there at one time.  This will be flat against the wall, 
probable no more than an inch protrusion from the wall. 

Ms. Bryant asked if the mounting of the sign would be in the mortar, not the brick. 

Mr. Allen said yes, adding it may be in wood on the wood front instead of the mortar or the brick. 

Ms. Stegall commented she does not see any issues with the sign.  It will be a good addition to the building. 

Mr. Eslick closed the public hearing. 

Mr. Bryant motioned to approve Certificate of Appropriateness for 328 E. Commercial.  Ms. Stegall 
seconded the motion.  The motion carried as follows:  Ayes:  Eslick, Bryant, Eagleburger, Bayliff, Brown, 
and Stegall.  Nays:  None.  Abstain:  None.  Absent:  Maggard and Smith. 

3. 1014 E. Walnut:  Demolish existing apartment and replace with new apartment. 

Laura Daugherty, 319 N. Main Street, Butler, Rosenbury and Partners. Ms. Daugherty asked if the Board 
has any questions for her and she will respond unless there is further discussion the Board would like to 
have. 

Mr. Eslick commented this is a revised plan from a previous pre-application hearing. 

Ms. Daugherty reviewed the revisions; from the previous plan the Board reviewed, they had originally 
planned to do two (2) structures, one at the front on Walnut Street and one on the back lot.  It will now be 
one structure with a full porch across the front to reflect the district.  They have modified the front porch and 
hidden the stairwell as the board had recommended.   Along the west elevation they have popped out a 
certain part of the building to provide more interest along that elevation and added more detailing as well as 
a gable end on the front second story area. While the size and massing of the structure will increase over 
the existing structure, the view from Walnut Street will be more consistent and compatible with the district.  
The removal of the driveway and restoration of the open space will also enhance the view from the Walnut 
Street.  

Ms. Stegall asked if they have considered another interpretation as far as not trying to mimic the form and 
shapes of the historic fabric of the street; like this is a new structure so she does not necessarily think that it 
has to look the other structures. 

Ms. Daugherty commented they are trying to shift the ideology of how infill should be treated in historic 
districts and we are trying to bridge the gap between what was previously the thought that it needed to be 
differentiated in a grand way where as now the thought is to be more sensitive, so we are trying to pick up 



some more massing and scale in proportions.  The way they do differ is the detailing is with modern 
materials and modern trim.  We try to keep the massing of the trim the same so it still has sort of weight it 
would need to work within a historic district, but not actually replicating. 

Ms. Bryant asked if the materials they will be using have changed. 

Ms. Daugherty stated it is still the cementicious board siding, five quarter trim details, asphalt shingles, and 
brick base around the foundation. 

 Mr. John Horner, 910 E. Walnut Street, commented he gave a presentation at the previous meeting and 
since then the plan has improved a lot.  He still has concerns about the plan as it is; it doesn’t have 
materials or trim or embellishments in the details adding he would like to see more dimensions to see what 
this is actually is going to look like in size. Apparently, they will be using a metal railing for the porch and he 
would like to see wood as it is more appropriate to the historic area. Mr. Horner asked the applicant to 
consider using wood siding. He is concerned about the brick foundation being suitable on the front.  Most of 
the houses have a lattice foundation on the porch.  Mr. Horner said he would like to see the size and 
materials for the doors and windows.  The fenestration on these houses is some of the most important thing 
about the houses and it would be nice to see some color renderings for the houses.  Mr. Horner asked if 
the Board could approve this conditionally on the basis that the applicant provides more details as 
mentioned. 

Mr. Eslick commented that on the Certificate of Appropriateness it states there are site plans, elevations, 
photographs, samples of materials to be uses, product literature, drawings, exhibits of why approved work 
should be approved and even State Historic Preservation officer comments that should be turned in with 
the Certificates.  Mr. Eslick stated that if these things were provided as requested then Mr. Horner’s 
questions would have been answered and suggested to Mr. Neal that we can remind future applicants of 
these requirements.   

Ms. Daugherty stated that with regards to Mr. Eslick and Mr. Horner’s comments regarding the Certificate 
of Appropriateness and the items required; for this proposal it is a new construction and per the Certificate 
of Appropriateness they are only required to submit the plans, elevations, site plan and the narrative.  Since 
they are not doing a remodel or renovation of an historic property they are not required to submit product 
data or details which is why it differs from what this process was, adding they are trying to meet all the 
requirements.  They are not trying to skirt anything, but based on the way the Certificate of Appropriateness 
reads, that is not a requirement for this type of project.  Ms. Daugherty stated there are metal railings on an 
apartment building four buildings down from this current building and it has metal railing and a brick porch.  
It was originally built and is part of the Historic Register, because it is an historic property, and it has metal 
railing and a brick porch.  Ms. Daugherty commented it makes sense whenever it is that type of use.  Ms. 
Daugherty addressed the siding and in constructing a new building, using modern materials makes sense.  
Modern material in this application is more durable and Mr. Horner agreed as well, adding she hesitates 
about imitating every single thing on the street.  That is in direct conflict with the actual Historic Walnut 
Street Guidelines.  There is a passage in there on new construction and it says it should be differentiated; it 



shouldn’t be creating a false history and mimicking everything on the street would be creating a false 
history.  The roof slope is 7”/12” so it is a respectful slope and works well with the district.  Ms. Daugherty 
stated the window sizes are generous, three (3) feet wide and six (6) feet tall.  Their intention is to make 
this a colorful project.  Ms. Daugherty stated they have tried to balance what is appropriate for the district 
but also does read itself as new construction. 

Ms. Bryant asked if they can make a motion with the changes that have been discussed. 

Mr. Neal stated they can provide more detailed elevations showing the slope and dimensions of windows 
and as Ms. Daugherty stated new construction doesn’t mention product literature and sample materials to 
be used so maybe you might what to change that in the future. 

Ms. Bryant asked about the materials for the pediment and the door detailing. 

Ms. Daugherty said it would be cementicious board and they plan on wood doors with wood trim.  

Mr. Horner stated they want this compatible with an historic district and the siding and the railing is very 
important and visible and a metal railing does not enhance the look as a wood railing could. 

Mr. Eslick asked if there was some siding that would look more like the wood lap siding with the a different 
profile. 

Ms. Daugherty stated they do manufacture several different profiles as well as a shiplap siding;  it can be 
purchased perfectly beveled to have the appearance of wood lap siding, adding she believes that this is 
achievable because this is a great product. 

Ms. Daugherty stated they will provide elevations that indicate roof slope as it stands currently at 7”/12”; 
indicate window size as they stand currently; door size; side porch trim and dimensions which mimic the 
front. 

Ms. Bryant asked if the shiplap beveling on the siding is part of the recommendation. 

Mr. Daugherty asked if that was a recommendation or a suggestion. 

Mr. Neal stated for it to be carried out in the field it would need to be a requirement of this application. 

Mr. Eslick asked if that was something the applicant could do. 

Ms. Daugherty asked on what grounds would that recommendation be made. 

Ms. Bryant stated that some Board members are concerned about hardiboard, so perhaps a shiplap with 
beveling would be a compromise between the two. 

Ms. Stegall stated she is not opposed to the cementicious fiber board on a new structure, but the overall 
design she is opposed to.  Ms. Stegall stated she believes it will give a false sense of historic appearance 
and is not a good example of a new structure.  It is trying to mimic what is there and people will question its 



validity.  Massing and scale wise it relates to the neighborhood, but the design and features she would 
rather it go the other direction. 

Mr. McDonald stated that the Board is deciding what they believe is appropriate and it has to go into the 
Certificate of Appropriateness as a requirement for them to follow. 

Mr. Neal stated that would be the same for the railing; he would want them to make a decision on the railing 
because he is unclear on what the Board is asking for at this point.  He knows what the applicant is asking 
for, but need clarification on what the Board is requesting. 

Ms. Bayliff stated wood railing would be look nicer. 

Mr. Eslick asked if they were going with the metal railing because the property down the street had metal 
railing or is that for maintenance. 

Ms. Daugherty stated both.  It is a durable material and will last longer with the intensity of use it has.  We 
have discussed using a metal material but detailing it in a more similar manner of wood, which is typically 
larger members; the wood is going to be a 2 X 4 or 2 X 6 top rail and spindles and metal is usually smaller. 
We discussed increasing the size of the steel and when it gets painted out it has a similar appearance from 
the street front and yet still maintains the durability.  That is their preference. 

Ms. Bryant stated that a metal railing in that use does not offend her sensibilities because it is a commercial 
use and durability is a factor in how it will look long term.  Ms. Bryant asked Ms. Daugherty if she believes 
with the expansiveness of this much siding, do you think it would look better in a shiplap with bevel. 

Ms. Daugherty stated it is a different look; the lap is what you see on a lot of these houses.  Many of them 
do have lap, some have shiplap, but most have lap and they are very different looks to her.  Shiplap is a lot 
more streamlined; lap is a lot more residential in kind.  If we went with the shiplap, it would look a lot more 
commercial but that is not necessarily more historic in nature in her opinion. 

Ms. Bryant stated she is concerned along with Ms. Stegall on the replication however she believes the 
sizing is correct. 

Mr. Neal stated that the board could table this for two weeks if this is of importance to the Board and you 
don’t feel that you have enough information.  Getting it right the first time is very important.  Ms. Daugherty 
would need to answer if this is something that they agree with. 

Mr. Eslick asked if two weeks would be agreeable with the applicant. 

Ms. Daugherty stated they can make it work, if that is what they need to do.  Obviously we prefer to have 
approval now, but we can wait.  Ms. Daugherty stated that to be clear the Board wants samples of the 
siding, product data for the windows and sizes as well as the doors. 

Mr. Neal commented that a lot of the updates we talked about up to the elevations and then the sample of 
the siding is what the Board is asking. 



Ms. Bryant asked for side porch trim and dimensions as well to reassure Walnut Street District that those 
will be matching to the front. 

Ms. Daugherty provided pictures of a residential brick porch with metal railing and the other is a commercial 
apartment building with the metal railing.  Ms. Daugherty stated they plan to have something a little more 
ornate than that. 

Mr. Eslick asked if they were going to use the larger metal. 

Ms. Daugherty stated if that is the recommendation of the Board then they will do so, adding that since 
Monica brought up the point of trying to replicate too much, she is on the fence about that, but she does 
question if that is the right thing to do. 

Ms. Daugherty asked to go through the list of what they need to be doing next, and confirm this will be 
tabled for two weeks, is that correct. 

Mr. Eslick said yes. 

Ms. Daugherty stated she will bring in samples of siding and product data of both shiplap and lap; show 
window size, slope of roofs, door materials with sizes; show side porch trim and dimensions; the railing 
would be steel fabrication so it would not be a product they would purchase, it would be something they 
would detail and have built. 

Mr. Eslick asked for a drawing of the size. 

Ms. Daugherty asked if the recommendation is to make it more like the wood profile, to be clear. 

Mr. Eslick asked that both drawings be submitted for review and at that point a decision could be made for 
the drawings. 

Mr. Horner commented again on the siding and the precedent it would set and it’s making something 
cheaper. Hardie board siding is cheaper and something like real cedar, a finger jointed cedar although 
finger jointed cedar is not near as expensive as solid beveled cedar siding and at the cost of cost savings 
we are sacrificing a lot. The railing is put there for cost savings as well and when you come in and build 
something in the Historic District remember this is for hundreds of years.  You may build it for durability, but 
most houses are built to lessen the maintenance; we all maintain our homes.  We paint and repair.  It is a 
constant in maintaining our homes.  It is not cheap to build a historic replication.   

Ms. Bryant motioned to table Certificate of Appropriateness for 1014 E. Walnut for two weeks.  Ms. Stegall 
seconded the motion.  The motion carried as follows:  Ayes:  Brown, Stegall, Bryant, Eslick, Bayliff, and 
Eagleburger.  Nays:  None.  Abstain:  None.  Absent:  Maggard and Smith. 

 

 



Pre-Application Review 
1. 101 E. Commercial:  Add a new veranda to the east elevation of the building. 

 
Mr. Steve Deckard, 1539 N. Piney, Marshfield, commented he is the architect for the project.  They are 
asking to add a veranda to the east side of this property.  It will not be attached to the building.  It will be a 
self support structure with four posts.  Mr. Deckard stated he is available for questions. 

Mr. Eslick stated he feels it will be a good project. 

Ms. Stegall stated she believes it will be a great addition to the firehouse. 

Mr. Neal asked the applicant if he would be prepared for the next meeting in two week. 

Mr. Deckard stated that is possible. 

Communications: 

Mr. Eslick stated he had reported to the Greene County Historic Sites Board on Monday they had talked 
about the signs for the Trail of Tears.  Preservation Springfield has offered to help pay for the signs. 

Mr. Neal stated the Webinar for Historic Tax Credits is not accepting anymore applications. 

Ms. Bryant suggested Mr. Neal talk to Leann Camey regarding Land Grants and the monies she might 
have available in future with Community Foundation of the Ozarks. 

Mr. Neal mentioned they are working with the Springfield Public Schools for a Change of Use and 
Acquisition proposals to Planning and Zoning on August 8, 2013, if the Board is interested.  The meeting 
for August 7, 2013 will be cancelled. 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at approximately 7:00 p.m. 

 
 
 

______________________ 
Daniel Neal 
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