
BRVA LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES 
July 22, 2025, 6:00 P.M. 

Northminster Presbyterian Church 
1660 Kessler Blvd. E. Drive 

 
Present: Andrew Baldwin, Bo Boroski, Chad Fallis, Brian Gamache, Garrett Lawton, 
Josh Mazur, Tim Oprisu, Sam Rogers, Karen Valiquett, Daisy Winkler, Jordan Dillon and 
Emily Parkins 
 
Guests: Hannah Able, Anthony Bellamy, Domenica Bongiovanni, John Camusas, M. 
Christine Taylor, Dudley Taylor, Karen Griffiths, Alan Hague, David Hughey, Ruth Ann 
Ingraham, Mark Jones, Tina Lazar, Robert Lloyd, Michael Mendez, Jack Milton, Mike 
Moga, Scott Mosmier, John Pantzer, Glenn Plaster, Brett Rathmell, Kate Ryan, Cindy 
Shano, Forba Shepherd, Nancy Siebert, Ellen Stoesz, and Ali Westergren 
 
Bo Boroski, LUD Chairman, called the meeting to order at 6:02 p.m. He explained the 
objectives of the Land Use & Development Committee and the rules of presenting to the 
committee.  The committee members were also introduced. 
 
Bo asked if there was a motion to approve the minutes from the May 27 meeting. 
Andrew made a motion to approve.  Josh seconded. The minutes were approved 
unanimously.  
 
Bo noted that there were two presentations on the agenda for the evening.   
 
6568 Cornell Avenue - KMK Cornell, LLC: Joe Calderon presenting on an 
application to rezone .21 acres from the C-S (FF) (TOD) district to the MU-2 (FF) 
(TOD) district to provide for the expansion of the Sapling School located at 921 E 
66th Street. 

• Note: prior to the meeting, the LUD committee was provided with letters of 
support for the above request from the following individuals: Amy Brink, Beth 
Johnson, Andrew Davis, Al Smith, Kyle Hughes, Scott Kraege and Todd Morris.  
These letters were provided via email.   

 
The presenters, Mark Jones and Mike Moga, began the meeting by introducing 
themselves and distributing materials to the committee.  Mark represents the Sapling 
School.  Mark noted that the Sapling School has been in business since 2017, with the 
first property located on 65th Street.  Mark shared that in 2021, the Sapling School 
acquired the property on E. 66th Street, and they just recently closed on a property 
nearby.  Their intentions are to expand the building on 921 E. 66th Street by adding an 
additional 4700 square feet.  They’d like to co-locate everything to 921 E. 66th Street so 
they are not operating out of two facilities and everything is operating out of one location 
under one license.  They serve fifty (50) children and hope to move everything into one 
building by August 2026.  Mike highlighted the list of prohibited uses and the statement 
of commitment that were prepared for the committee’s review.  Mike confirmed that they 



communicated with the planning department and there was no desire to add any other 
prohibitions to the list.   
 
Bo opened it up to the committee for questions and feedback.  Garrett shared the plans 
look really good but noted the woodchips on the sidewalk are a concern.  Mark 
indicated the Sapling School is working with a landscaper.  The addition of metal edging 
was discussed to help the issue but they preferred to avoid that option due to the risk it 
could present to children.  They are currently working on a mesh solution.  Mark noted 
that part of the issue is rainwater and downspouts.   
 
Daisy asked for clarification of the request.  It was confirmed that the Sapling School 
has acquired the other property and is looking to rezone the property.  Mark confirmed 
the property is currently zoned CS, and under that zoning they could’ve built on it as is, 
but they have a desire to connect the buildings so the two are enclosed.  The request is 
to rezone the property to MU-2.  Bo clarified that they currently own two parcels right 
next to each other and they need them to be zoned consistently.  Bo asked if there was 
anything else that needs to be done to the property.  It was noted that it depends on 
what the sidewalk ends up looking like, but Mike was not aware of any additional 
business to present.  
 
Bo requested the addition of “Fireworks Store” to the list of prohibited uses.  There were 
no concerns with this modification to the list.  Karen asked how the Sapling School 
plans on managing drop off and pick up.  Mark noted that, since the pandemic and with 
remote work being much more common, hours of drop off and pick up have changed 
drastically.  In talking to the employees and director of the Sapling School, Mark was 
informed that parents are dropping off anywhere between 7:30-10 a.m. and picking up 
anywhere from 3:30-7 p.m.  There is no longer a major rush due to remote work 
schedules.  It was noted that there are twenty-one (21) parking spaces, and city 
planning requires one (1) parking space per 400 square feet.  Mark indicated they may 
need twenty-four (24) parking spaces depending on how things work out with the 
expansion.  It was noted there are ten (10) parking spaces along 66th Street, along with 
additional parking on Cornell.  There are eight (8) parking spaces right in front of the 
building on Cornell.  Mark shared the staff mostly parks on the street due to their early 
arrival times and leaves the parking lot for parents. 
 
Andrew indicated a desire to add “Marijuana Store” to the list of prohibited uses.  It was 
shared that “Dab Bar” phrasing was added to the Land Use Development (LUD) 
Committee’s list of prohibited uses previously, and in addition, marijuana stores are 
already a prohibited use for properties zoned as MU-2.  Bo asked if there was a need 
for additional fencing with this expansion.  It was shared that the fencing that is already 
there will continue along Cornell and will run along the building and come back around 
the expansion area.  Lastly, Mark noted that, with this expansion, fifty (50) additional 
children will be added to the school.   
 
Bo requested a motion to support the application to rezone .21 acres from the C-S (FF) 
(TOD) district to the MU-2 (FF) (TOD) district to provide for the expansion of the Sapling 



School located at 921 E 66th Street.  Karen made a motion to support.  Brian seconded 
the motion.  The motion was supported unanimously.  It was shared that the hearing is 
scheduled for Thursday, July 24 and a letter of support noting the list of prohibited uses 
would be provided in advance of the hearing. 
 
0 Canal (Northwest quadrant of intersection of College Avenue and Westfield 
Boulevard) - City of Indianapolis, Department of Public Utilities, Board of 
Directors for Utilities Trustee, Public Charitable Trust for Water System by Mark 
Demerly: Hannah Able with PAD Architecture presenting on a request of Variance 
of Development Standards of the Consolidated Zoning and Subdivision 
Ordinance to provide for the installation of a 30-foot tall steel sculpture on top of 
a 4-foot tall concrete base with a zero-foot front yard setback and within the clear 
sight triangle of the intersection of College Avenue and Westfield Boulevard, and 
encroaching within the right-of-way of Westfield Boulevard (encroachments not 
permitted) 
 
Bo introduced the second presentation of the evening and welcomed Hannah Able as 
the requester.  It was noted that Sam Rogers is recusing himself from all discussions 
relative to this project.   
 
Hannah introduced herself and indicated she was present on behalf of Mark Demerly.  It 
was shared that they have filed a variance for the property that is city owned at 6280 N. 
College Avenue.  It was confirmed that this is on city right-of-way property adjacent to 
the canal on the northwest corner of Westfield and College.  Hannah confirmed that a 
sculpture is being proposed for this site, and that she is before the committee not to 
discuss the sculpture itself, but to discuss the variance on where the sculpture is to be 
placed.  Hannah informed the room that the current sign has been there 25+ years and 
the plan is to remove the sign and replace it with the sculpture.  There was a group of 
organizations that have worked on this project so far: the Birge Family Foundation, 
Indianapolis Arts Center, Broad Ripple Village Association and the Penrod Society.  
Hannah indicated that the Indianapolis Arts Center will take ownership of and maintain 
the sculpture.  Hannah noted that the sign, as it is now, sits right in the clear-sight 
triangle, which is calculated for street visibility along Westfield and College and is 
measured according to the zoning requirements to be a line run the center down the 
right of way.  For each of those streets, it happens to be 120 feet.  From there, you 
connect that line and within that triangle, there are restrictions on what you can place in 
that area for visibility.  The existing sign sits within that triangle.  This sculpture would 
replace that sign and would continue to sit in the same place within that triangle.  When 
the sign was originally put in, the zoning was different, or was unenforced at that time.  
Right now, the current sign is approximately fifteen (15) feet tall and is opaque for that 
entire fifteen (15) feet.  The proposed sculpture is thirty (30) feet tall with a solid base.  
The base will have thirty (30) inches above ground, with the rest of the base being 
underground.  This is an existing condition that is already non-confirming.  In addition to 
the sculpture, there will be plantings.  The large pine tree will remain.  The shrubs and 
flowering plants will be replaced and complimentary plantings across College will be 
added to help the space overall.  To summarize, the request of variance itself is to 



reduce the 120 feet in each direction to 100 feet in each direction, which would allow it 
to be in the same spot as the existing sign.  Hannah confirmed that the dimension of the 
sight triangle is supposed to be 120 feet and 120 feet and then connected.  They are 
requesting 100 feet and 100 feet. 
 
Garrett asked what the process is for people who want to give input or ask questions 
about the sculpture.  It was shared that there was a public hearing on February 3 at the 
Indianapolis Arts Center about the project, and approximately 30 people attended that 
meeting.  As a part of the February 3 meeting, notices were sent to the public and 
information was included in the BRVA newsletter. 
 
Karen informed the room that the LUD committee asked the city about the traffic history 
in that intersection and if there were safety concerns.  The division/department of the 
city that looked into and evaluated the project cleared the project.  The LUD received 
specific information about traffic incidents in that intersection.  It was reiterated that the 
purpose of the clear sight triangle is to allow cars to have visibility and, again, this was 
cleared by the city. 
 
Tim asked if there was a No Turn on Red sign in all four directions of the intersection.  It 
was shared that travelers can currently make a right turn on red when heading south on 
College and turning right onto Westfield Blvd.   
 
Daisy asked Hannah to repeat the information about the base of the sculpture.  Hannah 
reiterated that the sculpture has a four (4) foot base but approximately half of the base 
will be underground.  There will be 30 inches of the base above ground. 
 
Bo opened it up to the public for feedback.   
 
Scott Moser introduced himself as a longtime resident of Broad Ripple who lives a block 
and a half from the proposed sculpture location.  Scott asked if the welcome sign would 
be relocated, and noted that the sculpture in question does not seem to have any 
signage associated with it. He shared that this would just be an art piece in place of a 
welcoming sign relative to the Broad Ripple neighborhood.  Scott believes this is 
probably not the best use of the land to make sure people understand the place of 
Broad Ripple.  Scott indicated that public art is great, and honoring and using a Hoosier 
artist is great.  Scott shared that this piece of art, or a similar piece, was down in Palm 
Beach in March and it had a large bitcoin sponsor sign right in the middle of it.  Scott 
asked if the committee has been approached about any naming rights or sponsorships 
for the art.  Bo asked Hannah if she would be okay with Scott reaching out to her to 
inquire about the potential for sponsorships to be included on the artwork.  Hannah 
confirmed he could reach out to inquire about this topic.  Jordan shared that the BRVA 
has been on calls about this project and has tried to assist the benefactor with the 
process to complete this project. Jordan stated she would be very shocked if this person 
would be interested in putting any type of sponsorship on the sign.  It was also 
confirmed that the piece planned for Broad Ripple is a custom piece and was not in 
Palm Beach.  As it relates to the current garden sign, Jordan shared that the BRVA has 



talked to that artist’s family, and they are interested in finding another location for that 
sign.  At this time, there is not another location that is interested in having this piece on 
their property.  Scott noted it would be a good idea to have signage welcoming people 
to Broad Ripple.  Scott also suggested having something in the contract about the 
prohibition of sponsorships and naming rights for the sculpture.  Bo informed Scott that 
is outside of what the LUD is considering today and encouraged him to communicate 
his thoughts and feedback in writing to Hannah. 
 
Glenn Plaster introduced himself as a 40-year community member who lives a block 
and a half from the proposed location.  Glenn stated he has watched Broad Ripple 
evolve into a mishmash of high rises, parking garages and chain restaurants.  Glenn 
shared his belief that Broad Ripple used to be a destination town with fine dining, cute 
shops and lots of fun places to go, and that far more people visited the town than they 
do now.  Glenn believes Broad Ripple doesn’t have a quarter of the patrons it used to 
and that the town has been destroyed.  Glenn does not see what this artwork is 
supposed to represent.  He shared that he found out about the sculpture on the Next 
Door app.  Glenn believes a much better representation of Broad Ripple would be an 
arch over the Monon Trail coming into Broad Ripple.  Lastly, he shared that people are 
leaving Broad Ripple and the sculpture is one more representation of something that is 
out of place.  Bo reminded Glenn that all his feedback is outside what the LUD is 
considering today, but Bo encouraged Glenn to stay involved.   
 
John Pantzer introduced himself and shared his concern for public safety as it relates to 
the project.  John noted that this will likely be something people congregate around, and 
noted it is a pretty dangerous intersection, especially given the red line bus goes 
through the intersection.  John indicated it is likely people will come take pictures of the 
sculpture. His concern is whether this location is the right location for the sculpture.  He 
wonders if it will cause accidents for people looking at it while driving by, especially 
given the intersection is tight and people pass through the intersection somewhat 
routinely.  Bo reiterated that the LUD committee received traffic statistics from the city 
regarding accidents in that intersection.  Five different statistics were relayed to John 
and the room from the prior year and a half, including 1.) the number of collisions 
resulting in injury in this intersection was zero; 2.) the number of total injuries reported 
was zero; 3.) the number of collisions resulting in incapacitating injury was zero; 4.) the 
number of collisions resulting in possible injury was zero; and 5.) the number of total 
possible injuries reported was zero.  It was confirmed these statistics came from the 
email sent by the city to the LUD.  Bo agreed the intersection has the potential to be 
dangerous, but stated the data from the village suggests otherwise.   
 
David Hughey introduced himself as a third-generation resident of Broad Ripple.  David 
asked about the maintenance of the piece and who would take care of it.  He shared 
that art in the village has been falling apart for years.  Jordan noted that the Birge 
Family Foundation is creating a separate fund for the Indy Arts Center to use for 
maintenance of the piece in the future.  Jordan confirmed that maintenance has been 
paramount in discussions to date about the sculpture.  Bo reminded the room that the 
city wouldn’t own the new piece of art and confirmed that maintenance considerations 



for the new piece are what has taken this project such a long time to reach its current 
state. 
 
Karen Griffiths introduced herself and stated she had a question she’d like clarification 
on.  Karen mentioned the public meeting on February 3, and asked whether the project 
was a done deal and if this specific piece of art is the final selection.  Josh indicated it’s 
the LUD’s duty to consider the variance requested from the current rule and it’s the 
committee’s job to determine whether this request is more of a benefit and is not 
negligent.  The LUD’s job is not to provide feedback or an opinion on the art itself, but is 
strictly to evaluate the request to reduce the triangle established by the city ordinance 
and city codes.  Karen shared she understands that and confirmed she is trying to get 
information for the Broad Ripple residents on whether this project and artwork is a done 
deal.  Jordan indicated she cannot answer that.  Jordan noted the BRVA was asked to 
share information about this project and the public meeting to community members via 
the BRVA newsletter.  Jordan confirmed the information was shared, the public meeting 
occurred, and feedback was collected.  Jordan is not sure if another meeting will occur 
to collect additional feedback.  If Jordan is made aware of another meeting, it will be 
communicated out via the BRVA newsletter.  Karen reiterated she is asking these 
questions on behalf of community members who are not in the loop. 
 
Bo reminded the room why the motive and mission of the LUD is read at the beginning 
of the meeting, and in this case, the LUD is there to address the variance itself.  Bo 
encouraged the room to be vocal to the people who are installing the art if there are 
questions.  It was underlined that the LUD’s sole duty during the meeting is to address 
the reduction from 120 feet to 100 feet for the triangle.   
 
Ruth Ingraham introduced herself.  She questioned what the intent of the August 5 city 
meeting was.  Jordan committed to answering the question after all of Ruth’s remarks 
have been shared.  Ruth stated she has lived in Broad Ripple since 1945 and has a lot 
of affection for the town.  Ruth expressed her dismay for the particular piece of artwork 
that was chosen by thirty people.  Ruth does not believe this piece represents Broad 
Ripple and says nothing about the Broad Ripple village.  Ruth again asked for more 
detail about the city meeting on August 5.  Jordan indicated its her understanding the 
original date of August 5 has been continued to September 5.  At that meeting, the city 
will hear from people who have feedback on the project, including members of the 
public, but Jordan could not confirm what the city will take into consideration before 
making a decision.  Jordan confirmed the September 5 meeting will be a zoning 
meeting about the clear sight triangle.  Again, Jordan does not know what they consider 
and reminded the room the LUD solely provides support or no support for a project.  
The city will either approve or deny the variance request.  Ruth asked if the LUD 
committee was asked to approve the sculpture and Bo indicated that is not within the 
purview of the LUD.  Further, Bo again reiterated that the LUD is solely responsible for 
addressing the variance request. 
 
Scott Moser followed up on Bo’s suggestion that people interested in providing 
feedback on the art contact the people responsible for the piece.  Scott asked where 



that contact information can be found.  Hannah shared she is here on behalf of Mark 
Demerly.  Hannah confirmed that, presumably, Mark Demerly would have that 
information and would be willing to share.  Jordan also offered that Scott send her an 
email and she can pass it along to the appropriate people.  Jordan noted the 
challenging part is that there are several different groups involved in the project and it’s 
difficult to know who exactly should receive critiques.  Jordan reemphasized she would 
be happy to take the feedback and pass it along to whoever needs to receive it. Jordan 
again confirmed the groups involved in the project are the Birge Family Foundation, the 
Indianapolis Arts Center, the BRVA and the Penrod Society.  Bo said there was an 
article in the IBJ earlier in the day about this project and if community members are 
passionate about the plans they should make sure their voice is heard by reaching out 
to the organizations.  Scott shared it is difficult getting to the right people within those 
organizations to ensure the feedback is heard.  Bo informed the room about the BRVA 
newsletter and Jordan shared the process for subscribing, which can be done by visiting 
broadrippleindy.org.  It was also shared that there is a Land Use distribution which 
provides information specific to the Land Use Development Committee.   
 
Nancy Siebert introduced herself as a 50-year resident of Broad Ripple.  Nancy 
indicated she spends a lot of time on Facebook and she emphasized how many people 
online have shared their dislike for the statue.  Nancy believes the statue is ridiculous 
and it should be put somewhere else, as the statue is not Broad Ripple.  Nancy shared 
her opinion that the paintings on the buildings in Broad Ripple are beautiful, but the 
sculpture is outrageous.  Nancy said she believes the sculpture will cause a lot of 
congestion in that area resulting in injuries to people.  Further, Nancy indicated the 
community’s need for a bridge over the Monon Trail crossing Broad Ripple Avenue.  
Nancy does not feel that the statue is welcoming to Broad Ripple. 
 
Cindy Shamo introduced herself as a member of the community.  Cindy asked, if it 
wasn’t for the installation of a new piece in this location, would the sign in its current 
configuration exist.  Further, she wondered if the LUD meeting is because of the new 
sculpture, or if the old sign would need to be removed because it’s not confirming to the 
current zoning laws.  Jordan shared that any new sign in this location would go through 
this same process.  Any new sign, or even a replacement of the exact same sign, would 
need to request a variance.  Cindy asked, if the benefactor wanted to consider a 
different location for the sign, would the variance go away.  It was confirmed that the 
variance request is tied to this project in this location.  A guest asked who was 
responsible for maintaining the current sign, and Jordan confirmed that is the 
responsibility of the BRVA. 
 
Ron Lloyd introduced himself as a member of the community since 1992 and shared he 
lives about six blocks away from the proposed location of the sculpture.  He noted he 
did not find out about this project until the week prior on Next Door. To date, on the Next 
Door post about the project, there are 403 comments.  Approximately 90% of the people 
are opposed for one reason or another.  Ron confirmed he’s aware that’s not what this 
current meeting is about, but since he missed the February 3 meeting, he wanted to 
share his opinion.  Ron shared his belief that in the last ten (10) years, the city has 



allowed a lot of things that aren’t of interest to the village.  There have been lots of new 
developments, which Ron is not necessarily opposed to the use of these buildings as 
apartments, but they have no sense of a village.  Ron drew a comparison to Main Street 
in Carmel, where Carmel made it look like an older village.  Ron indicated that the  
same thing could be done with any of the new buildings in Broad Ripple but no one has 
interest in keeping the village vibe, and this sculpture is another thing that adds to the 
very modern look.  Ron does not believe the sculpture fits the town, it is not very 
welcoming, and there are a lot of other places it could be put. 
 
Anthony Bellamy asked, since the BRVA is responsible for maintaining the current sign, 
would that organization be responsible for maintaining the new sculpture?  Josh 
reemphasized that the Indy Arts Center will technically own and maintain the area and 
the sign.  A fund has been set up by the Birge Family Foundation to provide the means 
to maintain the art and area.  Further, an easement has been processed to transfer 
ownership. 
 
A member of the public asked if the Indy Arts Center already owns the piece of land 
where the statue will reside.  Jordan indicated that the specific square where the art is 
planned to go is bisected.  The majority is owned by Citizens Energy Group who owns 
the canal.  There is a part of the area that is owned by the city of Indianapolis.  Both 
groups have offered an easement of that square to the Indianapolis Arts Center.  It was 
asked if anything could be put there.  Jordan cautiously answered yes but clarified she 
is not sure what is part of the easement agreement.  A member of the public asked if the 
BRVA was going to help support the whole area surrounding the art.  Jordan confirmed 
the BRVA has a fund to help support the landscaping of that area.  Jordan also noted 
that the bricks in that area will be removed, cleaned, and re-laid.   
 
Brett Rathmell introduced himself and expressed his disappointment that he did not 
have the opportunity to speak at the first meeting as he was not informed about it.  Brett 
acknowledged his awareness that the BRVA is a small organization and expressed that 
the organization doesn’t represent the whole community.  He shared his frustration that 
a newsletter was only sent to members of the BRVA and the whole community was not 
informed.  Brett shared that there are many different forms of art and it doesn’t 
necessarily have to be this piece of art that goes in that space.  Brett noted his opinion 
that the BRVA has made bad decisions in the past and this piece of art would be 
another bad decision.  Brett informed the committee he performed an online poll and 
over 400 people responded, with 88% of the responses being negative.  80% hated it 
and didn’t want it at all, with 8% saying they liked it but not for the current location.  The 
remaining 12% felt it was appropriate for Broad Ripple.  Brett indicated he has a 
background in design and has worked all over the world and shared he does not believe 
this sculpture represents what Broad Ripple is about, contrary to what the artist 
believes.  He does not believe it shows warmth or community.  Brett noted that he feels 
Broad Ripple is trying to move away from the violence and empty storefronts, but this 
artist is about darkness.  Brett reemphasized the reaction he received to his poll on Next 
Door, noting that 17,000 people looked at the post.  Brett then distributed the results to 
the committee. 



Bo thanked Brett for his sentiments and noted his appreciation that the community 
members were present and sharing their opinions, even though that’s not why the LUD 
is meeting.  Bo reminded the room the LUD is not there to agree or disagree with the 
sentiments shared but again acknowledged appreciation for the emotion shared by the 
public.  Bo reconfirmed that the LUD is meeting to discuss the variance.  Bo 
encouraged the members of the community to communicate to the foundation and the 
fund that are responsible for the sculpture.  Bo shared with the room that the only 
reason he is a member of the BRVA was because he wanted to make a difference.  Bo 
encouraged everyone to get involved and informed the room there are big things 
coming for the village and all members of the community will have the opportunity to 
weigh in on those items and put their fingerprints on the village.  Bo urged the public to 
continue to share their feedback on this project through the appropriate channels and 
for all future projects.  Bo highly encouraged everyone to read the Envision Broad 
Ripple information on the BRVA webpage as it’s highly tied to the village charm and 
culture and art.   
 
Bo requested a motion to recommend support of the proposed Variance of 
Development Standards for the installation of the sculpture within the clear sight 
triangle.  Josh mentioned he had a discussion item for the group.  Josh shared he 
appreciated John’s safety concern presented earlier in the meeting.  Josh requested 
that the committee also support the addition of a No Turn on Red sign for vehicles 
traveling southbound and turning westbound onto Westfield, should the committee 
support the proposed variance.  Josh would like to see the LUD encourage the city to 
explore that as a part of providing support for the variance.  Josh acknowledged safety 
is a concern and there could be people gawking around this intersection because of the 
statue.  John reiterated the sculpture will be polarizing for people who do want to come 
see it and the village could see issues with people stopping and getting out of their cars 
to look at it.  Josh repeated it was his personal opinion that the variance be supported 
with a caveat to add the No Turn on Red sign for the aforementioned location.   
 
Karen voiced it was appropriate to encourage the traffic division to evaluate the 
intersection for potential pedestrian safety concerns due to the possible gathering of 
people.  Karen does not believe the LUD can make its recommendation contingent on 
that, but likes the idea that the LUD put it on the record.  Jordan expressed that 
including the safety concerns with the recommendation and specifically stating the 
LUD’s recommendation to add the No Turn on Red sign would be impactful.  Karen 
does not believe the committee needs to come up with the exact language for the letter 
as a part of the motion.   
 
Josh made a motion to support the variance.  Garrett asked to share one final thought 
with the committee before the vote.  Garrett shared that he runs a lot in the village and 
has almost been hit by vehicles in this intersection several times.  Garrett urged the 
committee to really give consideration to the safety aspect prior to voting.  Josh 
indicated the conundrum of this situation because the LUD is not voting on whether this 
sculpture is going to be a distraction, but, if you look at the base and the proportions of 
the art and the clear sight triangle specifically, this piece of art is not taking away from 



that.  Josh noted that, in comparison to the current sign as it stands today, the new 
sculpture is not as dense and you can see through it and therefore, by the standard of 
the clear sight triangle, the new sign meets the clear sight triangle better than the old 
sign.  Josh reiterated that the LUD is looking strictly at the clear sight triangle and 
variance request which have nothing to do with some of the other concerns presented 
during the meeting.   
 
Bo requested further discussion.  A member of the community asked, if the LUD votes 
to not support the requested variance, does that eliminate the possibility that the 
sculpture is constructed in that area.  It was noted that the city still votes and could 
approve the variance, even if the BRVA did not support it.   
 
Bo requested a motion to recommend support of the proposed Variance of 
Development Standards for installation of a sculpture within the clear sight triangle.  
Additionally, there is a recommendation to evaluate the safety of the intersection, 
including, but not limited to, adding the No Turn on Red from south on College Avenue 
to west on Westfield Blvd and any other potential safety considerations. Josh made a 
motion.  Tim seconded.  The motion was approved by a vote of 8-1-1 (Josh, Andrew, 
Karen, Tim, Bo, Brian, Daisy and Chad supported; Garrett opposed; Sam abstained).   
 
The meeting was adjourned at 7:25 p.m. 


