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Paul J. Puzzanghera, CIO

Wallace McKenzie, Joe Huskey

January 9th, 2023



REQUEST

 Motion: “I move that the Board vote to authorize the Town Manager to dispose of 

some or all of the 714 units of information technology surplus property as described 

on the list presented to the Board, and to authorize the Town Manger to do so in his 

discretion by public auction or competitive bids pursuant to General Laws Chapter 

30B.”

 Background

 June 2022 disposal resulted in $ 32,700.00 of revenue for the Town.



WHAT WILL BE DISPOSED?  

Approximately 95% of devices to be disposed have been in service before 2017 

Also included are approximately 200 45w chargers and assorted cables, connection, etc.  

Actual Market Value varies by available supply and demand.

Product Non-Operational Operational Total Market Value

Chromebook 2 288 290 $4,320.00

Dock Station 4 4 $0.00

Document Camera 2 2 $0.00

Flat Screen 3 77 80 $385.00

iPad 1 64 65 $960.00

Printer 6 27 33 $135.00

Projector 4 2 6 $10.00

Server 1 1 $10.00

VOIP Phone/Handset 4 4 $20.00

Workstation 130 99 229 $10,080.00

Totals 146 568 714 $12,675.00



PROCESS

Coordinate Internally

• Have worked with Theresa Peznola, 
Town Purchasing Agent on disposal 
process to conform to Chapter 30B.

• Review with Town Sustainability 
Dept for input

Establish Disposal Guidelines

• Protect all confidential information

• Ensure responsible disposal 
emphasizing reuse/recycling and 
minimizing landfill impact

• Maximize any potential revenue 
opportunity.  Revenue potential is 
unknown at this time

Attempt disposal using 
Municbid auction site

• Allow potential vendors to bid on 
the block of assets

If no acceptable bidders 
develop an RFP

• Use state contract vendors where 
possible

This is not a one-time event.  Responsible disposal of e-Waste will be an on-going challenge



DISPOSAL GUIDELINES

 Protect Confidentiality

 If devices are to be refurbished for reuse, all hard drives must be wiped In accordance with Department of Defense 
specifications (DoD) 5220.22-M. The vendor provides a Certificate for each device.

 If device is to be recycled, hard drives are physically destroyed. Recycler will provide a Certificate of Destruction

 Asset tags are removed from all devices

 Ensure responsible disposal

 Reuse first, Recycle second

 Vendor will certify that essentially no material will be sent to a landfill.

 Recycler must conform to all state and federal environmental management certifications and regulations.

 Recycler will follow Town of Andover sustainability guidelines

 Vendor should be Sustainable Electronics Recycling International (SERI R2) Certified

 Maximize revenue potential

 Andover IT has unlocked and wiped devices in order to enhance market value

 Vendor will pick up devices from Town of Andover

 Emphasis on reuse where possible.  Competitive bid for all material.  Total revenue potential is very unclear



QUESTIONS



BACKGROUND AND DETAIL SLIDES



ASSET DISTRIBUTION (11/8/21)

Asset Category # of Current Assets % of Total

E-Waste 709 4%

In Repair 104 1%

In Store 1,867 11%

In Use 13,522 79%

Lease Up 275 2%

Missing 365 2%

RMA 185 1%

Stolen 7 0%

TOTAL 17,034 100%



SERI R2 CERTIFICATION

 Sustainable Electronics Recycling International (SERI) -The R2 Standard emphasizes 

reuse and resource management over e-waste management.

 Two main pillars of the R2 Standard are: maximum data security and maximum 

material recovery for end-of-life electronics.

 R2-certified facilities  go through rigorous independent audits on an annual basis by 

certified bodies to ensure:

 materials are clear of all confidential and personal residual data;

 electronics for reuse are tracked throughout the supply chain;

 downstream vendors are vetted in accordance with best industry practices and certification 

requirements;

 and unusable products are responsibly recycled with the least environmental impact.
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Select Board Meeting 
Monday, October 24, 2022       

Memorial Hall, Memorial Hall Library 
2 North Main Street, Andover, MA 01810 

 

I. Call to Order  
 The Chair, Alex Vispoli, called the meeting to order at 7:00 PM.  
 Members Present:  Laura Gregory, Annie Gilbert, Chris Huntress, Melissa Danisch. 

Others in Attendance:  Town Manager, Andrew Flanagan, Deputy Town Manager Mike 
Lindstrom, Asst Town Manager/Town Clerk Austin Simko, Town Counsel Tom Urbelis.  

II. Opening Ceremonies  
A. Moment of Silence/Pledge of Allegiance 
The meeting began with a moment of Silence followed by the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 

III. Communications/Announcements/Liaison Reports  
The Town Manager announced that they have scheduled twelve in-person and virtual 
sessions for the Public Forum sessions for the WESP Building Project.  Meetings will have 
a representative  from the West El/Shawsheen School Building Committee, the Town 
Manager’s Office and the School Committee. More information is available on the Town 
webpage.  There will be a Special Town Meeting on December 1, 2022. 

 
IV. Citizens Petitions and Presentations  

Donal Coleman, Andover Mass, commented on the low attendance at lunch at the Senior 
Center and the September 8th Health Fair. He also asked about the status of the High Street 
“dumping area “.  The Town Manager said they have been using this location for a long 
time to dump snow in the winter  and at other times it is used for construction projects.    
Donal also asked to have Town Meeting held on a Saturday so seniors can attend. 

 
V. Public Hearings 

A. Small Cell Wireless Installation (3rd Reading) 
Board to review and vote on an application by Cellco Partnership d/b/a Verizon Wireless 
for the installation of five (5) 4G small cell wireless facilities including one (1) canister style 
antenna, two (2) remote radio heads, and associated wires, cable, fiber demarcs, A/C 
converters, diplexers and electric meters attached to existing utility poles located within the 
public right of way at the following addresses:  

ADDRESS UTILITY POLE # 

39 Stinson Road 6821 

36 Vine Street 4540 

164 Andover Street 4266/39 

2 Hansom Road (Pole on Lovejoy Road) 7167/32 

59 Dascomb Road 2857, 19/20 
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In response to the Boards’ request, Tom Urbelis has obtained outside counsel from two 
different firms to provide advice and to help answer questions from the October 17, 2022 
meeting.    
1.  Atty. Alan Mandl,  Former Asst. Attorney General  and Chief of the Utilities Division 
in the Attorney General’s Office and from the Law firm of Ferriter, Scobbo and Redophele.    
2. Atty. Thomas Gorman  who is a law partner with the Law Firm of  Sharon and Lodgen 
and who has over the past 25-years   provided exemplary legal services as special counsel 
in many different matters to the Town and brings  both a litigator and trial attorney’s 
perspective to some of the issues under discussion. 
  
A memorandum of law from the Attorney Mandl’s Office  with regard to the issues was 
sent to the Town Manager and has been distributed to the appropriate parties to review 
ahead of tonight’s meeting.    

    
 Attorney Mandl provided a high-level brief summary of the standards under the Federal 

Communications  Act which govern location decisions and the primary Federal Law 
relative to the concerns of the Board  (47USC  Section 332 C-7B).  The Federal Law  has five 
standards that govern these types of proceedings.  A local permitting authority cannot 
unreasonably discriminate as between functionally equivalent services and their decision 
cannot have the effect of prohibiting personal wireless service which includes cellphone 
service.   Action on a permanent act must be  taken within a reasonable time; the FCC 
provides shot clock intervals which vary from 60-150 days for small cell facilities, depending 
on whether the attachment is being made to a utility pole or if a new pole dedicated 
primarily to telecom service  is being proposed.    

 The law provides that a denial must be in writing based on a statement of reasons supported 
by substantial evidence and a written hearing record.   All that is required is that a reviewing 
court can understand the basis for the Board’s action.  Courts are generally deferential to 
the local permitting authority as long as they have selected a result between two reasonable 
alternatives.   Municipalities cannot regulate the construction, placement, or modification 
of wireless facilities on the basis of environmental effects of radio frequency emissions to 
the extent the radio frequency emissions are in compliance with FCC regulations. 

 Atty. Mandl has reviewed the hearing tapes from the October 3 and October 17, 2022 Select 
Board Meetings, reviewed the Verizion Wireless Application, read the memorandum on 
opposition and read some emails. He also read Attorney Gorman’s letter which is very 
comprehensive and  in general agrees with his responses.  

• Abutters Real Estate Values  Can the Board deny the Verizon Wireless application on the 
basis that proposed wireless facilities would diminish abutter property values?  The policy 
adopted by the Select Board does not include that factor as a basis for denial. Policy Section 1K 
provides a denial can be based on the capacity of the pole, safety concerns, reliability concerns, or the 
failure to meet applicable engineering or design standards.  The Board is not free to create new 
standards that would apply to an applicant and deny an application based on a standard that wasn’t 
previously published. 
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• Even if the Board were to consider the information on property valuations, that information may 
not be substantial evidence on which the Board could rely in issuing a denial.  The courts don’t 
treat property owners testimony as substantial evidence in most cases. There is no evidence that he 
has found that would cause the application to be denied on the basis that it could diminish abutter 
real estate value. 

• Can NGrid or Verizon Wireless be required to obtain a special permit to replace an 
existing   utility pole and attach a communications facility?  

 Atty. Mandl does not believe a special permit is required and placement is covered by Chapter 166 of 
the MA General Laws and is a Comprehensive Statuary including Section 22 and other sections 
relating to pole requirements under law.  That statute specifically authorizes the Select Board to adopt 
regulations in order to carry out its authority under Section 22.   The special permit bylaw 
requirements have nothing to do with public ways. 

• Historical Locations –  Must the Verizon Wireless application be reviewed by a Historical 
 Commission?  The Select Board Policy doesn’t prohibit a location for wireless attachment in historic 
 locations.   Section 7 of the Design Guidelines provides that small wireless facilities should be located 
 so that they are not along the frontage of  any building deemed to be of historical significance on a    
Federal, State, or local level. Under the policy, the Board has the right to select an alternate location 
and ask the applicant to look at it and report back whether that location is technically feasible and does 
not incur any costs. 

In looking at the Historical Commission bylaws that specify pole attachments to an existing utility 
pole, many Historic District Commissions do not regulate the placement of poles or attachments, that 
is deferred to the grant application process.  

• Can the Board deny the application based on aesthetic concerns based on criteria which are 
not in the policy? As a general matter, the courts have ruled that a decision can’t be based on a 
criterion not provided in the local bylaw regulation or policy. 

Atty.Thomas Gorman looked into the various matters and questions raised and approached 
it from the angle of someone who deals in litigation and trial with expert and lay testimonial  
to the extent to which that testimony would be considered competent and admissible. He 
provided case law on what the small cell wireless facilities are and as described by the court 
to improve quality and capacity in areas.  

In the course of his research he did not encounter a case finding on land court conclusions regarding 
diminishing value of property due to installations of small cell wireless apparatus in a public way.    
As to the question if a  homeowner can testify about the  effect a small cell installation would have on 
the value of their home, there is a limitation to the significance of that testimony.   In the context of 
establishing if a particular condition has devalued property the testimony of a home owner or 
Massachusetts License Real Estate person often did not satisfy the evidence standard 

There is no provision in the Select Board rules and regulations that addresses a denial based on the 
value of real estate.  The question would be if there is evidence of substantial value loss and a general 
principal in context that if there is going to be a denial it has to adhere to the standard.    Also cannot 
be denied on the basis of evidence outside of the rules and regulations. 
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Does the Andover Select Board have substantial evidence to deny the application?  It is his 
opinion that the Select Board did not have substantial evidence to deny the application.   

Zoning bylaw denial: The  Zoning Inspector is the interpreting vehicle for the Town and there is 
no reason to dispute his conclusion and is consistent in what he understands is the bylaws intent.  

Comments from the Board:  
Laura Gregory asked if it is correct that the only option the Board has is to approve the 
application?    In his opinion, Attorney Gorman did not see a basis to deny the 
application. Laura asked what sort of substantial evidence would look like and options  
they can use  to change the policy and for guidance to do so. 

Atty Alan Mandell responded that the Board can make changes to policy in the future.   
Under Chapter 166 (public safety, aesthetics) there are two general principles to figure 
out what needs to be done to implement without running afoul of the 
Telecommunications Act.   i.e. set-back requirements, the number of feet from a 
residence, etc.  The Board has to be careful in what it elects to do and have a basis for 
doing it.    

In response to Melissa Danish’s question if the Select Board has the right to ask Verizon 
about alternative locations (Historic Districts) and what that entails,  Attorney Mandl said 
there is a provision in the policy that requests an applicant look at an alternative location 
and provided examples of requests.  It is a good provision to have.  If there is a sensitive 
location, you may want an applicant to identify in detail what other sites they looked at, 
where they are, and why they were not selected.   

Chris Huntress:  In relation to the historic aspects of this application, one of the poles is 
located within the confines of the Historic District of Ballardvale.  He questions whether 
or not the application was required to apply under Section 106, paragraph 7 under the 
Historic Commission Act of 1966. He does not believe that the application under 
discussion meets the criteria, the antenna is too big.  He feels that Verizon  needs a permit.  
Who makes that determination?  

Atty. Mandell responded that a good application form should provide a lot of information 
needed to make a decision.    Concerns about Historic Districts can be built into the Board’s 
application.  Section 106 provides detailed information and he suggested they talk to the 
Mass Historic Association. It is a difficult issue, but going forward there is a lot that one 
can do to get information from the applicant to do what they might want to do using State 
resources.    

Chris Huntress did reach out to the State Historic Preservation Officer and their initial 
response was that a permit is required.   If we apply a condition to an approval from the 
National Preservation Act under Section 106, how is that viewed moving forward?   How 
is that condition satisfied?   Atty Mandl said that is an issue for the applicant.    

 

The applicant has submitted one application for all 5 of the poles; can they move forward 
without approval of all? i.e. one pole.   
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The FCC accepts batch applications which can be in two forms; one application covering 
multiple pole locations, or five separate applications submitted at the same time.  Both 
would be considered batches.  The entire batch would be subject to the 90-day period.  
You can deny part of an application if you think one of the locations has not been justified 
and approve the other four.  It is not all or nothing. 

  Annie Gilbert:  As a follow up to the question about the National Historic Preservation 
Act, in April 2019 the Director of the Mass Dept of Telecommunications gave a 
presentation to the Board about the FCC’s order about these types of applications.  One 
of things they were told was that part of the FCC’s ruling was that small wireless facilities 
were excluded from the National Historic Preservation Act. To what extent, does that 
relate to the issues  about this pole location in question.    Atty. Mandl would have to look 
further into that facility Location #171632.     

 Comments from the public:  

Attorney Peter Caruso is representing residents of 2 Hansom Road. He spoke about the 
small cell bylaw that says the special permit does apply to this particular installation; CFR 
Section1.603 defines what a facility is.  A small cell facility does talk about a pole – which 
is a structure.  The size and cubic feet states that the structure is no more than 28 cubic feet 
in volume – this structure is to be 48’ which exceeds the Federal regulation.   When there 
is a replacement pole, the shot clock period is 90 days.  They had an opinion from the 
Bldg. Inspector, Chris Clemente which is that the proposed co-location is simply an 
accessory use and not subject specifically to CFR 6.0 of the zoning by-law. Atty. Caruso 
argues that this decision should not be before the Select Board for approval but should be 
before the Zoning Board of Appeals because it is a replacement pole and an accessory 
structure.    

Atty. Caruso also said his clients have three appraisals from reputable real estate agents 
showing that the installation would have an effect on the real estate values. If the Select 
Board allows this facility, the Select Board cannot prohibit Verizon from increasing the 
height to 50’.   The bylaw talked a lot about the impact on residential dwellings.  

 
Additional questions/comments from residents:    

Several residents presented comments and questions to Attorney Mandl and Attorney 
Gorman  regarding the installation of the small cell facility on Lovejoy/Dascomb Road.  
They asked about the coverage maps that did not show a gap in the area, what happens if 
the request is denied, if the application is rejected could the applicant sue  and what is the 
Board’s exposure if the application is rejected?       If an applicant prevails they will be seeking 
an injunction ordering the permanent authority to issue all necessary permits for construction and 
at least have not allowed for the recovery of attorney’s fees.   

 

What is the exposure to the Town if they approve an application that is in violation of 
the bylaws because a special permit was not sought or granted?  The Board does not have 
the authority to issue special permits.  A claim can be brought to the Building Inspector.   
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Verizon Presentation:   
Paula Foley,  Verizon Wireless responded to issues  regarding  the National Preservation 
Act.  Alternative locations were sought before coming to  the Board. 

Re: Specific size of the antenna on the Andover Street location.  The volume of the 
antenna is 2.5 cu.ft. The antenna does not exceed 3 cubic feet.  The National Preservation 
Act, Section 106, established a number of exclusions that do not apply to small cells.  If a 
small cell project meets some of the exclusions, the project is excluded from review.  The 
reasons the exclusions were created by the FCC for small cells was because they all 
agreed that small cells have limited to not potential to “historic properties”. Verizon has 
never claimed that that exclusion applies to the Andover Street Project.  The Andover St. 
Project does not demonstrate a denial under the Town’s policy.  It is not in the scope of 
the Select Board’s  responsibilities to determine which exclusions apply under the 
National Preservation Act.  It is only to approve the Small Wireless Policy and apply to 
the small cell application Verizon submitted.   Verizon has researched many alternative 
locations.  They have a process of determining all alternatives which were disclosed in 
their application.    

Sean Conway, Real Estate Engineer, distributed copies of the power point from the 
previous meeting.   He looked at the alternative pole locations, took pictures, and 
provided information on why they didn’t choose these locations.  (Two locations on Rte. 
125, 164 Andover Street,  74-176 Andover Street, 180 Andover Street, etc.): 2 Hansom 
Road, he went out as far as 8 poles on either side that were considered unattachable per 
National Grid standards.   

Chris Huntress asked about the 164 Andover Street Pole and the SRA District, 180 
Andover Street and the multi-family unit which does not have a  historical aspect.    It is 
not a viable pole now that the transfer has been removed.  Has there been a home-by home 
analysis of the pole at 160 Andover Street and the pole at 180 Andover Street towards South 
School?  Are you considering switching the pole or staying with the original application? 
Response:  Verizon is staying with their original design.    

 Laura Gregory asked if this is the criteria for  4G or something in the future. 
  Verizon response:  It is the criteria for 4G. 

Public comment:   

There were several comments by residents who live in the area regarding the placement 
and height of the poles and the decision of the Board to apply their own policy. There 
has been a lot of discussion on what can be done in the future, but the Select Board 
needs to decide if there is evidence of need.   The first five applicants are for a residential 
area and it is the Board’s policy and that these five applications  have not been met by 
Verizon. 

 

Annie Gilbert moved to close the  Public Hearing. Motion seconded by Melissa 
Danisch and voted 5-0 to close the hearing. Hearing closed at 9:30 PM. 
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Deliberations by Select Board: The Chair appreciates the information from both 
residents and Verizon.  
 
Chris Huntress: Respectfully disagrees with Ms. Foley’s comments that  you only need 
to meet one of the criteria under Section 106 of the National Preservation Act of 1966.   
He did not see that terminology in any of the readings.  It seems to him that if you 
trigger certain parts of that criteria, then you’re not eligible for blanket coverage; one 
of which was the size of the canister that is being proposed.  He calculated, using the 
dimensions provided by Verizon on their detailed stamped drawings, the canister(s) 
are  over three cubic feet in volume.   Verizon has  never shown how they calculated it 
although they have showed it is a specification.   He disagrees with their interpretation 
of the National Preservation Act particularly as it relates to the pole on Andover Street.  
He is disappointed that Verizon would not consider an alternative location to move the 
pole on Andover Street to a general business district which is directly out of the Select 
Board’s policy and favors business districts over residential.  Verizon intends to stay 
with the original application. 

 
Melissa Danisch, appreciates the information from the opponents from the Lovejoy 
Road area and their statements that the Board needs to think about their decision.  The 
Board’s job is to balance the concerns of the neighbors and the community as whole 
and to find a way to bring our diverse neighborhood together requiring the Board to 
be open, to listen, and explore the options identified.   Creation of a policy helps guide 
the Board in the decision making. 

 
As counsel has explained, the Board has five standards to focus on and what is before 
them is within the confines of their policy, that applying standards that counsel has 
provided to them, if it is reasonable, if it is not more burdensome, if it is objective, and 
their policies are published in advance, that is what the Board has to look at.  Melissa  
thinks the one concern about the inadequate capacity of the existing pole on Lovejoy 
has been raised and addressed in Verizon’s application.   We cannot create and enforce 
new standards for this application.  She thinks the application satisfies the Board’s 
policy and there is not sufficient evidence to deny the application. 

 
Annie Gilbert agrees with Melissa’s sentiments and that through the extensive public 
comments and through email, there have been some assumptions that the Board is 
feeling fatalistic or that it is too complicated to do anything but approve.  She objects 
to that as the Board has taken a deep dive into this issue.  She credits the residents for 
coming forward and their extensive research which has brought a lot to the Board’s 
deliberation.  She agrees that the Board’s job is to apply local policy and local law.  In 
terms of what the Board’s  policy contains, there is not a reason to deny the request, 
they are not free to create new standards.    If we  were to deny the application,  we 
would incur significant litigation fees which are not trivial.  Verizon has met its 
obligation in terms of the application. 

 
Alex Vispoli said  we were able to get the additional extension of the shot clock to get 
the legal opinions that were beneficial to all; especially, to provide the legal opinions 
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that we had and especially that Verizon cannot change the equipment without coming 
back to the Board. 

 
Annie Gilbert moved that the Board issue an approval of a request by Cellco 
Partnership d/b/a Verizon Wireless for five (5) 4G small cell wireless facilities including 
one (1) canister style antenna, two (2) remote radio heads, and associated wires, cables, 
fiber demarcs, A/C converters, diplexers and electric meters attached to utility poles 
located within the public right of way at the following addresses as depicted on the 
submitted plans: 

 
ADDRESS           UTILITY POLE# 
39 Stinson Road       6821 
36 Vine Street       4540 
164 Andover Street      4266/39 
2 Hansom Road (Pole on Lovejoy Rd)    7167/32 
59 Dascomb Road      285719/20 

 
This approval is on the condition that in Verizon’s annual recertification affidavit to the 
Town by July 1st of each year as required by the Select Board’s Policy, there shall be a 
certification in the affidavit, that the small cell wireless installation in place pursuant to this 
approval, remains in full compliance with all applicable Federal Communications 
Commission regulations, including but not limited to, radio frequency emission levels.  This 
approval is also on the condition that Verizon cannot make any changes to the wireless 
facility once it is installed unless the Select Board approves the changes.   Motion  seconded 
by Melissa Danisch.   Motion passes on a vote of 3-2 to approve.   Laura Gregory and Chris 
Huntress voted in the negative. 

 
VI. Regular Business 

A. Special Town Meeting Articles 

The Town Manager explained that in an effort to address the shortfall in the funds for the 
West Elementary/Shawsheen School Building Project, they are putting forth Article I and 
Article II to be voted at a Special Town Meeting.     The project is going through a descoping 
process and expect the amount requested to be under the $17M.    Article II is to use the 
leftover funds of $463,000 from the initial appropriation for the Feasibility Study for this 
project which MSBA reimburses us a portion of.    It is up to the Board to take a vote for the 
purpose of getting the article(s) in the Finance Committee Book before the Special Town 
Meeting.  They expect the $17M deficit will be reduced further through the descoping 
project. 

 

Annie Gilbert shared the suggestion to use other sources of funding (i.e. Free Cash) towards 
the amount being requested.  

 

The Town Manager explained the choices before them and requirements of the Dept. of 
Revenue if they have to exempt the balance.  There will be no impact to the MSBA funding.  
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There will be some ‘scenarios’ listed in the Finance Committee’s Report depending upon 
the decision of the Dept. of Revenue.     

Article 1 
 
Article 2 

West Elementary School Construction.                  $17.1M 
Bond Authorization to fund the gap.  
Repurposing of an existing article in the amount of $463,000 left over 
from the Feasibility Study for this project and used to offset the total 
bond obligation. 

 
Annie Gilbert moved to recommend Town Meeting approval of Special Town Meeting 
Articles 1 and Article 2.    Motion seconded by Laura Gregory in an amount not to exceed 
$17.1M and Article 2 in the amount of $463,000 left over from the Feasibility Study for this 
project. Motion voted 5-0 to approve.   
 

Annie Gilbert moved not to call a Special Election for a Debt Exclusion relative to the 
override for the West Elementary/Shawsheen School Project unless otherwise required.  
Motion seconded by Laura Gregory.   Motion passes 4-1.  Alex Vispoli opposed.  

 

B. Town Governance Review Process (reschedule) 

Board to review process and upcoming timeline.  

VII. Adjourn 
At. 10:10 PM on a motion by Annie Gilbert  and seconded by Melissa Danisch the Select 
Board voted 5-0 to adjourn the Select Board Meeting of October 24, 2022. 

  

 
Respectfully submitted 
Dee DeLorenzo 
Recording Secretary 






















