
 

Edgartown Planning Board - Meeting Minutes - Tuesday, December 17, 2024, 5:30 PM Page 1 

Edgartown Planning Board - Meeting Minutes 
Tuesday, December 17, 2024, 5:30 PM 

The Edgartown Planning Board scheduled a meeting for Tuesday, December 17, 2024, 5:30 PM. 

The meeting was audio and video recorded.  Attendees participated by video conference, in accordance with 

Section 20 of Chapter 20 of the Acts of 2021, as extended. All supporting materials were provided to the 

members of this body and made available on a publicly accessible internet website.  Members of the public 

were able to access the site, using the instructions included in the Meeting Agenda. The public was 

encouraged to follow along using the posted agenda.  Deviations from the agenda, if any, were noted. 

CALL TO ORDER 

Meeting called to order at 5:30 PM.  Present: Michael Shalett (chair); Julia Livingston, David Ignacio; 

Michael McCourt, Robbie Robinson (Alternate). 

REVIEW OF MINUTES 

The Minutes of December 3 and 10 were presented for review.  Mr. Finn requested no action on the minutes 

of December 10, as they were still in preliminary / draft format. 

It was MOVED by Livingston, SECONDED by Ignacio 

To accept the minutes of December 3, 2024 as presented. 

  VOTED: 5, 0, 0.  (5:31 PM) 

Unanticipated business; 

Mr. Shalett noted that a request has come in for the Board to sign a “Form O” – release of lots, for the 

Pimpneymouse Subdivision.  He noted that the step is necessary to conclude the transfer of property, and that 

the applicants were trying to resolve the matter before the end of the calendar year. 

Mr. Shalett requested a motion to approve the release of lots, and to authorize members to sign. 

It was SO MOVED by Livingston, and SECONDED by McCourt 

   VOTED: 5, 0, 0 (5:33 PM) 

SCHEDULED BUSINESS 

Ms. Julia Livingston abstained from participation in the next piece of business. 

 

5:35 PM – SITE PLAN REVIEW – ROOF-MOUNTED SOLAR PV 

Applicant proposes to install a “solar shingle” roof on a residential structure in the R5 residential district. 
Under section 14.2 of the Edgartown Zoning Bylaw, the Planning Board took up an application for Site Plan 

Review of a proposed Solar Photovoltaic Installation (SPI), consisting of 287 Tesla Solar Shingles to replace 

an existing roof, and to install three Tesla PowerWall batteries in the basement enclosure room. 

The subject property is located at 15 Oliver Street, Assessors Parcel 20D-3 

Criteria for Review 
Pursuant to MGL Chapter 40A §3, the SPRA shall approve an application submitted in accordance with this 

section, without or without conditions, if it finds that the SPI as proposed represents: 
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 no negative impact on public safety, 

 no negative impact on scenic, natural and historic resources, and 

 no negative impact on the welfare of the residents of the Town of Edgartown. 

Said findings must be recorded in the proceedings of the SPRA 

 Present for the applicant: Averie Millward, for Isakson Solar. 

Presentation and Findings 
The proposal is to install a solar roof on an existing home, and a battery-based energy storage system. 

McCourt: is this for the sole use of charging an EV?  Millward: no, this will also be used to as a whole-house 

battery backup system. 

The details of the proposal were considered, including the general appearance of the shingles and solar panels. 

Deliberation and Decision 
The planning board made the following findings: 

 That the proposal has support of abutters. 

 That the location is outside of the historic district and will not need HDC review. 

It was MOVED by McCourt SECONDED by Ignacio 

To approve the application as presented. 

  VOTED: 5, 0, 0. (5:40 PM) 

 

5:40 PM – PRESENTATION OF PROPOSED ZONING BYLAW CHANGES 

Anticipated action: Forward to Selectboard for inclusion on next Annual Town Meeting Warrant 
Mr. Shalett reminded board members and attendees that the review is not a public hearing, nor is public 

comment necessarily going to be solicited at this time. 

Ms. Julia Livingston presented eight proposals for zoning bylaw changes, as follows: 

 A citizens petition to repeal Section 10.1.M entitled “Residential Lot Intensity” and to amend Article 

I, General Provisions, Section 1.3 – Definitions – by amending the definition for Livable Floor Space 

as presented. 

 A request from the Edgartown Short Term Rental Committee to “expressly allow STR in all 

residential districts, as well as in B-I and B-II (pulling from R-5) permitted uses.” 

 A Citizens’ request to “amend Section 2.1.B by adding a new category of conditionally permitted 

uses, as follows:  More than two, but less than six, separate commercial events per calendar year that 

comprise a gathering of 50 or more persons on a single lot comprising three or more acres of land, 

including the service of food and/or beverages, such as rentals for wedding or graduation parties, 

other celebrations, or other congregations of persons.” 

 A request from the Cape Pogue DCPC Committee to amend the regulations of the DCPC to allow for 

the use of pesticides, fungicides and herbicides, subject to certain requirements. 

 Four proposals from the Zoning Bylaw Committee: 

o To amend the definition of ‘Substandard Lot’ for the purposes of Section 10.3.E. 

o To require safety fencing of residential construction projects, and allow for a waiver of this 
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requirement at the discretion of the Zoning Enforcement Officer 

o To amend the Tree Protection bylaw, and certain exceptions relevant thereto. 

o To add a new zoning bylaw regarding ADUs 

Each proposal was reviewed, with a general description provided by Ms. Livingston, and brief deliberation 

among board members. 

It was MOVED by McCourt, SECONDED by Ignacio 

To forward the CONSTRUCTION FENCING PROPOSAL to the Selectboard, recommending 

it for inclusion on the 2025 Town Meeting Warrant.  

  VOTED: 

  MCCOURT: YES;  IGNACIO: YES; 

 ROBINSON: YES;  LIVINGSTON: YES; 

  SHALETT: YES 

  VOTED:  5, 0, 0 (5:44 PM) 

It was MOVED by Shalett, SECONDED by Robinson 

To forward the EDGARTOWN SUBSTANDARD LOTS ZONING BYLAW PROPOSAL to the 

Selectboard, recommending it for inclusion on the 2025 Town Meeting Warrant.  

  VOTED: 

  MCCOURT: YES;  IGNACIO: YES; 

 ROBINSON: YES;  LIVINGSTON: YES; 

  SHALETT: YES 

  VOTED:  5, 0, 0. (5:49 PM) 

 

It was MOVED by Ignacio, SECONDED by McCourt 

To forward the ADU ZONINNG BYLAW PROPOSAL to the Selectboard, recommending it for 

inclusion on the 2025 Town Meeting Warrant.  

  VOTED: 

  MCCOURT: YES;  IGNACIO: YES; 

 ROBINSON: YES;  LIVINGSTON: YES; 

  SHALETT: YES 

  VOTED:  5, 0, 0. (5:53 PM) 

It was MOVED by Shalett, SECONDED by McCourt 

To forward the TREE PROTECTION BYLAW PROPOSAL to the Selectboard, recommending 

it for inclusion on the 2025 Town Meeting Warrant.  

  VOTED: 

  MCCOURT: YES;  IGNACIO: YES; 

 ROBINSON: YES;  LIVINGSTON: YES; 

  SHALETT: YES 

  VOTED:  5, 0, 0. (5:58 PM) 

It was MOVED by McCourt, SECONDED by Robinson 
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To forward the SHORT TERM RENTAL PROPOSAL to the Selectboard, and recommend for 

inclusion on the 2025 Town Meeting Warrant. 

  VOTED: 

  MCCOURT: YES;  IGNACIO: YES; 

 ROBINSON: YES;  LIVINGSTON: YES; 

  SHALETT: YES 

  VOTED:  5, 0, 0. (6:02 PM) 

It was MOVED by McCourt, SECONDED by Robinson 

To forward the CAPE POGE DCPC AMENDMENT to the Selectboard for inclusion on the 

2025 Town Meeting Warrant with no recommendation. 

  VOTED: 

  MCCOURT: YES;  IGNACIO: YES; 

 ROBINSON: YES;  LIVINGSTON: YES; 

  SHALETT: YES 

  VOTED:  5, 0, 0. (6:04 PM) 

It was MOVED by Shalett, SECONDED by McCourt 

To forward the LARGE HOME BYLAW / LIVEABLE FLOORSPACE REPEAL PROPOSAL 

to the Selectboard for inclusion on the 2025 Town Meeting Warrant with no recommendation. 

  VOTED: 

  MCCOURT: YES;  IGNACIO: YES; 

 ROBINSON: YES;  LIVINGSTON: YES; 

  SHALETT: YES 

  VOTED:  5, 0, 0. (6:07 PM) 

It was MOVED by McCourt, SECONDED by Robinson 

To forward the VOSE LIMITED COMMERCIAL EVENT AMENDMENT to the Selectboard, 

and recommend for inclusion on the 2025 Town Meeting Warrant. 

  VOTED: 

  MCCOURT: YES;  IGNACIO: YES; 

 ROBINSON: YES;  LIVINGSTON: YES; 

  SHALETT: YES  

  VOTED:  5, 0, 0. (6:13 PM) 

Mr. Shalettt reminded all attendees that a formal public hearing on the above proposals will be held on 

February 4, 5:30 PM. 

6:00 PM – PUBLIC HEARING – DEFINITIVE SUBDIVISION – MEETING HOUSE WAY LLC – DIVISION ROAD 

In accordance with MGL Ch. 81K – 81GG, and the Edgartown Rules and Regulations for Subdivisions, the 

Planning Board scheduled a public hearing on Tuesday, December 17, 2024 at 6:00 PM, at the request of 

Doug Hoehn, Schofield, Barbini and Hoehn, Inc., on behalf of Meeting House Way LLC, to consider a 

proposed subdivision plan which will create a new subdivision road (“Atlantic Avenue”), twenty-six ¾ acre 

+/- single-family lots, six ¼ acre lots for placement of twelve duplex units, a single 3.6 acre lot for the 

creation of 36 affordable housing units, and 21.3 acres of open space.  Subject property is on Division Road, 

Assessors parcels 37-47, -47.1, -47.2, -47.3, and -47.4. 

  Present for the applicant:  Mr. Doug Hoehn, Mr. Rob Moriarty 
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The public hearing was opened at 6:15 PM. 

Presentation / Findings of Fact 
Mr. Hoehn offered a correction – the open space is closer to 27 acres in total. 

The proposal before the board is a new proposal, disconnected from previous applications. 

The proposal is for a definitive subdivision. 

The applicants acknowledge that the proposal must be referred to the MV Commission. 

The locus map of the property was reviewed. 

The total land area is roughly 54 acres. 

The general features of the area, including known landmarks, were located on the locus map. 

The area is in the R-20 district (minimum ½ acre zoning). 

The general plan was presented. 

There are three different types of open space proposed:  

 Natural Heritage protected area (no ruling or approval from NHESP yet), and additional open space 

as buffer between housing lots.  Mr. Hoehn noted that the NHESP anticipates a letter of a ‘no-take’ 

determination is anticipated. 

 About 4.3 acres as buffer between several lots, and  

 Areas outside of the development envelope on each lot (setbacks) 

A total of about 27 acres of open space is proposed. 

A 3.5 Acre piece of land is proposed to be divided off and developed for LIHTC housing. 

Development envelopes are proposed for each lot. 

A two-way road is proposed with a total width of 18 feet of paved surface; 

Town water is proposed. 

Town Sewer is proposed. 

The allocation of sewer tie-ins is still in place for this application. 

All calculations regarding nitrogen loads have been completed and submitted to the MV Commission for their 

review. 

A second plan showing the three different types of open space was presented. 

Mr. Moriarty noted that the 3.5 acres reserved for Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) units is similar 

to the adjacent project on Meshacket Road. 

Six duplexes are proposed, providing 12 housing units, reserved for year-round use, but at market rate. 

Mr. Hoehn noted the board’s preference to continue meeting with applicants as the project works its way 

through the MV Commission. 

Mr. Shalett opened the conversation to board members for comment. 

Mr. McCourt: Are the details relatively ‘ironed out’ as far as the MV Commission is concerned? 

Mr. Moriarty: There is a settlement in principle relative to the affordable housing and year round units.  The 

open space is an additional offer from the applicants. 

Ms. Livingston:  Does 12 duplexes mean 24 dwelling units? Hoehn; Six buildings with two dwelling units in 

each. 
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Ms. Livingston: Re/ size of the lots…?  Mr. Hoehn reviewed the lot sizes, noting that the single-family home 

lots are about ¾ acre on average, with the duplex lots close to ½ acre. 

Ms. Livingston: has the wastewater commission factored in the potential for an ADU on each lot?  Mr. 

Hoehn: That may be one of a number of items that have yet to be ‘hammered out’ with the MV Commission. 

Mr. Shalett: It’s a ‘proposed settlement agreement’, yes?  Moriarty: Yes. 

Ms. Livingston: By my count, we’re talking about nearly 100 separate dwelling units. 

Mr. Shalett: What is market rate?  Moriarty: Sale prices will likely be tempered by the requirement of on 

year-round use. 

Mr. Shalett opened up the floor to public comments. 

Ms. Martha Klein: How will the construction project avoid disruption of conserved open spaces?  Mr. Hoehn:  

In situations where construction happens next to conserved spaces, Natural Heritage will provide 

requirements / conditions for ‘symbolic fencing’ and signage, identifying the area, and warning people from 

entering the area.  Standard signage detail is also mandated to identify the area.   

George Mellendeck – Edgartown: Are there development envelopes for the duplexes as well as the single 

family homes?  Hoehn: Yes – each duplex has a development envelope. 

George Mellendeck: Was a traffic study completed for this proposal?  Hoehn; Yes, but it will need to be 

updated.  GM: This will be attended to locally?  Hoehn: At the MVC, yes. 

George Mellendeck: Will these be affordable? Or will they lapse to market value?  Moriarty; The LIHTC 

units are fixed to the AMI, and will remain affordable in perpetuity.  The 12 duplexes are market rate. 

Mr. Jason Honeyman: Were abutters notified?  Yes, by US Mail. 

Mr. Honeyman asked about information such as nitrogen, traffic etc.? Moriarity; That will be determined 

through negotiations with the MV Commission. 

Mr. Honeyman:  The total open space is less than what it was in the prior plan as rejected by the MVC. 

Ms. Emily Reddington asked about a total bedroom count for the entire development.  Hoehn: Too early at 

this point to provide a definitive answer yet. 

Ms. Reddington noted that the knowledge about the effects of nitrogen in this area is different from six years 

prior. 

Ms. Nancy Monahan also noted that the map appears to reference Pease’s Point Way, which appears 

confusing.  It was determined that Pease’s Point Way is an ancient way that appears on the Assessors maps, 

and forms the southeast boundary of the subject parcels. 

Mr. McCourt asked that, even if the application is referred to the MV Commission, the applicants should 

return to provide the Planning Board with an update on a regular basis, in order to keep the board apprised as 

to the status of the MVC process.  Mr. Shalett requested that Mr. Finn reserve time on the agenda of January 

21, 2024, 5:30 PM. 

Mr. Shalett asked for a motion to refer the matter to the MV Commission 
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It was MOVED by Livingston, and SECONDED by McCourt 

To refer the proposal to the MV Commission as a Development of Regional Impact, and to 

continue the public hearing to January 21, 2024, 5:30 PM. 

  VOTED: 

  MCCOURT: YES;  IGNACIO: YES; 

 ROBINSON: YES;  LIVINGSTON: YES; 

  SHALETT: YES  

   VOTED:  5, 0, 0. (6:58 PM) 

6:45 PM – PUBLIC HEARING – SP(CAPE POGUE DCPC) – THE TRUSTEES OF RESERVATIONS 

Per the Zoning Board of Appeals vote on June 16, 2024, as amended on September 26, 2024, per the Order on 

Joint Motion for Remand Case No. 24 MISC 00381 (HPS) dated August 27, 2024 and per correspondence 

with the Edgartown Planning Department via email dated June 24, 2024, The Trustees of Reservations is 

seeking to re-apply for a special permit for permanent structures located in the Cape Poge district of Critical 

Planning Concern.  The structures included in this application include the Wasque gatehouse, the Cape Poge 

gatehouse, the Cape Poge Swimming Beach boardwalk and the portable restroom screening fence at the Cape 

Poge gatehouse. 

Subject property is 23 Poucha Road Extension and 10 Lighthouse Road, Assessors Parcels 49-1 and 32-2. 

Present for the Applicant: Darci Schofield, Islands Director for the Trustees of Reservations, and others 

as noted below. 

The public hearing was opened at 7:01 PM. 

Presentation 
- Ms. Schofield made a short presentation via powerpoint (included in project file). 

- Ms. Schofield noted that an increase to the Fishermens’ lot by 360 square feet (capacity of 20 cars) is 

proposed. 

Mr. Shalett noted that folks have attempted to rehash the previous permit applications; yes, a special permit 

was granted; Mr. Shalett read from the minutes of the meeting, noting that the special permit of the planning 

board was approved by vote in 1990. 

Mr. Shalett read from the Section from 5.4.A “Goals of the Cape Poge DCPC”. 

Mr. Shalett noted that Section 5.4.C refers to “Development” as defined in Chapter 831, Section 6 of the Acts 

and Resolves of 1977. Mr. Shalett read portions of that definition, including “any material change int eh use 

or appearance of any structured, or in the land itself;./..or in any change in the intensity of use of land.” 

Shalett: “I just want to make sure that we’re on the same page in regard to that.” 

Mr. Shalett noted that the minutes of June 5, 1990, referred to “trails” in the purpose of the special permit.   

Mr. Shalett noted that the TTOR in 1990 had recognized that the impacts of OSV in the area were not 

necessarily understood, and needed further study. 

Mr. Shalett noted that the summary of the original approval included several reference to trails, and rerouting 

of trails. 

Mr. Shalett noted that special permit approval was sought for new vehicle trails over time. 

Mr. Shalett: One concludes that trails were included in the original special permit, which the board is taking 

up again at this time.   

Mr. Shalett: When the application was originally heard by the Planning Board in 1990, the condition for 

approval was for an annual review of the impact of activities on the site – including vehicular traffic.  At the 
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time of the application of the permit, the Dike Bridge was closed. The only way an OSV could get to Cape 

Pogue, was to start from Wasque and travel up to the area of the bridge. 

Shalett: In 1990, there was a Cape Pogue Advisory Committee; quoting from July 1, 1990 meeting, noting the 

steps that were taken to get the special permit.  He noted that Mr. Chris Kennedy said that one goal was to 

reduce the impact of vehicle trips on the area, and that TTOR would carefully monitor OSV use through the 

use of a concealed vehicle counter over the course of two years.   

The study that was done over five years prior to the 1990 application studied human impacts on the area, and 

that could have driven the Planning Board’s interest in annual reviews of the activity on the site. 

Mr. Shalett reiterated the interests of the Planning Board in working with all stakeholders and the Trustees to 

achieve the goals of the Cape Pogue DCPC.  

Mr. Shalett noted that there was a contingent at the time that suggested that the Dike Bridge NOT be repaired, 

but be replaced by a pedestrian bridge. 

Mr. Shalett quoted from the MV Gazette in 1990:  The trustees felt that they could not support the 

unregulated use of the Dike Bridge; a position that met with some opposition by town officers and elected 

officials. 

Mr. Shalett:  So, the Trustees wanted limited access, the Town wanted unlimited access.  How do we find a 

balance and achieve the goals of the DCPC? 

Mr. Shalett: This was not about fences or structures, this was about vehicles. 

Mr. Shalett noted that establishment of the DCPC likely was the motivation for the management plan. 

Mr. Shalett quoted a number of occurrences where the Trustees argued for limitations to vehicle access across 

the Dike Bridge. 

Mr. Shalett suggested that, based on seasonal numbers provided by the Trustees in 1990, an average of 18 

cars per day travelled up the beach to Cape Pogue. 

Mr. Shalett then referred to comments made by Mr. Frederick Winthrop (Executive Director of TTOR from 

1985 to 2000), in a letter written in 1992 to Secretary Taylor: 

 Particular attention has been focused on vehicular access to Cape Pogue… as to how many OTVs can 

access the barrier beach without adversely affecting the beach.  The answer is likely:  0. 

That there has been only one point of access has naturally limited access, of those that access the dunes 

and barrier beach, most are sportsmen and others that are respectful of the area. 

Mr. Shalett offered one more point: February 4, 1992, Frederick Winthrop suggested closing the beach 

entirely to vehicles between April 1 and October 1. 

Mr. Shalett hoped that the Planning Board and all parties could find a balance between protection of the 

natural environment, and support of recreational uses. 

 Mr. Shalett then suggested that the Trustees withdraw their application, and refile, including trails and 

vehicle uses in their renewed application. 

Ms. Livingston: I think that the Trustees back in the 1990s did an amazing amount of work to determine 

‘intensity of use’.  It’s a phrase in the definition of “development”.  I hope that the TTOR can come to us with 

an application that gives us information about intensity of use, and how that has changed over the years, 

including the OSV trail locations, move of same from one location to another, and where they may be moved 

in the future.  What can we anticipate, in regard to trails, going forward?  Further, an annual review MUST be 

reinstituted, in order to understand the impacts of uses on the area on an annual basis, because the beach areas 

of Cape Poge change on an annual basis. 

Ms. Darci Schofield: I wanted to remind the Planning Board that our final beach management plan was 

submitted in January of 2024.  That plan contains data about traffic data in the area, including monitoring of 
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same; further, the state’s guidelines regarding recreational use of beaches, and those guidelines are 

incorporated into our beach management plan; the state, in the 1990s, determined the procedures that they 

conclude will protect the barrier beaches.  We did take that very seriously, with a great deal of work invested 

in the plan and those studies.  Further, we do provide information annual as to number of permits issued per 

year (a declining number from year to year).   

Attorney Dylan Sanders (TTOR):   

Agreed with an emphasis on balance of all goals; and a ‘holistic’ approach to the problem.  We may agree 

or disagree with what topics may or may not be subject to a special permit process.  We recognized the 

need to institute regular annual meetings per the request – perhaps a joint meeting with the conservation 

commission?  Those updates might occur jointly with both boards. 

Yes, it’s often forgotten that the Trustees were dead-set against the bridge.  The original deal had fixed 

gates installed at the bridge – which is no longer the case; however, we would like these issues to be 

subject to a new master agreement (Memorandum of Understanding) with the town.  We want to be 

responsible to looking at the problems holisticly, finding balance, and meeting our goals. 

Mr. Peter Sliwkowski (MV Beachgoers Access Group): 

The MV BAG has relied on Chris Kennedy as a source of information; Commended the TTOR for 

recognizing that they have a duty to manage the property effectively; a trail on a barrier beach is dynamic, 

and requires dynamic and responsive management. 

A recent MEPA review noted ‘no further action required’.   

Mr. Sliwkowski asked if the Edgartown Planning Board anticipates a similar review of the Norton Point 

access?   He urged consistency in the protection of our beaches. 

Mr. Victor Colantonio: 

During the process of the Conservation Commission review, it became apparent that the TTOR do not 

own all land that they manage.  This could have been the reason that the special permit was not registered 

– that the TTOR did not have the right to apply for – or receive – a special permit on land they don’t own. 

There is a concern that TTOR is charging people for the privilege of walking or driving on land that they 

do not own, or to charge money from people to access the causeway – an area that is intended to be freely 

accessible. 

Mr. Shalett noted the time, and polled the board.  Ms. Livingston suggested a continuance to (perhaps) 

February 18th.  Mr. Ignacio suggested a continuance.   Mr. Shalett recognized as the last speaker  

Mr. Chris Kennedy: 

Commended Mr. Shalett for his research and understanding of the relevant history.   

The Planning Board at the time was interested in what modifications were being made to OSV trails, and 

what changes TTOR wanted to see in those trails, and in the pedestrian walkways and crosswalks.  Noted 

that an interest at the time to build a boardwalk was intended to minimize impacts on the natural 

environment. 

Noted that the management plan of 1990 intended to consolidate a ‘maze’ of trails into a more common 

sense  system of trails.  Per Lenny Jason: If you need a building permit, you need to file a special permit 

application; however TTOR wanted to give a full picture of all the activity happening, and the activity 

that had been proposed. 

Prior to the Dike Bridge, the natural physical barriers limited the impacts to Cape Pogue; the opening of 

the bridge raised concerns. 

Mr. Shalett thanked TTOR representatives for their time, and encouraged them to refile an application that 

includes OSV access. 
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Action 
It was MOVED by McCourt SECONDED by Robinson 

To continue the public hearing to February 18, 2024, 5:30 PM. 

  VOTED: 5, 0, 0. (8:05 PM) 

OTHER BUSINESS 

May include Other Business Not Reasonably Anticipated 48 hours in advance 

No other business was raised. 

ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business, it was MOVED by Livingston, SECONDED by McCourt 

To Adjourn. 

  WITHOUT OBJECTION.  

The meeting was adjourned at 8:05 PM. 

Respectfully submitted,  

 

 

Douglas C. Finn 

Clerk Pro Temp 


